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PUBLISHER’S PREFACE
 

Following the two sixteenth-century Martins—Martin Luther and Martin Chemnitz—no other Lutheran theologian has been as instrumental in shaping and forming Lutheran theology as Johann Gerhard. Just as Roman Catholicism has Thomas Aquinas, Lutheranism has Johann Gerhard. Both theologians wrote massive works of detailed doctrinal theology for their church bodies, works to which all other such efforts are compared.
 

According to Gerhard, theology is conversation, discussion, and discourse about God. This conversation is based on God’s self-revelation in the prophetic and apostolic Scriptures. The subject of all theology is Jesus Christ. It is a divine gift that we know Christ and are led to take refuge in Him. In this sense, Gerhard considered theology to be not only an academic discipline or a matter of scientific study; rather, Gerhard followed Augustine, who said, “We believe in order to understand; we do not understand in order to believe” (De Trinitate 15.2).
 

Explaining carefully the truth and life of the crucified and risen Lord for pilgrims on the journey to eternity is Gerhard’s goal. Of course, some will choose to read Gerhard only for academic and scholarly purposes, and there is great value in such activity, but above all else it was Gerhard’s intention to provide a comprehensive presentation of the Christian faith precisely for the sake of confessing, defending, and extending the blessed Gospel of Jesus Christ. The glory and worship of the Holy Trinity, Father, Son, and Holy Spirit, was the ultimate aim of Gerhard’s doctrinal work, and it is with this in mind that Gerhard is most clearly understood.
 

The massive reorientation of Christian theology in the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries in response to Pietism and Rationalism resulted in disregard and even disdain for the doctrinal theology of Gerhard and other Orthodox Lutheran theologians. This attitude remains among us today. Gerhard’s insistence that we can know and confess doctrine purely and that we must reject error runs contrary to the spirit of relativism and pluralism that engulfs much of modern Christianity. In stark contrast, Gerhard asserted that the Lutheran Reformation in the sixteenth century was necessary and vital. The Lutheranism that Gerhard endorsed remains an essential confessing and reforming movement for the sake of the true and saving Gospel of Jesus Christ and for the sake of genuine confession of the one, holy, catholic, and apostolic faith.
 

This translation of Gerhard’s Loci Theologici (here titled Theological Commonplaces) was initiated in the 1960s by The Lutheran Church—Missouri Synod’s Committee for Scholarly Research. The Rev. Dr. Richard Dinda, one of the translators who contributed much to the American Edition of Luther’s Works, was asked to undertake this formidable task. After several years of work, several of the more important Loci were published, but only in microfiche documents stored at the two LCMS seminary libraries.
 

Many church professionals and theological students continued to request that the translation be published for wider distribution, believing that the English-speaking Lutheran Church should have access to the most comprehensive presentation of Lutheran doctrine available. In the mid-1990s, the Rev. Dr. A. L. Barry, president of The Lutheran Church—Missouri Synod, and the vice presidents of the Synod formally requested that Concordia Publishing House publish the Theological Commonplaces. At this point, the Rev. Kenneth Wagener, Concordia Publishing House senior editor for academic and professional books, prepared a sample of the translation and circulated it to all members of LCMS seminary and university theology departments, inviting their observations and suggestions. In 2002, the Board of Directors of Concordia Publishing House acquired the English translation of Gerhard’s Loci Theologici from Rev. Dr. Dinda and work in earnest commenced on this project.
 

We acknowledge with thanks and appreciation Brandy Overton, who did much of the preliminary work of formatting and preparing the Dinda translation for publication. Läna Schurb has devoted tremendous effort to proofreading and copyediting. Dawn Weinstock has served the project well as its chief production editor. Most especially, we thank the Rev. Benjamin Mayes for his careful, scholarly, editorial work on this translation, through which this masterpiece of Lutheran theology, and a massive work of translation, is being offered to English-speaking readers in clear, lucid English, with a wealth of supporting documentation and bibliographic information.
 

The Rev. Paul T. McCain
Publisher and Executive Director, Editorial
Concordia Publishing House
Epiphanytide 2009
 


  



EDITOR’S PREFACE
 

After the publication of Johann Gerhard’s commonplaces On the Nature of God and On the Trinity (Exegesis 1625), Concordia Publishing House has decided to revise the first volume of its publication of the Theological Commonplaces. This revised edition allows us the opportunity to bring the commonplace On Scripture, together with its preface On the Nature of Theology, into line with the rest of the series. Thus, in keeping with the plan for the entire series, we have carefully compared the English translation to the original Latin and added annotations, a glossary, indices, a list of the works cited, and other typographic improvements. In addition, Gerhard’s two dedicatory epistles, included in the first volume of Preuss’s edition of the Loci Theologici, have been translated by the Rev. Heath R. Curtis and included here. In this volume, Gerhard sets forth the authority of all of Holy Scripture, while at the same time emphasizing Jesus Christ as the center of Scripture. The ultimate goal of Scripture, Gerhard reminds us, is the glory of God and the salvation of human beings. This, too, is the goal of Gerhard’s writing.
 

I would like to give public thanks to the Rev. Paul T. McCain, publisher and executive director of the Editorial Division of Concordia Publishing House, for his leadership in bringing about this publication, the first full translation of Gerhard’s Theological Commonplaces into any language. In addition, I would like to acknowledge the hard work expended by Dawn Mirly Weinstock, production editor for the series; by Dr. Richard Dinda, the translator; and by several experts in Latin, Greek, Hebrew, and early modern philosophy, especially the Rev. Heath R. Curtis, Dr. Christopher Mitchell, and Dr. Richard A. Muller. May this English edition be to the glory of God the Holy Trinity and to the edification of His Church.
 

Benjamin T. G. Mayes
 


  


INTRODUCTION
 

It was a time of great deeds and deep faith. In the New World, small outposts were being formed. Captain John Smith would establish Jamestown, Virginia, in 1607. In the Old World, discoveries were being made in science, art, and architecture. Eloquence and culture were prized and people attained heights of learning that have perhaps not been attained since then. It was the era of William Shakespeare (1564-1614), Heinrich Schütz (1585-1672), and Rembrandt (1606-1669). The Church of the West had been divided into three main confessions—Evangelical Lutheran, Reformed, and Roman Catholic—and each of these confessions was busy organizing its congregations and working out its theology in detail. At the same time, it was an age when political tensions and religious animosities within the Holy Roman Empire would lead to three decades of bloodshed in the Thirty Years’ War (1618-1648).
 

This period in the history of Lutheran Germany is known as the Age of Orthodoxy. Its archtheologian was Johann Gerhard. Gerhard was born on October 17, 1582, the son of Bartholomew Gerhard, a city counselor and treasurer for the town of Quedlinburg, and Margaret Berndes. Although his father died less than sixteen years later (d. 1598), Johann Gerhard’s mother lived for many years thereafter (d. 1624).!1 In 1599, Gerhard enrolled at the University of Wittenberg and studied the curriculum of philosophy, which included courses in history, logic, ethics, mathematics, physics, and anthropology. During this time he also read “the best commentators on Aristotle.”2 From 1600 to 1602, Gerhard studied medicine at Wittenberg. In 1603, after working as a private tutor and moving to Jena, he turned to the study of theology at the advice of Johann Arndt, since “he was anxious to become a physician of souls instead of being a physician of the body.” At Jena, Gerhard heard lectures on the books of the New and Old Testaments, devoting himself especially to the study of the Hebrew language and of the Old Testament. In addition, he read the early church fathers and the medieval scholastics diligently.3 Although he became an adjunct professor of the philosophical faculty in 1605, it was not long before Gerhard was called to the ministry. In mid-1606, Prince John Casimir called Gerhard to be superintendent of the churches of Heldburg and to be a theology teacher at the upper preparatory school of Coburg. Having been “crowned with the rite of ordination” on August 24, Gerhard was installed and invested in his new office on September 6 in the presence of the pastors of the twenty-six parishes under his supervision. The same year, Gerhard finished the work for his doctorate in theology and was awarded his degree on November 11, 1606. It was during this time, while serving as pastor, superintendent, and religion teacher, that Gerhard began to write his Theological Commonplaces. His first four Commonplaces were published in 1610, when he was just twenty-seven years old.4 Only a few years later, in 1615, having been called to be general-superintendent of the entire region of Coburg, Gerhard wrote a new church order (canon law) for the churches in his territory.5 Finally, Gerhard was called to a theological professorship at Jena and began his duties there in 1616. He remained at Jena until his death in 1637.6
 


GERHARD THE WRITER
 

In his introduction to the first edition of On the Nature of Theology and Scripture, the first volume of Gerhard’s Theological Commonplaces, Dr. Kent Heimbigner noted:
 


Johann Gerhard (1582-1637) is widely held to be the third preeminent theologian of the Lutheran Reformation, after Martin Luther and Martin Chemnitz. Luther himself wrote no formal dogmatic theology comparable to John Calvin’s Institutes of the Christian Religion, and with his death in 1546, the unifying mind of Lutheranism was gone. The Religious Peace of Augsburg in 1555 ironically allowed Lutheran theologians, especially in Germany, to turn their energies against one another. Various theological controversies ensued. These theologians generally divided between the “pure,” or “Gnesio,” Lutheran party, centered at Jena, and the “Philippist” party, named after Philipp Melanchthon and based in Wittenberg. The threat of a permanently divided Lutheranism was largely overcome by the wide reception of the Formula of Concord and the publication of The Book of Concord in Germany in 1580. The Formula was the work of Martin Chemnitz, who also wrote numerous other important works of Lutheran dogmatic theology. Particularly important were the Examination of the Council of Trent and his own Loci Theologici [“Theological Commonplaces”]. Chemnitz’s Loci Theologici were patterned after Melanchthon’s Loci Communes [“Commonplaces”]. Neither of these works, however, approach Gerhard’s Loci Theologici, either in length or in detail.7

 




 

Gerhard was a versatile writer. In works such as the Theological Commonplaces and the Confessio Catholica8 he wrote vigorous polemic and detailed defense of each point of the Christian faith, employing arguments of every variety: from Scripture, from logic, from tradition, and from the inconsistency of his opponents. But in his sermons and devotional works such as his Sacred Meditations9 and The Daily Exercise of Piety,10 he wrote in a warm, devotional, meditative style. Finally, Gerhard’s many Bible commentaries should not be forgotten—not only his many commentaries on individual books of the Bible but also his enormous contributions to the Harmonia Evangelica of Chemnitz and Leyser11 and to the Ernestine Bible.12 It also should be remembered that in the most polemical and doctrinaire of his writings, he still includes the “practical use” of the doctrine. Theory and practice were not separated for Gerhard, though he focused more on theory in some writings and more on practice in others.
 

One must keep the genre of the Theological Commonplaces in mind or else risk becoming disappointed in not finding what one expected. For example, while he acknowledges and quotes “our Luther” and praises Luther’s translation of the Bible highly, Gerhard quotes the blessed reformer infrequently and never uses Luther’s views as evidence that the doctrine set forth is orthodox. Instead, Gerhard quotes the early church fathers heavily. Rather than explaining this fact by saying that Gerhard did not value Luther, one should keep in mind the scope and purpose of the Theological Commonplaces. The subtitle of this work in Latin reads: cum pro adstruenda veritate tum pro destruenda quorumvis contradicentium falsitate, that is, “both for affirming the truth and for destroying the falsehood of some who contradict it.” In the Theological Commonplaces, Gerhard is giving arguments to convince his opponents of the truth that he is setting forth and to persuade them that opposing views are false. Thus, when arguing against Roman Catholic or Reformed opponents, appeals to the authority of Luther would be out of place. Gerhard chooses instead to appeal to authorities that most of his opponents would recognize: the right-believing teachers of the ancient Church.
 


GERHARD’S USE OF ARISTOTELIAN AND SCHOLASTIC CATEGORIES
 

The reader of the Theological Commonplaces will notice Gerhard’s use of Scholastic and specifically Aristotelian terminology. At times, Gerhard can be found using the “four causes,” that is, the formal, material, efficient, and final causes, to define theological topics. (See On Scripture, § 354, for an example.) Gerhard uses the terminology of the schools that had been utilized before, during, and after the Reformation in order to give his presentation a high degree of precision and clarity. Yet the Scholastic terminology does not function like a procrustean bed for Gerhard, and the terms are by no means omnipresent. What C. F. W. Walther wrote about Johann Wilhelm Baier applies even more aptly to Gerhard: “No matter how true it is that Aristotelian philosophy has often crept into theology with the Scholastic form, nevertheless, it is this form which a considerable number of our theologians have used to avoid ambiguity of terms and to express their thoughts to their readers without having to heap up many words. Even Baier [and Gerhard!] made none other than this healthy use of philosophical, technical terms in his theology. Whoever has just once figured this out can only be thankful to him for using this form.” 13
 

Among the Scholastic terminology and method, the reader will find that Gerhard makes much use of syllogisms. A syllogism is an orderly process of thought by which one proceeds from two propositions that are known or proved in order to discover a proposition that was previously unknown or unproved. Gerhard’s terminology for this orderly process of reasoning varies. He can call it a “proof,” “demonstration,” “rational argument,” “conclusion,” or “inference.” No matter what he calls it, the structure of a syllogism is very clear. First comes the major premise, which sets forth some general principle that should always be valid in the form of a relationship between two variables. Second comes the minor premise, introduced quite often with an adversative (“but, yet, however”). The minor premise sets forth evidence about the condition of one of the two variables introduced in the major premise. Third comes the conclusion, often (but not always) introduced by “therefore.” Quite often Gerhard does not bother to write out the entire conclusion, since it is obvious from the major and minor premises. In these situations he writes merely, “Therefore.” And sometimes even that one word is omitted. After the conclusion, Gerhard sometimes adds an explanation of the major premise and evidence for the minor premise. An example of a syllogism that includes all of these parts can be seen in this volume, § 337.
 


USE OF SCRIPTURE
 

The use of Scripture is central to Gerhard’s entire work. The wording of the Scripture passages he gives often matches that of the Clementine Vulgate of 1592, but it often deviates from this as well, following the biblical Hebrew and Greek or possibly a different version of the Latin Bible.14
 


EDITIONS OF THE THEOLOGICAL COMMONPLACES
 

There are four main editions of Gerhard’s Theological Commonplaces: the Jena edition of 1610 (the edition printed during Gerhard’s lifetime), the Frankfurt/Hamburg edition of 1657 (edited by Johann Ernst Gerhard, the author’s son), the Tübingen edition of 1762 (edited by Johann Friedrich Cotta), and the Berlin/Leipzig edition of 1863 (edited by Edward Preuss). Dr. Richard Dinda made his translation from the Preuss edition, and I have edited the text with an eye not only on Preuss but also on the Cotta edition, which was employed to correct the many typographical errors of Preuss’s edition (some of which were carried forward from the Frankfurt/Hamburg edition). On the top of each page of the Concordia edition, references are given to both the Cotta and Preuss editions. Thus “C3:44” means “Cotta edition, volume 3, page 44,” and “P1:143” means “Preuss edition, volume 1, page 143.”
 

In the preface to his edition, Preuss noted that he was reprinting the Jena edition of 1610. However, instead of including the original Commonplaces I-VII of the Jena edition, Preuss substituted the four commonplaces he found at the beginning of the Frankfurt/Hamburg edition. These were published in 1625, after Gerhard had finished his Theological Commonplaces, with the title “Exegesis, or a more copious explanation of certain articles of the Christian religion.” They were not meant to be a substitute for the 1610 Commonplaces I-VII but were intended as a supplement. It is these “Exegesis” Commonplaces that Preuss included, and it is the same that we present to our readers here. These “Exegesis” Commonplaces have been included with printings of Gerhard’s Theological Commonplaces since the Frankfurt/Hamburg edition; therefore they do belong in this series. Yet we hope to give our readers more clarity on what they are reading than Preuss gave to his readers.
 

The enumeration of the commonplaces has also presented difficulties. Both Preuss and Cotta presented different numbering systems than the seventeenth-century editions of the Theological Commonplaces. We have decided to follow the original enumeration as found in the Jena and Frankfurt/Hamburg editions. A comparison chart is included on p. xviii.
 

In the Concordia edition, we refer to the commonplaces included both in the original Jena edition and in Preuss’s edition as, for example, “Commonplace XI.” We refer to the “Exegesis” Commonplaces included in Preuss’s edition as “1625 Exegesis, Commonplace II.” And we refer to the original Commonplaces I-VII, which were not included in Preuss’s edition, as “1610 Loci Theologici, locus 5.” In the indices, reference is given first to the commonplace number, then to the section number. For example: “E3.34” means “1625 Exegesis, Commonplace III, § 34.” And “8.55” means “1610 Commonplace VIII, § 55.” This manner of indexing will allow the reader to refer to any edition of the Theological Commonplaces from the seventeenth century to the present.
 

Preuss’s edition and the Concordia edition occasionally surround sections of text with double asterisks (**). These sections are Gerhard’s marginal notes on his Theological Commonplaces that his son included in the Frankfurt/Hamburg edition.
 


THE VALUE OF GERHARD’S
THEOLOGICAL COMMONPLACES
 

C. F. W. Walther, a nineteenth-century scholar of Lutheran Orthodoxy, had high praise for Gerhard’s Theological Commonplaces.
 


Among the works that deal with this discipline in detail, one can ask which one is first and foremost just as little as one can ask which star outshines all the others. Just as in the latter question one can only speak of the sun, so in the former question one can only speak of Johann Gerhard’s Theological Commonplaces. … The proofs from Scripture are everywhere clear and exhaustive. The refutation of opponents is pervaded and pulses just as much with the spirit of love toward them as with the love of the truth; it seeks out the opponents in all their hiding places and always robs them of their last supports, so that no further contradiction seems possible. The application of the whole as well as of the particular is simple, illuminating, clearly arranged. Free from destructive fragmentation—at times an error of the later dogmaticians—the entire development of the doctrine flows along briskly with its linguistic, historical, and antithetical excursus like one great stream that describes pleasant bends in the river. Everything is all of a piece. Ethics here are not yet separated from dogmatics; the former appear here like grapes growing from a ripe vine. Biblical isagogics, hermeneutics, exegesis, history of dogmas, patristics, and polemics are added here not like a merely worthwhile appendage, but are organically woven into the whole like necessary beams, like adornments in this architectural marvel. The expression and style are so certain and thereby so simple and brisk; the development of topics, even with its exhaustive precision, goes forward without burdensome repetition so swiftly; even the most dry and subtle subjects are discussed with such exceptional freshness and facility; everything is handled with such holy seriousness; and the words are soaked with such devout meaning that the reader, being taken away by the speech of this precious man, does not know whether he has before him a work for the promotion of Christian erudition or a devotional book. One does not tire of it as long as he reads it and notes how light and warmth go forth from this speech of noble simplicity and true depth of spirit. In sum, in our opinion this work of dogmatics is, in content and form, the most glorious, most complete work in this field that has ever been achieved within Christendom, and until the Last Day it will probably remain the model for all who labor in this field.15

 




 

At Walther’s time, only those pastors and scholars who learned Latin were able to prove the truth of his words. God be praised that now a new generation of English-speaking readers can read Gerhard’s great work for themselves. Soli Deo Gloria.
 

Benjamin T. G. Mayes
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14 Gerhard’s library included eighteen different versions of the Bible in Latin. See Johann Anselm Steiger, et al., eds., Bibliotheca Gerhardina: Rekonstruktion der Gelehrten-und Leihbibliothek Johann Gerhards (1582-1637) und seines Sohnes Johann Ernst Gerhard (1621-1668) (Stuttgart-Bad Cannstatt: Frommann-Holzboog, 2002), 1:41-42. Gerhard refers to many of these versions in the course of this volume.
 

15 C. F. W. Walther, “Lutherisch-theologische Pfarrers-Bibliothek,” Lehre und Wehre 1 (1855): 300-301.
 
  



DEDICATORY EPISTLES
Translated by H. R. Curtis
 

To the most serene and most high prince and lord
Lord Christian II
elector and archmarshall of the Holy Roman Empire
duke of Saxony, Jülich, Kleve, and Berg; landgrave of Thuringia;
marquis of Meissen; burgrave of Magdeburg; count in Mark and Ravensberg;
lord in Ravenstein
to my most clement elector and lord
I pray the perpetual grace of God, perennial tranquility of rule, eternal health
of body and soul.
 

Most serene elector, most high prince, most clement lord! Cassian famously writes (De Incarnat., bk. 1), “When sickness is resurgent, never should the medicine be delayed, but the greater the illness, just so much more steadfastly is the cure sought after.” Doubtless, the mystical Body of Christ once struggled with the grave illness of various heresies. The Church, I say, was most severely oppressed in earlier centuries by Arians, Photinians, Nestorians, Eutychians, and other monsters of the same sort, but when a cure was provided by the Chief Shepherd and Doctor through the patronage of very devout rulers and faithfully teaching doctors—especially Athanasius, Cyril, Augustine, Vigilius, and other ministers—then the Church, freed from these infections and with her health secured, obtained strength.
 

But, indeed, that same sickness is resurgent today; the infernal dragon breathes out the same infectious virus, even today, from his own throat. Indeed, how I could obscure differences [in doctrine] in a cloud of silence! Nevertheless, these differences are all erroneous opinions. By means of [such obscuring clouds] a great many proclaimed that Nestorianism and Eutychianism themselves were united in the Church by way of reconciliation. But do those more recent [heretics] not threaten a great infection, whether they be Samosatenes or Photinians (whom the public calls Neo-Arians)? [Indeed,] the former are worse and more pestilent by far than the latter! Shall the healing hand stop here? Shall we stand by in silence and watch a great many members of the Church be snatched up by this wild infection and given over to eternal death?
 

But that it might be evident how altogether infectious the corruption and how virulently cancerous the doctrine of those Photinians is, read on a little and we will consider it, so that, according to the teaching and warning of our Lord, we may know these false prophets by their fruits (Matt. 7:16). Those [heretics] teach that Christ Jesus is not the true, natural, and eternal Son of God, begotten from eternity by the Father; indeed, they deny any sort of preexistence before His nativity from Mary. On the contrary, they assert that Christ is a mere man to whom divine power and knowledge were communicated in time from God the Father. In this sense and respect, [they assert,] He is now and then called “God” and the “Son of God” in the Scriptures. Therefore in this way they attack the eternal generation of the Son, blaspheme against His divinity, and trample the most holy mystery of the Trinity.
 

It is possible to clearly recognize from the public writings of Laelius and Faustus Socinus, Franciscus Davidis, Gratianus Turpianus,1 Georgius Cracerus, Johannes Sommerus, Christophorus Ostorodus, Valentinus Schmaltzius, and others that this is their genuine doctrine. Let us call them Photinians or Samosatenes or Servetians—it is all the same, in as much as Photinus (according to Augustine, in his book De haeres. ad Quodvultdeum, c. 45, from Philaster) “had followed the doctrine of Paul of Samosata in all things.” Indeed, the same thing may be seen from a comparison of their respective dogmas. Paul of Samosata, bishop of Antioch around AD 270, taught that “Christ had not always existed, but that there was a beginning for Him—namely, when He was born of Mary—nor that He is anything more than a man.” (This is how Augustine, De haeres., c. 44, describes his heresy.) “[And] he taught that the Word was in God in the same way as goodness, wisdom, and justice are in Him and as a word is in the heart of a man,” that is, he denied that the Word is a person distinct from the Father. ([Cf.] Epiphanius, in Haeres., bk. 2, vol. 2, heresy 45; Tripart., bk. 1, c. 14; Nicephorus, bk. 6, c. 27.) “That heresy (these are the words of Augustine in the place cited above) was at one time taught by a certain Artemonius, but when he had died, it was renewed by Paul and afterward was so strengthened by Photinus that they were called Photinians more widely than Paulists.” Photinus of Sirmium, bishop around AD 345, “used to avoid saying that the nativity and existence of the Son were before the ages; rather, he said that Christ had His beginning from Mary.” ([Cf.] Athanasius, Orat. de salut. adv. Christi. trip., bk. 5, c. 5; Nicephorus, bk. 9, c. 31; etc.) Michael Servetus, the Spaniard, around AD 1532 dreamed that “the Word was a mere idea in the mind of God, not anything subsisting with the Father, and Jesus was a man in the womb of the virgin, conceived and born by the power of the Holy Spirit from the Word—or divine seed—and the flesh of the virgin as from a material.” See his books De Trinitate. Paul of Samosata was condemned in the Synod of Antioch in AD 274; Photinus, in the Council of Sirmium in AD 356 (or, as some have it, 351). Servetus was burned at Geneva in AD 1555.
 

From all these quotations concerning the relatedness of the doctrine of the Samosatenes, Photinians, and Servetians, it can easily be established, from what follows below, that those recent heretics in Transylvania, Poland, and neighboring regions who attack the divinity of Christ are also able to be called Samosatenes and Photinians and Servetians. Yet they even come near to the insanity of Photinus, for which reason they were not even unwilling to name themselves after him. For thus writes Faustus Socinus (to whom they were accustomed to attribute a great deal) in Disput. de Jesu Christi Filii Dei natura sive exsistentia, nec non de peccatorum per ipsum expiatione adversus Andream Volanum, p. 239, “This Photinus was at one time the bishop of Sirmium, who, it is certain, pointedly defended our exact opinion by word and writings.” What Ostorodus writes in the introduction to his German book also pertains here (the title of this book is Institutio de praecipuis articulis Christianae religionis in regno Poloniae, fol. 12), “One can especially understand from this that our opinion of Christ is not Arian (this begs to be noted by the benevolent reader) because the Arians in their own council condemned Photinus of Sirmium, bishop of that city, together with his doctrine, whose doctrine (with respect to the article about Christ) as it stands in the historical reports was altogether identical to that which is ours today.” Thus far Ostorodus.
 

Therefore let them be and be called, if it is so agreeable to them, “Photinians”; thus they will be condemned in their Photinus before they were born. For when Ostorodus accuses that Council of Sirmium of Arianism, he is false in part, in as much as there were mixed together not only Arians but also devout and catholic men, such as the bishops Hosius of Cordova, Eusebius of Nicomedia,2 and Marcus Arethusius, the last of which, who afterward received the martyr’s crown, issued an excellent confession of the faith in that council. (See Hilary’s book De synodis; Tripart., bk. 5, c. 6; Sozomen, bk. 4, c. 5; Socrates, bk. 2, c. 29.) Of course, one can produce different confessions of faith issued by that council—one of which supports Arianism, while another is against it. But in respect to the condemnation of Photinus made by that council with the unanimous consensus of its fathers, that condemnation was always held as valid by all the orthodox, not only those of that time but also in later times. But we will not worry about the name of the heresy of the Photinians as much as the doctrine itself.
 

Therefore let us continue. When the subsistence3 of the Son of God with the Father from eternity is denied, at once His divine nature is denied; when the divine nature of the Son is denied, the mystery of the most holy Trinity is denied; denied also is the eternal person of the Holy Spirit, coessential with both Father and Son. Furthermore, when the divine nature of Christ is denied, the entire mystery of our redemption and satisfaction supplied through Christ is denied. For the Passion and death of a mere man could not have been a sufficient ransom for the sins of the world; the obedience of a mere man could not have promised justification and salvation to the others; the blood of a mere man could not have extinguished the fire of the divine wrath. “If our sins,” says Dr. Luther in De conc. et eccles., German Jena Edition, volume 7, p. 264, “and the wrath of God owed against our sins were stacked on one pan [of a scale] and in another were placed the death of only a human nature, or if only a man had suffered for our sins, then the first pan would sink us down to the lowest hell. But if, indeed, in the opposite pan the Passion of God were placed, the death of God, God’s blood, or were God to suffer and die for us, then this pan would become heavier and more weighty than all our sins and the entire wrath of God.”
 

Furthermore, when the satisfaction for our sins supplied by Christ is denied, all that remains is to hope to achieve salvation through the merits of our own works, for no other way of salvation exists. When the merit of our works is set forth, the perfect and in all particulars absolute completion of the divine Law is established. When the perfect completion of the Law by ourselves is set forth, the article concerning gratuitous justification through faith in Christ is overturned. “For if it is by works, then it is no longer by grace” (Rom. 11:6). When the foundation of gratuitous justification is undermined and, on the other hand, the merits of our works and the perfect completion of the Law are established, the powers of the free will are claimed to be whole and complete in every way. When the well-being of free will is established, original sin and the propagation of the same in the descendants of Adam is denied; when original sin is denied, the power of Baptism is denied, and this sacred washing is transformed into a mere external rite devoid of any spiritual efficacy. Finally, when the divine nature of Christ is denied, denied also is the true communion of His own saving body and blood in the Holy Supper, nor could the flesh of a mere man be eaten except in a Capernaitic gnawing, much less could the flesh be life-giving. But the flesh of Christ is life-giving because of this: “Because it is the Word’s own flesh, having power to vivify all things,” as the Council of Ephesus, [anathema] 11, rightly declared.
 

Yet when the satisfaction for our sins that is provided through Christ is denied, when the merit of Christ is denied, when the gratuitous justification through faith in Christ is denied, when the efficaciousness of Baptism is denied, when the presence of Christ’s body and blood in the Supper is denied, what of hope (I ask), what of consolation, indeed, what of salvation is left for us miserable people? Nevertheless all those Photinians baldly and without any euphemism or whitewash propose, spread, and defend in public writings these monstrous ravings—for they are ravings more than errors—that completely overturn the very foundation of salvation. They recently have arrived at such a state of audacity and impudence that they were not afraid to dedicate a certain catechism published at Racovia to the illustrious academy at Wittenberg and to send and commend the same to the most high Senate of Gotha.
 

Here and now the bars of that religious silence that orthodox teachers, not without reason, have used up till now must be burst. Here and now, with all force, we must stand in the way of their raving. Here and now, the healing hand must be applied, and with as much zeal as is possible that poisonous crop must be crushed underfoot at the first weed.
 

Although others might be aware of my inadequacy, I am just as conscious of it. Nor does it escape me that other theologians with whom I ought not be compared in any way in matters of erudition, authority, and experience train in this palaestra and, indeed, will continue training further. Nevertheless I, too, wish to bestow my own little contribution for the use of the Church. Therefore, offering a series of disputations in this first volume, I intend to argue widely against the Photinians and, indeed, against their first lie, with which they attack the eternal generation of the Word from the Father and His personal subsistence. That reverend and most celebrated man, Lord Friedrich Baldwin, the exceptional doctor of theology, professor of the same at the Academy of Wittenberg, and superintendent of the church there, my lord and singularly honorable friend, kindly added the following words of public judgment concerning my little scribbles in his own writings and spurred me on to this task not a little: “In your most holy work you neglect nothing worth examining in the Racovian Catechism concerning the teaching of others; so continue and bring this treatise to public light as quickly as possible, and you will make a work pleasing to God and useful to the Church of Christ, moreover one that is honorable for yourself and salutary for those who either hear or read you.” So far his words. I wanted to place these words, which appear in his own hand on the frontispiece shield of this writing, before all disparagers.
 

Moreover, Most Serene Elector, I must, as your most humble subject, dedicate this first volume of Theological Commonplaces to Your Highness for a great many weighty reasons. I was born twenty-seven years ago in Quedlinburg, Saxony, which little town rejoices in Your Most Serene Highness’s rule and protection. I was instructed for a three-year period at Your Most Serene Highness’s illustrious Academy of Wittenberg, which I rightly revere as the mother of my studies, inasmuch as she sent me, when first I had drunk the milk of heavenly doctrine, on to other academies elsewhere. Indeed, [I dedicate this volume] to the illustrious House of Saxony, especially to the illustrious and most high prince and lord, Lord Johann Kasimir, duke of Saxony, Jülich, Kleve, and Berg; landgrave of Thuringia; marquis of Meissen; etc. Over the course of four years, my services as your most humble subject have thus far been rendered to my prince and most clement benefactor in churches and school; and, as I hope and pray, they have not been altogether without fruit. Finally, these humble services go forth armed with the privilege of Your Electoral and Most Serene Highness. Therefore to Your Most Serene Highness, as the illustrious head of the House of Saxony, these few pages were rightly owed. Their author freely acknowledges that he owes all things in every way to this same man. Whatever this, my teaching, seemed to do for publicly strengthening that consensus which the most illustrious House of Saxony today protects (both in all other matters as well as in the highest position of religion, by the singular grace of God) against all the hostile divisions that tear at its roots, still all good and peaceful men pray with continuous sighs that [this house] would protect it further.
 

Take up, therefore, Most Serene Elector, Most Clement Lord, this writing, which I present as a small gift, and open it, so that some light might be procured for this little work from the splendor of the name that has been current among all men for a long time now because of the proven zeal for heavenly truth, the singular specimens of magnificent munificence in the churches and schools, the provident conservation of public peace, the sincere administration of justice, and the other heroic virtues worthy for the Elector, Your Most Serene Highness. [Take it up also] that even more men may be incited to unfurl its scroll.
 

May our God, who is mightily exalted among the shields of the earth (Ps. 47:[9]), give to Your Most Serene Highness long life, secure rule, a safe home, powerful armies, a faithful senate, an upright populace, a peaceful world, and whatever things constitute the wishes of a man and prince (with which words they were accustomed to supplicate God for the health of the emperors in the early Church, as Tertullian bears witness, Apolog., c. 30).
 

Written at Heldburg on the first of April, 1610,
to Your Most Serene Highness,
from your most humble subject,
Johann Gerhard, doctor
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1 A pseudonym for Faustus Socinus.
 

2 Gerhard is apparently in error. Unlike Hosius of Cordova and Marcus Arethusius, Eusebius of Nicomedia (who died ca. AD 341) was one of the foremost proponents of Arianism.
 

3 That is, hypostasis, person.
 



  


To men most distinguished, most experienced, and most proved in
virtue, erudition, prudence, authority,
most celebrated in the practice of affairs,
the Lords Consulor,
the Lord Secretary, and Lords Senatorial
of the illustrious Republic of Quedlinburg
 


TO MY BENEFACTORS, FRIENDS, COMPATRIOTS, COUNTRYMEN,
AND KINSMEN MOST HONORABLE AND BELOVED, I PRAY ETERNAL PEACE.
 

O men most distinguished, most experienced, most proved in virtue, erudition, prudence, authority and most celebrated in the practice of affairs, lords benefactor, friends, compatriots, countrymen, and kinsmen most honorable and beloved! Although the love of the heavenly country is in all truly devout people and is the special desire of their attention and heart (surely it ought to be)—since their own country “is in heaven” (Phil. 3:20), and they are just “strangers and sojourners in the world” (Lev. 25:23; Ps. 119:19; Heb. 11:13), for which reason David very often calls to God in his prayers: “I am a stranger before You and a sojourner, like all my fathers” (Ps 39:[12]), “I am a stranger to the world and a citizen of heaven”—nevertheless that love of the spiritual, heavenly country in no way excludes natural affection, by which people are drawn toward their own country on this earth. Jerome writes of this in his commentary on the seventh chapter of Jeremiah, specifically on the words “Make straight the highways,” etc., and so he writes, “It is natural that each one love his native soil and hold nothing more sweet than his native country.” An example of this is seen in Euripides’ Phoenissae: “Of necessity all men love their country; he who says otherwise delights in arguments, but his thoughts are still there”; or from Ovid’s verses: “I do not understand how the native land with sweetness takes hold of all and does not allow anyone to forget it.”
 

For in the way in which a wayfarer, if he obtains a suitable lodging while he is not able to enjoy the native hearth toward which he aspires with his whole heart, still uses the lodging’s accommodations with a thankful heart, so on the journey of this life, which is nothing other than a road toward the true life in heaven, we ought to acknowledge it with grateful hearts if the most kind God has assigned to us such a place to be born and raised that easily commends itself to us by its benefits bestowed by God, which birthright a great many men wish for themselves. I very often recall, not without a silent thanksgiving and a sense of satisfaction, that I also have received this happiness as a mark of divine kindness.
 

For I was born in Quedlinburg, Saxony (in that very city, of course, whose government has been committed to your trust and prudence, conscript fathers1), in the year 1582, on the seventeenth day of October, to my father, Lord Bartholomew Gerhard—a man of your order, who, in the year 1598, on the very day of the Ascension of our Lord, left human life, whose integrity and kindnesses toward the ministers of the churches and schools are still spoken of by all today—of my mother, Margaret Berndes, daughter of Lord Johann Berndes of blessed memory, juror of the republic of Halberstadt. She died last year, on the twenty-seventh day of January, 1624, and the pattern of her maternal virtues earned a public hearing.
 

The extant opinions of the historians concerning how this very city obtained its name are diverse. Although some judge it so named from the small chain [catella] at the summit of the mountain where Emperor Henry the Fowler2 was said to have found his wife, called Quedella, they are moved by this conjecture somewhat to fancy that they would see the customary chain [catella] drawn on the insignia of the senate. Others think that it is named from the springs of water with which that place abounds, and that at first it was called Quellenburg [i.e., Spring castle]. But others, whose opinion is more likely, think the name is left over from the old district3 that furnished the origin of the city. For the composers of the annals testify that there was once a district called Quintilingum situated in the region of the city where the parish4 of St. Blasius is today. In the same neighborhood there was another district called Nortingav, which was situated in the place where the parish of St. Egidius is today. In the midst of those districts, where the market [forum] and senate hall [curia] are now, there used to be the houses of certain rich men, houses in which those called the courtiers and satraps of the emperor dwelt. These houses were customarily called the Quintilinguan courts.5 In memory of this and as a sign of [their] antiquity, to this very day one may catch notice of a small, nude mannequin, painted and engraved in stone, on the frontispiece of some homes. Thus from Quintlinburg, which was the ancient name of the city, Quedlinburg was afterward formed. As for those who think the city is named for the Quadi because of their incursions into these lands (known from the chronicles of the histories), I would think they should scarcely be listened to, since those men, unworthy of the name of a people, are not mentioned as ever having fixed their abode anywhere.
 

This city is situated for the most part on a plain at the base of the Harz Mountains [silva Hercynia], and it is nourished by that most fertile and clear river called the Bode, whose source on Mount Brocken is about four miles from the city. The air in the neighborhood of the mountains and forests is also healthful for a sound temperature. The soil is fertile for raising crops; thus it is impossible for the inhabitants to be without an abundance of lumber, crops, fish, or any of the other things necessary for sustaining life. Because of this opportunity for good auspices, the Imperial Assembly of Emperor Conrad III was held in this city in 1139. Already around the year 930, the frequently aforementioned emperor [Henry I, the Fowler] placed a collegium of illustrious and noble virgins in this city and appointed Matilda, his daughter, the first abbess of the same. When the emperor could not put the last hand upon the quite magnificent structure of the convent, being prevented by his death (for he died in the year 936 at Memleben, near Wernigerode, in the sixtieth year of his life, in the seventeenth year of his reign, when he had again moved from Goslar, where his seat of government had been, back to Rome and was taken with a critical illness on the journey), the widowed Augusta Matilda6 and his daughter, the abbess, processed to the heart of that structure and there reposed the arms of that most praised emperor in an honorific tomb in the Monastery of the Citadel, as it was called.
 

From that time, the abbesses who ruled this place were from a long line of daughters of emperors, kings, electors, princes, and counts—women conspicuous in their devotion to piety and in their praise of the other virtues. With such honor and graciousness, with the greatest good of her subjects in mind, that most revered and illustrious princess and lady, the Lady Dorothea Sophia, duchess of Saxony, countess of the province of Thuringia, marquise of Meissen, a woman most worthy of the love of all good people and public praise, today performs this office.
 

Now, if we should turn our eyes away from the external situation of the city and its buildings toward its interior beauty—to the condition of the ecclesiastical and political government—then the benefactions, generously conceded by divine grace to this city more than to many others, will appear all the more clearly. If we should enter the temples, which are numbered in that city at eight—that is, the Temple of the Citadel (consecrated to St. Servatius long ago by Bernhard, bishop of Halberstadt), of St. Benedict, of St. Nicolaus, of St. Blaise, of St. Egidius, of St. Wipert, to the Holy Spirit, and of St. John—in each and every one of these, by the blessing of God, the true doctrine of the Gospel, purged from the corruption of all Papists, Calvinists, and other heretics, can be heard sounding forth.
 

More than a hundred years ago, when the light of evangelical doctrine had begun to shine forth in the deep darkness of the papacy, the rays of it, at just the right time, illumined the minds of certain citizens in this city. For it says in the memoirs of Joannes Winnistadius, once the pastor of St. Blaise, and in the report of Marcus Schultetus, pastor of the Neustadt [Temple] [Neapolitani], that Vincent, a certain Augustinian monk, not only embraced the purified doctrine of blessed Luther at the very start but also propounded it in the monastery of the Augustinians to great applause. However, he was poisoned to death by the rest of the monks. And when the free course of the Gospel was impeded in this city by the magistrate and sacrificing-priests,7 the Quedlinburgers, Halberstadters, and others in companies rushed into the neighboring district of Westerhausen, where Henningus Radeken was teaching the Gospel of Christ purely and where the Holy Supper was administered according to Christ’s institution “under both kinds,” as the saying goes.
 

Not long afterward, in the church of St. Blaise, Johannes Sturke began to preach the Gospel truth publicly. While he was devoutly occupied with conducting Palm Sunday services in the public assembly and distributing the body and blood of the Lord in the Sacrament, Captain Philipp Mosebucus saw to it that he was carried away from the altar itself by his deputy—at the end [of the distribution], of course. And thus carried away under arrest, he sent him captive to Duke George of Saxony. Moreover, a large crowd of citizens and manual laborers pursued this man, their pastor, so that they might be at the fortress to prevent unjust force. The captain, seeing their zeal and being persuaded by his friends and agents, sent him back free, with a cease-and-desist order more stern than before to the effect that he should no longer preach.
 

Afterward, when in this way silence had been imposed on the preachers of the pure doctrine within the city walls by the magistrate at the urging of the sacrificing-priests and monks, God raised up confessors and preachers in the Hospital [Church] outside the city, which was appointed the name of St. John. There was a man in that place, old and renowned for his piety, Benedict Kirchoff, who, though he had been blind for some years, nevertheless God had opened the very eyes of his mind so that he saw the light of Gospel truth and was not afraid to profess it publicly. There was in that Hospital another colleague, one Hermann Dencus, who suffered from a hoarse voice, who busied himself with the work of a pastor in administering the Sacraments according to the Lord’s institution. So the hoarse man sang [and] the blind man preached, for Kirchoff saw to it that Luther’s writings were read to him by others, and what things from them he had been able to commit to memory, with which he was most happily gifted, he taught to the people. Then Dencus would follow the sermons of his colleague with sacred songs.
 

To this place there was a new flow of people from Quedlinburg, both from the neighborhood of the city and from the countryside. Therefore a pulpit [cathedra] was constructed out of rough-hewn beams in the area of the cemetery, because the church, always quite narrow, could not hold the great number of hearers flowing in from all sides. And though Captain Mosebucus, flitting about the city walls with armed cavalry, attempted to stop that flow of citizens with threats and a roadblock, nevertheless he was unable to succeed in any way. So then, though the enemies of the truth did not want to listen, observing the city and the citizens lifting up their voice like a trumpet, they were forced to allow the blind and hoarse to glorify God outside the city in the open air and proclaim His Word, free from papistic sludge, to the people.
 

After a space of time, men conspicuous for their erudition and piety were again moved to propagate the divine Word in the city itself: Johannes Bethmann, pastor of the Neustadt temple; Laurentius Donerus, pastor at the Church of St. Egidius; and Jonas Hildebrand, pastor at the Church of the Holy Spirit. Not without danger to their fortunes and lives, these men impressed the purer doctrine of the Gospel upon the people and often were forced to hide themselves in the towers of the temples that they might be safe from the plots and violence of their enemies.
 

A tale has been handed down concerning Bethmann that when his adversaries accused him before Prince George of Saxony of apostasy from the Church and spreading heresies among the people and, further, when he was called on this charge by the prince, with unbroken and fearless spirit he came before him, who at that time was staying at Quedlinburg. Indeed, before he came before the prince, he said farewell to his brother, relatives, and friends, fearing, of course, that they would not again see his face on this earth. For he feared for his life on account of his enemies’ threats and the famous harshness of this prince. The gossip of the soldiers and attendants of the prince augmented this fear not a little. They stood forth in a great line before and behind the buildings where the lodging of the duke was located, and Bethmann had to be led through the midst of these. Seeing Bethmann, they sent up a laugh, began snorting, lifted him up by the hook of his nose, sent hard threats against him, and cried out that his clothes should be torn off and his head severed. But he came to the prince with a firm and steadfast mind and, in accord with accustomed practice, reverently and submissively prostrated himself at his feet, with his young nephew, the son of his brother, in tow, who carried a volume of the Holy Scriptures.
 

When his accusers did not appear upon being called in turn for a third time, the prince began to reproach Bethmann with very harsh words, alleging that though he had received his formation, as they call it, from the Roman Church and had bound himself with an oath to obey her, nevertheless he had nefariously defected from her, taken up with the Lutheran sect, spread false doctrines contrary to the Roman Catholic Church among the people, and thus delivered innumerable souls to the fire of hell. With as much humility and submissiveness as he was able, yet with that seriousness that is proper for a steadfast confessor of Christ, Bethmann responded by pointing out the codex of the Scriptures: “The universal Church confesses that she is sworn to the sacred books, that is, to the canonical writings of the prophets and apostles, which are the very Word of God and show the way of salvation without any error. Up to this point I have taught out of these books, and the word of the Gospel, which I teach to be trust in the merits of Christ alone, I have laid before my hearers. But if it were possible to be convinced from Holy Writ that I have thus far seduced any of my followers with any falsehood, I would not only publicly retract it but also even accuse myself of something beyond the penalties set forth.” Having said these things, he subjected himself: “I acknowledge that I am a sinner before God. I subject myself in all submission to the prince, my most clement lord.”After the matter had been deliberated and considered in his own counsel, the prince admonished him that he acknowledge his error and return to the Roman Church, but immediately added, “Go and carry out your office until you receive another mandate from us.”
 

Upon Bethmann’s death, the replacement was the pontifical sacrificing-priest Johannes Genth. When the hearers refused to attend his sermons and sacred acts and were [thus] destitute of the public exercise of the true religion, Johannes Leo, the rector of the Neustadt School, with his students and the citizens encouraging him, lectured in the school on the evangelical doctrine from the writings of Luther and explained them manfully.
 

These things happened at the beginning of the cleansing of the doctrine. Then, at length, when Prince George died in the year 1538 (having suffered from the colic), the pontifical sacrificing-priests fled out of the city of their own accord. And the magistrate, noticing that he could not impede the course of the Gospel, not only ceased the persecution but also, when the truth of the evangelical doctrine was recognized from the Word of God, advanced the work of the Reformation (along with the foremost men) by calling to this task worthy preachers who were inclined to the genuine religion expressed in the Augsburg Confession, whom he set over the parishes of the city. Dr. Tilemann Pletenerus, the superintendent of the church of Stolberg, was also invited, who began to emend the customary ceremonies and chants in the temple of the Citadel.
 

From that time the true and genuine doctrine of the Gospel—without any leaven of human traditions and corruptions—was always, up to today, put forth to the people in all the temples of the whole city by an uninterrupted succession of men in the ministry, men most renowned for erudition and piety, among whom were men known to me: Master Friedrich Abstorffius, Master Andreas Leopoldi, superintendents and court preachers; Master Bartholomaeus Bertramus, Andreas Brandes, Johann Arnd, Bartholdus Velsteinius, Master Georg Scholl (by whom I was initiated in the Christian mysteries [sacris Christianis]8), Johannes Weidling, Jacobus Apelius, and a great many others, who, after they served the plan of God with their lives, devoutly and peacefully fell asleep and were gathered to their fathers, as the Holy Spirit says concerning the death of devout people in Acts 13:36. those who succeeded them in oversight [[image: ]] and the ministry, and who live thus far by the grace of God, are decorated with no lesser gifts of the Holy Spirit, nor do they who do the work of the Lord with the true piety of distinguished erudition joined with humanity and modesty—men most worthy of all praise—do so with little fruit.
 

If we now look away from the churches to the senate, we shall see in it an order of city government hitherto outstanding. And we shall also see, to this very day, men most notable for their age, prudence, authority, and experience sitting over it as officers of justice, most vigilant cultivators and defenders, who established the well-being of all the citizens as the supreme law over their counsels and actions and labor at it with all their powers, so that they might leave our native republic, which they received from their elders in a flourishing condition, to their posterity in the same state. In my day, the consulship was held by Ambrosius Rühelius, Peter Sicheling (who drew me from the holy font of Baptism9), Nicolaus tulich, Johannes Steinacker, Lothar Lüder—all now among the saints. These most distinguished men handed on the torch of civic government to you men, especially to you, Lord Nicolaus Schultz; to you, Lord Christophorus Noricus; and to you, Lord Bodo Bluethus; and to your most honorable colleagues. Wherefore nothing is more hoped for in [our] prayers than that you, standing faithfully in the most praiseworthy footsteps of your ancestors, would conserve the well-being and safety of the citizens as an edifice in good repair; in this matter, indeed, the most felicitous outcome agrees with your own prayers and plans.
 

You have so steered the ship of state entrusted to your care that it is not possible ever for any one of you to be found wanting in probity in regard to your prudence in directing matters or in regard to your diligence in taking up labors or in regard to patience in taking on adversities. What can I say concerning you, Most High Consul Lord Doctor Johannes Muller? For more than three decades you have performed with solicitude and dexterity such great works in the council as a gift to our native republic that it appears that in this matter you will not have an equal as your successor—and certainly no one superior. No one to whom your mind, life, manners, and actions are somewhat deeply known can overlook your indefatigable zeal for reading theological writings, your attentiveness to judgment in sacred and political matters, your incorruptible affection toward the ministers of the churches and schools and toward all learned men whatsoever.
 

If we turn away from the senate to the school and shed some light on a little bit of history of recent events, we shall see that from the school of Quedlinburg, as if from the Trojan horse, have come forth unnumbered toga-clad soldiers of literary pursuits, whose labor for the Church and republic was most helpful and fruitful. It always had rectors most distinguished for their erudition, prominent molders of developing youth, among whom two men stand forth like two torches and olive branches: Basilius Faber—famous throughout all of Europe for his edition of a dictionary of scholastic learning10—and Master Heinrich Faber, under whose discipline it was my lot to spend my boyhood and adolescence, whose lifelike portrait you most distinguished men, not without reason, took care to place in the choir of St. Benedict’s Temple on account of his extraordinary benefactions to the school and the whole city. Recall that when he devoutly died of the plague in the year 1598, sixteen doctors could be counted who not at all unwillingly confessed that they received a great part of their learning from his instruction. Those who succeeded these great men in the office of teaching developing youths in scholastic learning, and preside over the same today, are themselves satisfied to actively fulfill [just] the most part of their assigned duty and to obtain the praise of their predecessors.
 

If we turn from the school to the private dwellings of the citizens, the following will come to the attention of our minds and eyes: the unyielding zeal for true doctrine in the fathers of the households, the singular regard for the ministerium, the obedience toward the magistrates, the beneficence for the poor little students cared for with alms, the diligence for raising children devoutly and educating them in the discipline and admonition of the Lord [Eph. 6:4]. Thus I can add nothing more concerning the integrity in friendly relationships and justice in business and other virtuous associations.
 

Yet just as there are thorns and nettles in a rose garden, so also in the body politic there are ever found certain corrupt humors and abscesses. Nevertheless, most distinguished men, since your oversight and your care and vigilance in these matters resists evil men as much as possible, therefore when some crime appears in the midst of the rest of the citizens born for and trained in virtue, it is not appropriate to detract anything from their praise. Therefore with reason, I, from the bottom of my heart on account of my association with the city (by reason of my birth and education), congratulate you, most honorable consuls and most esteemed senators, for the government of this, our native republic, thus far somewhat described by me. Nor do I think it possible for me to be induced by any man to reckon it a fault that I wish to speak in my preface upon such topics as the praise owed to my fatherland, which caught me in its fold at my birth, in which my infancy bleated, my boyhood played, my youth was educated; in which I am able to count a long series of relations, friends, companions or, rather, patrons. More and greater are the blessings that the most kind God granted to this, my fatherland, than I am able worthily to recount, proclaim, and determine.
 

But to you, most distinguished men, I wish to dedicate this Exegesis of the first volume of the Theological Commonplaces, that I might give a public testimony of my affection for our native republic and for you leaders of the same; also that I might show at least some indication of my grateful heart for your favor, honor, and love; also for your benefactions, on the one hand, to me and, on the other hand, to my relatives—some dead, some still living—and to this day preserved in plenteous measure by you most distinguished and esteemed men; also that I might at length pay back that debt, by which I am tightly bound to the fatherland and to you, its overseers, by a promise made long ago, with some sort of coinage, since in my literary line of work I could not mint a better sort.
 

I pray with groaning supplications to God, highest in goodness, greatest in power, that the good gifts which He has conferred on our fatherland most fruitfully would abound in the land, if not perpetually—for nothing in human affairs is perpetual—at least for a long time, and not cease to strengthen the land daily. And for you, most celebrated men, for one and all of you, I pray that God might kindly dispense to you a peaceful tranquillity of rule, longevity of life, continual good health, every prosperity of soul and body, and at length, at the end of the course of this life, eternal happiness.
 

Given at Jena on the first of April, in the year 1625,
to you men most distinguished and esteemed
by the man who obeys, loves, and esteems you most zealously,
Johann Gerhard, doctor
 


[image: ]
 

  1 In Republican Rome, “conscript fathers” (patres conscripti) was a technical term for the senate.
 

  2 Heinrich I der Vogler (Latin: Henricius Auceps) lived AD 876-936.
 

  3 That is, a specific division of the provinces of the old Roman Empire.
 

  4 That is, a small ecclesiastical geographic region, not identical with a “congregation.”
 

  5 In the early medieval revival of the Western Roman Empire, one would go to the “Court” (curtes) to pay taxes and take care of governmental affairs.
 

  6 In the Roman Empire, “Augusta” was a term for the emperor’s wife. The emperor himself held the official title of “Augustus.”
 

  7
Sacrificuli, a pejorative term aimed at priests who offered the sacrifice of the Mass.
 

  8 That is, baptized.
 

  9 That is, “who was my godfather.”
 

10 B. Faber’s Thesaurus Eruditionis Scholasticae (1571) was reprinted and expanded numerous times well into the eighteenth century. Faber also contributed to the first four of the Magdeburg Centuries.
 



  


PREFACE (1625 EXEGESIS)
ON THE NATURE OF THEOLOGY
 




 
 

§ 1. Because I intend to devote myself to the deficiencies of the Theological Commonplaces that I explained briefly in my earlier volumes or that I passed by completely, I shall first set down some ideas on the nature of theology as a preface. I shall follow my usual method to explain, first, its nomenclature, then its content. You see, what we call “names” are considered as if they were ideas “because the use of words frequently carries us to a perception of the thing itself,” as writes Scaliger, Exerc. 1, sect. 1. He also says, “From an interpretation of its name the comprehension of a thing becomes more clearly understood” (De ling. Lat., bk. 1, c. 5). Accordingly, he concludes: “In the treatment of academic disciplines, we must begin with their names” (Exerc. 359, sect. 1).
 

On the nomenclature of theology, to which pertains, first, its etymology.
 

§ 2. To the nomenclature of theology pertains (I) its etymology. Franciscus Junius (De theol., c. 1) and Sohnius (Opera, vol. 1, p. 66) think that we call this subject “theology” because it is “the talk of God about Himself.” The more accurate judgment about its name, however, is that it is the [image: ], or “the teaching about God or about divine matters,” just as astrology is not the talk of stars but talking about stars. Augustine, De civ. Dei, bk. 8, c. 1: “Theology means either God’s words or an account or explanation of the Deity.” Some believe it is called “theology” as if it were a “knowledge of the oracles of God” (Rom. 3:2) because it is the knowledge of the divine oracles, the wisdom of divine matters, which instructs us about the essence and will of God and about His works and benefits toward the Church. The prior etymology, however, is the more suitable. Theology takes its name from God: (1) by reason of its principal effective cause, that it is a divinely revealed teaching; (2) and, indeed especially, by reason of its material or object, because it deals with God and divine matters; (3) by reason of its end and effect, because it makes men divine or “partakers of the divine nature” (2 Pet. 1:4). Thomas ([ST,] p. 1, q. 1, art. 7) and Albert (Sent., bk. 1, dist. 1, art. 2) say beautifully: “Theology is taught by God, it teaches God, and it leads to God.” We are accurate, then, in saying that theology takes its name from God.
 

§ 3. Although this word [“theology”] is not in Scripture, its concrete form does occur, namely, (1) the word “theologian,” which appears in the title of the Apocalypse, where the apostle John is called “the theologian” by epithet or out of respect for his preeminence. John is also honored with this encomium by Epiphanius (Haeres. 15), Cyril of Jerusalem (Catech. 12), Cyril of Alexandria (De Trinit., bk. 3), Athanasius (Orat. contra idola), Chrysostom (preface to Psalm 37), etc. (2) The simple words of which “theology” is composed appear in Scripture, namely, [image: ] (Rom. 3:2; 1 Pet. 4:11; Heb. 5:12).
 

Second, homonyms.
 

§ 4. (II) Homonyms. Among the secular writers, the word “theologian” is attributed to philosophers and poets. (See Lactantius, De ira Dei, c. 11; Nazianzen, Orat. 2, p. 22; Augustine, De civ. Dei, bk. 18, c. 14.) As a parallel to this, the apostle calls the Greek poet Epimenides “a prophet” of the Gentiles (Titus 1:12) because the Cretans considered him among their prophets. They even sacrificed to him after his death, according to Diogenes Laertius. Plato (De repub., bk. 1) and Aristotle (Metaphys., bk. 10, c. 6) first call philosophy or metaphysics “theology” to the extent that it treats the natural knowledge of God. Here it is taken in a far different sense, however, as the teaching that is drawn from the revelation of the divine essence and will as this is given in the Word.
 

In this sense, some people teach that the word “theology” is taken in three ways: (1) As the Christian faith and religion that is common to all the faithful—learned and unlearned—so that whoever knows and assents to the articles of faith is called a “theologian.” Chrysostom, homily 5 on 2 Thessalonians 3: “If he wishes, each one of you is a teacher—if not of someone else, then of himself.” (2) As the performance of the ecclesiastical ministry, and in this sense all ministers of the Word are called “theologians.” (3) As the more accurate knowledge of the divine mysteries. In this way, those are called theologians who are able to establish divine truth fully and destroy the falsity opposed thereto: “… able to give instruction in sound doctrine and also to refute those who contradict it” (Titus 1:9). Yet these are not all different types of theology but different meanings of the one word. The Greek fathers use this word specifically for the doctrine of the divinity of the Son, just as they call the doctrine of the incarnation and humanity of the Son [image: ] [“economy”].
 

Third, synonyms.
 

§ 5. (III) Synonyms. The early rabbis call theology [image: ] the fathers call it [image: ] and simply [image: ] from Job 28:28; 1 Cor. 2:6; James 1:5. (Cf. Augustine, De Trin., bk. 16, c. 1.) They also call it [image: ] from 1 Tim. 2:10. They distinguish these names in such a way that [image: ] properly denotes the true knowledge of God, while [image: ] denotes the proper worship of God. According to Luke 1:77, it can be called “the knowledge of salvation”; 1 Cor. 2:7, “the hidden wisdom”; 1 Cor. 12:8, “the utterance of wisdom”; 2 Cor. 4:6, “the knowledge of the glory of God in the face of Jesus Christ” (from this passage Alexander of Hales, p. 1, q. 1, mem. 3, calls it “the knowledge of the divine essence to be learned through Christ in His work of redemption”); Col. 1:9, “the knowledge of God’s will in all spiritual wisdom and understanding”; Col. 1:10, “the knowledge of God”; 1 Tim. 3:16, “religion”; Titus 1:1, “the knowledge of the truth that accords with godliness.” This last is the most beautiful and fullest paraphrase of “theology.” Some of the ancients call it “[image: ] [‘God-instruction’], [image: ] [‘God-knowledge’], and [image: ] [‘knowledge of God’],” according to Lactantius (Inst., bk. 2, c. 16).
 

§ 6. Also related to synonyms are the encomia and praises that the ancients give theology, as well as the comparisons with which they illustrate its dignity and excellence. Chrysostom compares it to a “large palace,” in which are lofty towers, apartments, gardens, etc. He also compares it to a “fertile field adorned with every flower.” Ambrose compares it to “manna containing every delight”; Augustine, to heaven; the Damascene, to a “paradise on earth,” “the tree of life,” etc. Diadochius, De perf. spirit., c. 67, in vol. 5, Biblioth. patrum, p. 465:
 


All the gifts of God, as well as the cause for every good thing, are very good. Nothing so stirs our heart and rouses it to love His goodness, however, as the gift of theology. Because it is the early fruit of God’s grace, it also bestows the first gifts thereof to the soul. First, it causes us to hold in contempt all the friendships of this life willingly and gladly, so that we have, instead of fleeting pleasures, greater riches of the Word of God than one can describe. Second, it illumines our mind with a fire that changes the nature of the mind and thus causes it to become a consort of the ministering spirits.

 




 

Regarding the [image: ]: Whether theology exists.
 

§ 7. In the factual material, the first question that occurs is: Does theology exist? To this we certainly must give an affirmative answer. You see, five things teach that theology does exist: (1) The efficient cause set in the state of actuality, namely, the divine revelation, which is the foundation of theology. (2) The nature of God Himself. Because He is the greatest good, who communicates and diffuses Himself, therefore He also communicates the knowledge of Himself to rational creatures for their salvation. (3) The goal of creation. God created rational beings to acknowledge and honor Him in both this life and the life to come. (4) The principles innate to the human mind, principles that teach that there is a God and that we must worship Him. (5) The consensus of all the heathen. However far the heathen may have wandered outside the Church and away from true theology, they still have confirmed that theology does exist with their zeal for pursuing it.
 

Regarding the [image: ]: What the genus of theology is.
 

§ 8. A full and complete definition of theology will have its own place later. Here we want to discover the genus nearest to the species of theology. The Scholastics labor over this point and debate it. Some want it to be scientia [“factual knowledge”], such as Thomas and his followers (Sent., bk. 3, dist. 33; [ST,] q. 1, art. 2, q. 4).
 

To them the rest oppose the following basic points: (1) Believing and knowing for a fact [scire] are different, for the certainty of knowing for a fact depends on internal and inherent principles, while the certainty of faith depends on external principles, namely, on the authority of the one who is revealing. Augustine, De ordine, bk. 2, c. 5: “What we believe we owe to authority; what we understand we owe to reason.” Theology, however, is the teaching of faith (John 20:31; 2 Cor. 5:7). (2) One must draw conclusions about the sciences from the nature of their subjects (Poster. 1, text. 43). The subject of theology is Christ, a knowledge of whom no one can have scientifically. Rather, one must seek Him from divine revelation (Matt. 16:17; 1 Cor. 2:7). Theology, then, is not a science. (3) The principle of any science is the understanding [intellectus] when it moves from principles correctly understood to the factual knowledge [scientia] of the conclusions (Post. 1, text. 5). In theology, however, understanding is not the principle but the goal. Augustine, De Trin., bk. 15, c. 2: “We believe that we may understand; we do not understand that we may believe.” This the devout ancients generally prove from Isa. 7:9, where, according to the Vulgate, we read: “If you will not believe, you will not understand.” Gerson says with better sense than rhythm: “Whoever wants to understand first and believe later, to him Holy Scripture gives nothing but stumbling blocks.” Therefore. (4) Something false can underlie sciences that we have discovered by reasoning because discursive thinking can accept a falsehood as equally as an opinion can (Prior 2, c. 21). A falsehood, however, cannot underlie faith, according to Thomas ([ST,] 2a2ae, q. 1, art. 5).
 

§ 9. The others abandon the opinion of Thomas, therefore, and claim that theology properly is “wisdom”: (1) Because of the nature of wisdom. The Philosopher says that this is most exact (Ethic., bk. 6, c. 7) and the greatest of all knowledges (Metaphys., bk. 6, text 2). (2) Because of the definition. Plato says that wisdom is “the true knowledge of God, joined with the pure worship of Him and religious concern for Him” (De repub., bk. 6). Lactantius, Instit., bk. 3, c. 29: “All human wisdom lies in this one thing: to know and worship God. This is our dogma; this is our way of thinking.” Also, Instit., bk. 4, c. 4: “It is the same God whom we ought to understand, which belongs to wisdom, and whom we ought to revere, which belongs to religious concern. Wisdom comes first, however, and religious concern follows, because knowing God comes before worshiping Him. There is, then, one meaning in the two words, however diverse it may seem to be.” Augustine, De lib. arbitr., bk. 1, c. 9: “Wisdom is the truth in which one discerns the greatest good.” This leads him to write: “Theology is the only devout, true, and divine wisdom” (De Trin., bk. 14, c. 1). They make this claim (3) on the basis of the conditions of wisdom, of which the Philosopher lists six: “First, to know all things; second, to know the most difficult things; third, to know them for certain; fourth, to know the cause of causes; fifth, to know for the sake of oneself; sixth, to regulate and not be regulated” (Metaphys., bk. 1, c. 2). But these conditions fit theology!
 

§ 10. We indeed admit that, if we must assign to theology some genus from the intellectual conditions [habitus] that Aristotle enumerates, among them all, wisdom most closely approximates its nature. But were one to make an absolute consideration, he would define it more accurately as a “God-given habit” [habitus [image: ]] than through a genus drawn from Aristotle’s intellectual conditions. Savonarola gives this advice: “One must learn this with purity of heart, with good works, with contemplation, and with the illumination of the Holy Spirit rather than with the power of one’s own abilities” (De scient. divis., bk. 3, p. 800). This he proves from John 6:45.
 

§ 11. Again, because one wisdom is contemplative, whose goal is truth, and because another wisdom is active, whose goal is work, the Scholastics ask further: Is theology contemplative or practical? Here they differ greatly in their opinions. Scotus (in prolog. 1. Sent., q. 4) wants it to be practical. Gregory of Rimini follows him (q. 5, art. 4). Marsilius, on the other hand, wants it to be speculative (q. 3, art. 5, concl. 3-4). Bonaventure (q. 3), Albertus (Sent. 1, bk. 1, dist. 1, art. 4), and others claim that it is neither speculative nor practical but affective. Godfrey wants it to be speculative and practical at the same time (Quodlib. 13, q. 1). Thomas concedes this but adds that it is “more speculative” ([ST,] p. 1, q. 1, art. 4). Richard of Middleton says that it is “more practical” (q. 4). This is also the opinion of Thomas of Strasbourg (q. 4, art. 2).
 

§ 12. We prefer this last opinion to the rest and consider it more in line with the truth because the ultimate end of theology is not bare knowledge [[image: ]], but action [[image: ]]. Consequently, everything that theology treats looks toward action if not immediately and directly, then mediately and indirectly. Matt. 7:21: “Not everyone who says to Me, ‘Lord, Lord,’ shall enter the kingdom of heaven, but he who does the will of My Father in heaven.” Compare also Matt. 7:24-27 and Luke 6:46: “Why do you call Me ‘Lord, Lord,’ and not do what I tell you?” John 13:17: “If you know these things, blessed are you if you do them.” 1 Cor. 4:20: “The kingdom of God does not consist in talk but in power.” 1 Tim. 1:5: “The aim of the command is love from a pure heart and a good conscience and sincere faith.”
 

To this we should add the statements of the devout ancients. Justin, Paraen., p. 25: “The matters of our religion consist not in words but in deeds.” Chrysostom, homily 3 on 1 Corinthians: “The finest syllogism in theology is the syllogism of works.” Augustine, De doctr. Christ., bk. 1, c. 4: “All of theology is appointed for this purpose: that we enjoy God.” But now, enjoyment is an act of the will, not of the intellect. Theodoret, De curand. Graec. affection., bk. 12, at the very beginning: “The greatest good is the recognition of divine matters. However, this is not enough to make a human perfect, as if, having done them, he would be worthy. After all, he must connect the good functions of things with recognition and knowledge.” And later:
 


One must not only know what is to be thought about God. He must also arrange his life and behavior according to God’s laws. Just as one carefully studies painting or tailoring or some other skill and gives effort not only to grasp the concept thereof but also much more to practice this with his hands and to show with some effort that he is an imitator of masters, so also it befits practitioners of piety to learn thoroughly not only theology and its nature but also the laws and institutes of practical virtue.

 




 

Alexander of Hales, p. 1, q. 1, memb. 4, art. 2: “Theology is more of a virtue than an art, more wisdom than factual knowledge. It consists more in virtue and efficacy than in contemplation and knowledge [notitia].” Bonaventure, in prolog. q. 3: “Theology exists for the sake of contemplation and that we may become good, but principally that we may become good.” Gerson, De consol., bk. 4, pros. 4: “Just as Cicero describes an orator as a good man skilled in speaking, so we describe a theologian as a good man erudite in sacred writings, but not with an erudition of the intellect alone but much more of the affection, so that he may transfer those things he understands by theology through continual ruminating to the affection of his heart and the performance of the work.”
 

On the division of theology.
 

§ 13. Theology is divided into true and false theology. True theology embraces the true knowledge of the true God; false theology embraces false opinions about God in the hearts of heathen who are deprived of the light of the Word. Luther, Enarrat. Psalm. 31 [51?], vol. 4, Latin, f. 383: “Not only the people of God but also the people of the devil, too, think and speak about God.”
 

False theology.
 

We must note, however, that false theology is not called “theology” except equivocally and suppositionally, namely, according to the idea of the heathen but not really according to the truth of the matter. Thus when we divide theology into true and false, that happens more by the removal of one part, as false theology is removed from the theology that is true and properly so called, than by the positioning of two equal species synonymously sharing one genus. The division is also the sort as if one were to divide mankind into true and painted, or dead, people.
 

§ 14. False theology is subdivided into common [vulgaris] theology and philosophical theology. That is called “common” which lies in the imperfect principles of our nature and rises no higher through reasoning. That is called “philosophical” which flows into false conclusions because of error in reasoning. Rom. 1:21: “They became futile in their thinking.” This latter theology was twofold among the heathen with regard to its objects. One kind deals with the gods, properly speaking, and is called “theology” specifically; the other kind deals with demons (Augustine, De civ. Dei, bk. 9, c. 1). There were three types [genera] of this particularly named theology. The first was the mythical or historical; the second, the physical or mystical; the third, the political. From these sources flowed fabulous, natural, and civil theology. That which explained the power of demons was at times called “magic” and “witchcraft”; it discussed placating and warding off evil demons. At times it was called “mystery and initiation” [[image: ]], and this would attract and invite the good demons with sacrifices. See Eusebius (De praeparat. Evangel., bk. 4), Augustine (De civ. Dei, bks. 6-9), Caelius Rhodiginus (Lection. antiq., bk. 1, c. 33; bk. 5, c. 42), Luis Vives (August. de civit. Dei, bk. 10, c. 9). There they list and refute these sorts of heathen theology.
 

True theology.
 

§ 15. We consider true theology in itself or in [its] subject, absolutely or relatively. From this source comes the distinction into archetypal and ectypal theology. Archetypal (or prototypal) theology is in God the Creator, by which theology God knows Himself in Himself and knows everything outside Himself through Himself by an indivisible and immutable act of knowing. This theology in the Creator is uncreated and essential, infinite and pattern-setting; hence it is categorically different than ectypal theology, which is following and created, accidental and finite. Also, there is an emanation or effulgence of the former. You see, ectypal theology is expressed and formed from the former, as it were, by a gracious communication. And this, with regard to its subject, exists in either Christ the head or in His members. Ectypal theology in the man Christ is habitual wisdom that includes the most perfect knowledge of God and of divine matters, and that is called the theology of union. In the same way, this is categorically different than the theology in rational creatures because Christ’s human soul, assumed into the very person of the Word, has been elevated far beyond the dignity and knowledge of all angels and humans. For this reason it is called clearly unique.
 

§ 16. Ectypal theology in rational creatures is either the theology of the embraced (as they say) or of the blessed, or of the wayfarers [viatorum]. The theology of the blessed is called the theology of vision and of life because it consists of a clear and intuitive knowledge of God or of a beatific vision communicated to the blessed in eternal life. Also, it is a theology either of the blessed angels, who always see “the face of the heavenly Father” (Matt. 18:10), or of blessed men who “see God face-to-face” (1 Cor. 13:12; 2 Cor. 5:7; 1 John 3:2). In the darkness of this life, we can know and discuss but little of this theology of blessed angels and humans. Augustine writes beautifully about it: “They always see Your face, and there they read without any registers of times what Your eternal will wants. They read, they choose, they love. They are always reading, and what they read they never forget; also by choosing and loving, they read the very immutability of Your counsel” (Confess., bk. 13, c. 15). This theology of the blessed is distinguished from the theology of wayfarers in this way: The former is permanent, the latter transient; the former perfect, the latter imperfect (1 Cor. 13:9).
 

(Some divide ectypal theology in this way: There is a theology of angels and one of humans. And this is either in this life or in the life to come. However, it all comes out the same way.)
 

§ 17. The theology of wayfarers is called the theology of revelation and life. It is the divine wisdom or the knowledge of divine matters that God has communicated to humans in this life. He communicates it both through the light of nature (and this is called natural theology) and through the light of grace kindled in the revealed Word (and this is called supernatural, secret, or gracious theology). Tertullian, Contra Marc., bk. 1, p. 175: “We define that God must first be known by nature, and then must be known again by instruction—by nature from [His] works, by instruction from preaching.” Augustine divides theology into natural and revealed theology (De civ. Dei, bk. 8, c. 1). There he uses the word “revelation” in its stricter sense for the revelation made in the Word. Revelation in the general sense is common also to natural theology (Rom. 1:19: “For what can be known about God is plain to them because God has revealed it to them.”). Theodoret, De cur. Graec. affect., sermon 3, f. 38: “From the beginning, nature handed down the true theology, and later the divine discourses confirmed it.”
 

Natural theology is either inborn, in someone naturally, and this includes the common ideas innate to us. These are both theoretical (that God exists, that He is just, that He is good, etc.) and practical (that we must worship Him). Or natural theology is acquired, which one draws from a contemplation of created things and from a consideration of God’s works. Rom. 1:20: “His invisible things from the creation of the world have been perceived clearly in the things that have been made.”
 

Before the fall, natural theology would have been far more perfect and clear than it is today after the fall. For hardly even slight remnants and fragments of the divine image are left from which, as also from the inspection of created things, one can learn something about God and divine matters. Consequently, Alexander of Hales says, “God is recognized through created things as through a mirror, through His Word as through a light” (art. 1, q. 2, membr. 3, art. 2). Thomas, [ST,] p. 1, q. 1, art. 1: “The truth about God that few have searched out through reason comes to man both through a long span of time and with the mixture of many errors.” We shall discuss in greater detail this natural theology in our article on God in the chapter “On the Natural Knowledge of God” [1625 Exegesis, Commonplace II (On the Nature of god), §§ 63-88].
 

Supernatural theology, which rises from the light of grace, is acquired either through extraordinary means by God’s immediate illumination and inspiration, as in the case of the prophets and apostles, or through ordinary means: by prayer, meditation, temptation, etc. To meditation there belong the diligent and attentive search into Scripture, the study of the languages in which the Old and New Testaments were written, the reading of interpreters, engaging in debates, and other aids listed in their own place. Here we are talking about true ectypal theology, kindled in wayfaring man by the light of grace revealed in the Word and communicated in the ordinary manner.
 

Some divide this into theoretical theology, which they call [image: ] (the knowledge of God) and “theology” in the specific sense, and practical theology, which they call [image: ] and the worship of God. However, what one should conclude from this distinction he can learn from what we have said above.
 

On the efficient cause of theology.
 

§ 18. The efficient cause of supernatural theology is the divine revelation given in the revealed Word. Accordingly, the principal efficient cause is God who reveals (Matt. 11:27; 16:17; 1 Cor. 2:10). The instrumental cause is the Word, which is the medium of divine revelation.
 

Furthermore, just as the word of man is twofold, thus God, after whose image man was made, has a twofold Word. The word of man is twofold: (1) There is an internal and immanent word that lies hidden in the mind and is like an offshoot of the mind. This is also called the [image: ] [“inner word”]. (2) There is an external and uttered word called the [image: ] [“outer word”], which comes forth outwardly. And this, too, is twofold. For it either comes out of the mouth and represents the internal thoughts of the mind or it is written on a page. “[Words] are the voiced symbols of the feelings of the mind, and they are the written symbols of what has been voiced,” says the Philosopher ([image: ], c. 1). And God has a twofold Word: (1) The internal and eternal Word, begotten of His substance from all eternity, which is the essential and hypostatic Word, by which it is distinguished as something far different from man’s word. (2) The external Word by which He speaks to man in time. At times God does this by an internal breathing-on or inspiration that includes immediate illumination. At times God does this through external speech, and this is published mediately or immediately by angels and humans as His heralds and ministers, or it is put into writing, and this we call the written Word of God or Holy Scripture. These distinctions, however, do not create any essential difference within the Word of God that is communicated to humans. Instead, they express merely different means of communication and revelation. After all, it is one and the same Word and counsel of God regarding our salvation that was revealed and communicated to the prophets and apostles by immediate illumination and inspiration; which was communicated to those whom the prophets and apostles taught while they were still alive on earth through oral preaching; which is communicated to us today through our reading of and meditation on the Scripture.
 

[The principle of knowing in theology.]
 

§ 19. From this we conclude deductively that the adequate and proper principle of supernatural theology is divine revelation, which exists today only in Holy Writ, that is, written in the prophetic books of the Old Testament and in the apostolic books in the New Testament. For this reason we say that the written Word of God, or (and this is the same thing) Holy Scripture, is the only and proper principle of theology.
 

Yet we must observe here that we are saying this not about the principle of being [essendi] but about the principle of knowing [cognoscendi principium]. God is the principle of being and the first cause of theology; indeed, from Him stem both the end and the means. In theology, however, the principle of knowing is God’s Word. Some of the Scholastics argue that the articles of faith are the principles of theology: Thomas ([ST,] p. 1, q. 1, art. 7) and Capreolus (q. 1, prolog., art. 1, concl. 5). But the rest rightly oppose them and use this argument: Things derived in any discipline cannot be the principles thereof. But articles of faith are derivatives, namely, conclusions taken from the Scriptures. Therefore not they but Scripture itself is the only and proper principle of theology.
 

§ 20. This we prove from the following obvious argument. Whatever all the properties and requisites of a principle befit is also rightly established as a principle. But all the properties of a principle in theology befit Holy Scripture. Therefore. We prove the minor premise. Principles in any discipline ought to be primary and immediate,1 true, beyond criticism, credible in themselves, undisputed, and indemonstrable so that nothing appears more fallacious to those who judge correctly than whatever is opposed to them or whatever is concluded from what is contrary to them and, on the other hand, all people conclude that whatever is in harmony with those principles is sure and firm. (See Aristotle, 1, Post., c. 2.) Each and every one of these properties befits the written Word of God and it alone, as we shall point out in more detail in the article On Scripture [1625 Exegesis, Commonplace I]. The written Word of God, therefore, is the only and proper principle of theology.
 

§ 21. Concerning this matter I shall jot down the outstanding statements of Lyra and Thomas Aquinas, statements that we should note rightly and press strongly against the Papists. Nicolaus of Lyra, preface to his comments on Tobit, writes as follows: “Just as in philosophical writings we learn the truth by going back to self-evident first principles, so also in the writings handed down by catholic doctors we learn how much we must hold by faith by going back to the canonical Scriptures, which we have by divine revelation, in which nothing false can by any means be at hand.” Thomas discusses this as follows:
 


Arguing from authority is especially proper to theology because its principles are obtained by revelation. Thus we ought to believe the authority of those to whom the revelation was made. This does not take anything away from the dignity of this doctrine, for though an argument [locus] from authority founded on human wisdom is the weakest, yet the argument from authority founded on divine revelation is the strongest. Yet sacred doctrine also does employ human reason, not to prove the faith (for this would remove the merit of faith) but to clarify some matters that this doctrine teaches. Therefore, because grace does not remove nature but perfects it, natural reason must be subservient to faith, just as the natural inclination of the will is obedient to love. And for this reason sacred doctrine makes use of the authorities of the philosophers wherever they were able to learn the truth through natural reason, as in Acts 17[:28]. Yet sacred doctrine uses authorities of this kind as extraneous and probable arguments. But it properly uses the authority of canonical Scripture proving from necessity [ex necessitate argumentando]; and it uses the authority of other teachers of the Church as if to prove from its own people [ex propriis], yet only as probable. You see, our faith relies upon the revelation made to the prophets and apostles who wrote the canonical books, not on the revelation (if there is such) made to other teachers. ([ST,] p. 1, q. 1, art. 8, resp. ad 2)

 




 

To these declarations of Lyra and Aquinas we add, perhaps not undeservedly, Bellarmine’s statement in the preface to Controv. primae generalis, near the end: “Both we and absolutely all heretics are agreed that the Word of God is the rule of faith according to which dogmas must be judged; that it is the common principle conceded by all from which arguments are drawn; and that finally it is the spiritual sword that cannot be refused in this struggle.” Bellarmine again, De verbo Dei, bk. 1, c. 2: “There is nothing better known, nothing more certain, than Holy Scripture, which contains the prophetic and apostolic writings. He must be a very great fool who denies that one must have faith in them.”
 

§ 22. Therefore when, in articles of faith and theological conclusions, arguments are sought from the decrees of popes, statutes of councils, statements of the fathers, custom of the Church, etc., we must consider these to be not from primary but from secondary and lesser principles on which one must pass judgment according to that only and proper principle of theology. You see, they have no strength for drawing conclusions, except to the extent that they are in harmony with it. If they differ from it, all power to conclude dies completely in them.
 

Here we will produce the confession of our adversaries themselves about each of these. Regarding decrees of the popes, Ambrosius Catharinus writes in his commentary on Galatians 2: “About any other pope except blessed Peter let the conclusion be: There is nothing that keeps a pope from erring, even in his faith, and from failing, even if some novice writers have dared to defend the opposite, contrary to the common mind of the doctors.”
 

Concerning the statutes of councils, Panormitanus feels this way:
 


A council can err, just as it has erred previously …. In matters that involve faith, the statement of one ordinary person would have to be preferred to the statement of the pope if that person were moved by better reasons of the Old and New Testaments than the pope. Nor does the fact that Christ prayed on behalf of His Church, that it not err, keep one from saying that a council can err. For I say that, though a general council may represent the entire universal Church, yet in truth it is not truly the universal Church except by representation, for the universal Church is made up of the collection of all the faithful. Consequently, all the faithful of the world make up the universal Church, whose head and bridegroom is Christ Himself. That is the Church that cannot err. (on Extr., de electione, c. Significasti, no. 3)

 




 

Regarding the statements of the fathers, Bellarmine says, “The writings of the fathers are not rules nor do they have the power to bind” (De concil., bk. 2, c. 12). Also, De verb. Dei, bk. 3, c. 10: “Who denies that the fathers had a great gift for interpreting, yet that the greatest of them made errors?”
 

In the matter of customs of the Church, many outstanding statements of the ancients are cited in canon law, Decret., dist. 8. In the chapter Veritate, we have one from Augustine: “Because of the truth that has been revealed, custom must yield to truth. Clearly, who would doubt that custom obviously yields to truth? Let no one set custom ahead of reason and truth, because reason and truth always exclude custom.” (Cf. c. Consuetudinem, c. Qui contempta, c. Frustra, c. Consuetudo, in the same dist.)
 

§ 23. On the same basis, we conclude that in those articles that are of pure faith and only of revelation one can form no arguments from the principles of human reason against the truth revealed in the divine Word. We also conclude that human reason must not be established as the second principle of theology along with the revelation given in the Word. Although some things may be handed down in theology that could somehow be learned from the light of nature and reason, yet to obtain a thorough knowledge of the mysteries of faith in the proper sense, human reason cannot rise up out of its own principles. Also, whatever things are known in theology through nature, one is not forced to solicit them from anywhere else but from their own proper principle; that is, he can demonstrate them sufficiently from God’s Word. Scaliger, Exerc., 6, sect. 3:
 


From a craftsman, a craftsman receives questions, pronouncements, declarations, and conclusions in two ways. One is when the knowledge of something inferior depends completely on the principles of something superior; this occurs in the subordinate sciences. The other way is when a craftsman accepts those things that another has set down but that he would also know without the other, but not in the way [he knows] his own principles nor, if the other had proved them, as though he were not able to prove them himself, but so that he might examine and judge them.

 




 

In this latter way the theologian takes some things from the philosopher, not as if he were unable, without the principles of philosophy, to know it from Scripture as the proper and characteristic principle of his science, but because in his examination he has noticed its truth in regard to the norm of his own principle. Gerson, De consol. Theol., bk. 1, pros. 1: “Just as grace is above nature, the lady above her maidservant, the instructor above her discipline; just as eternity surpasses time, as intelligence surpasses reasoning, as the visible surpasses the things that are not seen—so theology surpasses philosophy, which it does not reject but takes into its humble service. It is the order and law of eternity that the highest of the lower orders be joined to the lowest of the higher orders.” Bk. 3, prosa 4: “The theology of Christians approves the teachings of philosophy if they are true, correct, and salutary. It uses them by its own right and makes them catholic. If they are too unclear, it sheds light on them; if they are mixed with harmful errors, it separates the precious from the cheap and keeps the one and destroys the other.”
 

§ 24. It is preposterous, then, to attack a conclusion drawn from the characteristic and proper principle of theology—from the Word of God—on the basis of an alien principle and in this way to commit a crossing over to another genus [[image: ]], which the philosophers themselves reject. Those who do not everywhere observe this practically acknowledge it theoretically. Sadeel, in the preface to his theological works De methodo disputandi in theol., p. 7: “Because theology is above all the sciences, to subject it to philosophical principles is not only inept but also sinful and unworthy.” Sadeel again, art. 43-44, Abjurat. et respons., p. 485: “Because Scripture is the norm of all truth and equity in matters that pertain to salvation, we must judge philosophy on the basis of theology, not vice versa.” Peter Martyr, Locor. comm., class 2, c. 1, § 25: “First, we ought to show from Holy Writ what we want people to believe. Then, if we are unable to accomplish this, we shall rely on faith and put reason aside.” Suitliv., De purgat. contra Bellarm., c. 18, p. 242: “Because faith stands above reason and because reason is blind and sees too little in divine matters, at this place Bellarmine is doing nothing else but showing that his purgatory, which depends on reason for support, has nothing to do with faith and is revealing to all his blindness, which clings to darkness though it is surrounded by great light.” Mornaeus, preface to his book De Eucharist., p. 44: “Thomas binds his teaching directly to Scripture. In this respect he is quite different from those who wish to argue on the basis of the principles of philosophy or of the other disciplines, contrary to the rule of logic: [image: ], ‘Do not cross over from one discipline to another,’ because according to the true use of logic, our reasoning ought to deduce theorems from the principles of one discipline, and from these theorems, corollaries related to the same.” Mornaeus again, De sacrif. missae, bk. 3, c. 13, p. 1123: “Human reasonings should no more be accepted in theology, in divine matters, than the reasoning of lawyers in medical matters or vice versa. In fact, we should accept it less because the subject of theology is infinite, known to no one except to the extent that He reveals Himself. Thus theology towers over the other disciplines infinitely and beyond every analogy.” Whitaker, Contra Rainoldum, c. 8, p. 261: “We frankly admit that this argument—that in matters of faith and religion we should rely solely on reason—is an illicit weapon in the armory of God. Therefore whatever they have said against philosophy and reason when philosophy and reason differ from the faith that we learn from Scripture, we joyfully follow that entire matter.” (Cf. our treatise On the Interpretation of Scripture [1610 Loci Theologici, locus 2], § 172.)
 

On the material and form of theology.
 

§ 25. For the purpose of teaching, the material of theology can be established as theological truths (as the Scholastics call them), that is, the theological principles and conclusions drawn from the revealed Word as from their proper principle. The form of theology is the actual economy and disposition of those truths. Ancient as well as more recent writers vary greatly concerning this. Augustine (Ench., c. 4) and Thomas (Opusc. 3) refer everything that theology treats to three headings: faith, hope, and charity. The same Augustine says that theology contains “the rules for believing and the precepts for living” (De doctr. Christian., bk. 2, c. 9). That is, it contains the doctrine of faith and good works. This distribution agrees with that which sets theology in two parts, the first of which explains what we must believe [credenda] and the second of which explains what we must do [facienda]. The first explains the true meaning of God; the second, the right worship of God. The first sets up true faith; the second, the clean life. In the first we grasp truth; in the second we exercise piety. In the first God is known; in the second He is worshiped. The first sets us toward God; the second, toward the neighbor. In 83 [image: ]., q. 81, Augustine says that theology consists of “a knowledge of God and of ourselves,” and for this reason he is said to have lamented daily to God: “O Lord, allow me to know You and myself.” Some claim that theology’s two parts are: first, about the loss of salvation; second, about the recovery of salvation. Some set up three parts of theology with regard to its object: the first, about god; the second, about angels; the third, about humans considered in the state of their created, lost, and restored nature. Some list four parts of it: (1) the knowledge of God the Creator; (2) the knowledge of Christ the Redeemer; (3) how to grasp the grace of Christ; and (4) the external means that lead to salvation. Lombard (Princ. sent.) follows Augustine’s De doctr. Christ. (1, c. 2) and teaches that all of sacred doctrine is either about things or about signs. Of things, he teaches that some are to be enjoyed, others to be employed, and which are themselves enjoyed and employed. Of signs, he teaches that some are of the Old Testament, others of the New Testament. We have explained our opinion about the series of theological commonplaces in Aphorism., disp. 1.
 

On the end of theology.
 

§ 26. The end or goal of theology is either principal and highest, or intermediate. The principal and highest end is the glorification of God. You see, it is for this reason that God revealed Himself in His Word. He communicates theological wisdom to men for this end: that they may know Him rightly and honor, worship, and invoke Him in this life and in the life to come. Lactantius, Inst., bk. 4, c. 3, p. 195: “If the Deity, who governs this world, sustains the human race with incredible kindness and cares for it with paternal indulgence, as it were, then He certainly wants to be thanked and to be given honor. Nor can the essence of devotion be evident in man if he shows no thanks for heavenly blessings.” Augustine, De spir. et lit., c. 13: “This is the very wisdom that we call devotion, by which we worship the Father of lights from whom comes every good and perfect gift. We worship Him with a sacrifice of praise and thanksgiving, so that he who worships Him glories not in himself but in Him.”
 

The intermediate and proximate end is either internal (the formation [informatio] of human beings for eternal salvation) or external (the actual attainment of blessedness or eternal life). (See Luke 1:[77]; John 5:39; 20:31; Rom. 15:4; 2 Tim. 3:16.) Therefore whatever does not lead or draw one to this goal either directly or at least indirectly, either immediately or mediately, that does not pertain to theological knowledge. Hilary, De Trin., bk. 10, f. 228: “God does not summon us to the blessed life through difficult questions nor does He invite us with manifold types of flowery oratory. For us, eternity lies in [this] simply and completely: to believe that God raised Jesus from the dead and also to confess that Jesus is Lord.” From this, we readily gather what we must conclude about the sort of futile (rather than useful) questions and idle speculations of the Scholastics that the apostle calls “stupid, senseless controversies” (2 Tim. 2:23), namely, that they are related to [image: ] [“vain discussion”] rather than to [image: ] [“theology”] (1 Tim. 1:6). Nicolaus Clemangis, professor at Paris, said, “The teaching of the Sophists has the same nature as have crops around a pool of asphalt or the growing things around Sodom, which are only ash and dust internally, though outwardly they offer a pleasing appearance.” (Cf. Luis Vives, Aug. de C. D., bk. 2, c. 13; bk. 3, c. 31; bk. 11, c. 11 and 24; bk. 13, c. 1; bk. 18, c. 18; bk. 19, c. 12; bk. 20, c. 6; bk. 21, c. 7; and Erasmus in his Annot. on 1 Timothy 1.)
 

On the effect of theology.
 

§ 27. The effect of theology is either proper or accidental. The proper effect coincides with its genuine and proper end, for that consists in that which can make men “wise unto salvation” (2 Tim. 3:15), “enrich them in all speech and all knowledge” (1 Cor. 1:5), correct their inborn corruption, lift up their minds to God, instruct them on the things one must believe and do, and in this way point out the way to the kingdom of heaven. Diadochius discusses this proper effect of theology in the passage cited a little earlier.
 

The accidental effect is that it increases the condemnation of those who have shown little interest in fulfilling God’s will, though they have a good knowledge and clear view of that will (Luke 12:47). Gregory says, “Where there is a greater gift of knowledge, there a transgression subjects one to greater blame.” And Hugh, on John 13, writes: “Knowledge rather serves to aggravate if one does not act on it.”
 

On the object of theology.
 

§ 28. The subject about which [subjectum circa quod] or object of theology is assigned differently by various writers. Some claim that it has a dual object: a primary one, the glorification of God; and a secondary one, man’s salvation. The former they call the object of contemplation; the latter, the object of operation. Some state that the object is God and creatures, in the contemplation of which [creatures] they want to be occupied no less than in the knowledge of God. Others state that the object is God—not considered absolutely but relatively, that is, with respect to divine revelation. Thus Luther says in his commentary on Genesis 26: “We must look for God not in the category of substance but of relation.” Jerome, in the preface to his commentary on the Lamentations of Jeremiah, refers the object of theology to “the mysteries [sacramenta] of Christ and of the Church.” Luther, in the preface to his commentary on Psalm 51, writes: “The proper subject of theology is man, guilty of sin and lost, and God, who justifies and saves sinful man” (vol. 4, Latin, f. 379). Some state that Christ—or, what is the same, God, since He reveals Himself in the face of Christ, the Mediator—is the unique object of theology (1 Cor. 2:2; 2 Cor. 4:6). Luther writes: “God can be found nowhere but in Christ” (vol. 7, German, f. 73).2
 

All these ideas, however, are not opposites but subordinates.3 We have said before that theology is practical instruction; but now, in the practical disciplines, the object or subject about which is that with which the entire discipline is occupied. In theology, this is man as he is to be led to eternal blessedness. The material of this subject is man; the formal, how he must be informed for and led to salvation. Therefore just as physiology and pathology come first in medicine, and just as these consider the affections of the subject—the human body with which they are occupied, concerning how it is to be cured—so also in theology, which is spiritual medicine, we first discuss the created and corrupted [destituta] nature of man, then set forth the means that lead to the end or goal of theology, namely, the restoration and salvation of man. These means are the true and salutary knowledge of God, true faith in Christ, and whatever else serves these means.
 

On the adjuncts of theology.
 

§ 29. The adjunct [or essential feature] of theology is its outstanding superiority. This we conclude: (1) From its principal efficient cause, which is God, from whose goodness and wisdom this discipline proceeds. (2) From its instrumental cause, which are the God-taught prophets and apostles who thus are subject to no error, even of the least part, in preaching and writing the Word of God (2 Pet. 1:21). (3) From the condition of its source [principium]. Theology rests upon the divine revelation, which is the truth itself and hence is the most certain of all. Chrysostom, homily 83 on Matthew, p. 703: “His Word is unerring, but our perception is easily misled. The former has never failed, but the latter stumbles all the time.” Chrysostom again, homily 4 on 1 Corinthians, p. 347: “The way of theology certainly is far greater than the way of human reason, and all the more so because accepting divine matters by faith is greater than searching out the reasons for them.” (4) From the dignity of its material. It discusses divine subjects placed beyond the grasp of human reason. It handles God the Creator, Redeemer, and Sanctifier. It observes God: how all things are in Him, how they proceed from Him, how they return to Him, how they repose in Him. (5) From the usefulness of its end. It forms [informat] us for eternal life. The statement of Rabbi Hillel is famous: “Whoever acquires for himself the words of the Law receives for himself the eternal life to come.” Gerson, De consol. theol., bk. 2, pros. 1: “Theology is the teacher of the knowledge of God and the selector of His works. It teaches sobriety and prudence, justice and virtue, and nothing is more useful to men in this life than these.” Therefore Thomas is correct in his conclusion: “Among the studies of men, the study of theology is most perfect, sublime, useful, and pleasant” (Contra gent., bk. 1, c. 2), something he demonstrates broadly in that book.
 

The opposites of theology.
 

§ 30. The opposites of theology are: (1) Heathenism, which is completely ignorant of the true and salutary knowledge of God and repudiates it. (2) Epicureanism, which mocks theology. (3) Heresy, which corrupts theology.
 

The definition of theology.
 

§ 31. From all the preceding paragraphs we are able to draw the following conclusion: Theology (considered systematically and abstractly) is the doctrine drawn from the Word of God that instructs humans in true faith and devout living for eternal life. Theology (considered habitually and concretely) is the God-given habit [habitus
[image: ]] conferred on man by the Holy Spirit through the Word. By this habit, man is not only instructed in an understanding of the divine mysteries through the illumination of his mind, in order that he may draw salutarily what he understands into the affection of his heart and accomplishment of his work, but it also makes him fit and ready concerning those divine mysteries. Also, it makes him a path for informing others of salvation, a path for setting heavenly truth free from the corrupting influences of gainsayers, so that human beings, glowing with faith and good works, may be drawn to the kingdom of heaven.
 


[image: ]
 

1 Not able to be proved syllogistically by a middle term.
 

2
John 14-16, 1538. WA 45:465-733; AE 24:1-422.
 

3 Noncontradictory things or propositions of which one is contained under the other. See Glossary.
 



  


COMMONPLACE I (1625 EXEGESIS)
ON HOLY SCRIPTURE
 




 
 

The logic of the order.
 

§ 1. Because Holy Scripture is the only and proper principle of theology, therefore we deservedly begin with it. Some people think we should begin our explanation of the theological commonplaces with the article on God because He is the principle of being and the author of Holy Scripture itself. In the treatment of disciplines, however, one has respect not so much for the principle of being as for the principle of knowing, not so much for the dignity of the subject as for the ease in explaining and understanding it. Some of the Papists begin with the article on the Church. If one should consider their hypotheses, this is quite appropriate, for they assert that the nonsolid authority of Scripture depends on the Church. This is not correct, however, if you look to the truth itself. We must learn and seek only from Scripture what we debate with great effort over either the marks or privileges of the Church. We shall apply ourselves with the usual method: that we may begin with an explanation of the word, and then go on to an explanation of the factual material through causes.
 
  


CHAPTER I: ON THE NOMENCLATURE OF HOLY SCRIPTURE
 

First, etymology.
 

§ 2. To nomenclature pertains: (I) Etymology. “Scripture” is so called from the external formal [cause], namely, from the act of writing by which God’s Word, formerly propagated orally, was consigned to letters at God’s command. God Himself made a majestic beginning of this writing when He inscribed His Law on tables of stone on Mount Sinai. For that reason it is called “the writing of God” (Exod. 32:16). Moreover, it is called “Scripture” and also “the Book” [biblia] preeminently, according to epithet, and according to a special word, because it is God’s book [[image: ]], the book that proceeds from God, deals with God, and leads to God. For the sake of difference, it is called “Holy Scripture,” which is taken from Rom. 1:2 and 2 Tim. 3:15 (where it is called “Holy Scriptures” [[image: ]] and “Sacred Writ” [[image: ]]).
 

We must look for the rationale for the name: (1) From its principal efficient cause, from its foremost author, who is the holy God of the holy ones, who is, in fact, holiness itself (see Isa. 6:3; Dan. 9:24). (2) From its instrumental cause, which is the holy men of God (2 Pet. 1:21), namely, the prophets and apostles who were moved by the Holy Spirit. Theodoret (in the preface to his commentary on the Psalms, vol. 1, p. 79) and Gregory (in the preface to his commentary on Job, c. 1) teach: “The hands of the holy writers were the pens of the Holy Spirit that He used in writing the sacred volumes.” (3) From its material, for it contains the sacred and divine mysteries, the holy precepts of life (Ps. 105:42), sacred histories, etc. (4) From its end and effect, because the Holy Spirit sanctifies a person through his reading of and meditation on Scripture (John 17:17). Clement of Alexandria, Paraenet. ad gentes, p. 29: “That is truly Holy Writ that makes people holy and deifies them.” (5) From its
adjunct, because it has been separated from all writings, not only secular but also ecclesiastical, and has been set on the lofty throne of canonical authority that every faithful and devout intellect may serve it.
 

Second, homonyms.
 

§ 3. The expression “Holy Scripture” is used either generally and improperly for all the books contained in the codex of the Bible, whether they are canonical or apocryphal, or specifically and properly for the canonical books of the Old and New Testaments only. Jerome, in the preface to Judith, writes: “The Council of Nicaea has counted that book [Judith] in the Holy Scriptures.” This, however, did not make it a canonical book. The Second Council of Toledo, canon 1, calls the Book of Wisdom “Holy Scripture,” but it, too, is outside the canon. The Papists will not be able to reject this distinction of the term because they themselves also exclude some books from the canon that are contained in the codex of the Bible, as will become clear below.
 

§ 4. In De concil., bk. 2, c. 12, § Dico secundo, Bellarmine establishes a still broader and more general appellation for “Holy Scripture” when he argues in defense of Gratian, who in the Jus canonicum (dist. 19, c. In canonicis) had said that “the decrees of the popes are holy and canonical Scriptures,” as follows: “We call the decrees of the popes ‘holy Scriptures’ to distinguish them from secular decrees, and ‘canonical’ to distinguish them from the writings of the fathers, which are not rules.” And later: “We can call the canons of the popes and councils in their own way holy and canonical writings.” This he argues from act. 3 of the Seventh Council, etc. Also, in [jus canonicum, c.] Cum Martha. extr. de celebrat. miss. [X 4.41.6], there is a gloss that says, “Here the writings of Augustine are called Holy Scripture.” We refuse to accept this improper way of speaking, however, and apply the name “holy and canonical Scripture,” taken properly and specifically, solely to the canonical books of the Old and New Testaments. Meanwhile, from this distinction of Bellarmine we draw the following useful consequence: If one is totally unable to prove from the title “Holy Scripture,” as it is given to the canons of popes and councils, that the decrees of popes and councils belong to the canon of Scripture, then he will also be unable to prove from the title “Holy Scripture,” as it is given to the apocryphal books, that those hidden and disputed books belong to the canon of Scripture. But the first statement is true. Therefore the latter is also true. Consequently, there is no force in the argument taken from the title “Holy Scripture” with which Bellarmine presses his entire case for claiming the authority of those disputed books, as we shall teach more fully in its own place.
 

§ 5. The following also relates to an explanation of the homonyms of the word. With the name “Scripture” we must understand not so much the external form [formale] or signs (that is, the shape of the letters)—the acts and utterances of writing by which the divine revelation is put into writing—as the material itself or what is designated, and indeed the very thing that the writing denotes and signifies, namely, the very Word of God, which instructs us in the essence and will of God. Some state this in such a way that the Word of God is taken either essentially, as the very meaning that God expresses, or adventitiously, according to what has happened, which are preaching and writing. For as in every writing brought about by a cause that is understanding or intellectual, so also in this prophetic and apostolic Scripture we must consider two points: first, the very letters, syllables, and phrases that are written—the external symbols that signify and express ideas of the mind—and second, the very meanings that are, as it were, something signified and expressed by those external symbols of letters, syllables, and words. Consequently, we include both—and principally the latter—when we use the word “Scripture” here.
 

§ 6. From this we draw some deductive conclusions. (1) Some things are predicated of Scripture with respect to its material [cause], namely, that it is older than the Church, that it is the very Word of God that the prophets and apostles actually preached. And some things [are predicated of Scripture] with respect to its formal [cause], that it is later then the Church with regard to time, that it will come to an end on the Last Day, though with regard to its material it cannot be dissolved nor can it perish (John 10:35).
 

There is no real difference between the Word of God and Scripture.
 

§ 7. (2) Between “the Word of God” and “Holy Scripture,” as we take that expression materially, there is no real difference. We prove this: [a] From the material of scripture. The prophets and apostles wrote the same things as—and nothing else than—what they had first learned by divine inspiration and actually preached (1 Cor. 15:1; 2 Cor. 1:13; Phil. 3:1; 2 Thess. 2:15; 1 John 1:3-5). That last passage is very emphatic: “That which we have seen and heard we proclaim to you…. And we are writing these things that your joy may be full. This is the message we have heard from Him and proclaim to you.” “These things” surely are not of different kinds. Irenaeus, Adv. haeres., bk. 3, c. 1, p. 169: “We have learned the disposition of our salvation through none other than those through whom the Gospel has come to us. This they proclaimed at one time orally; but later, by the will of God, they gave us the future foundation and pillar of our faith in the Scriptures.” Nicephorus, Histor., bk. 2, c. 34: “What Paul had taught clearly with his preaching while he was present, he reminded them of while he was absent by summarizing it in letters.”
 

[b] From the equal force of the two phrases. The prophecies of the Old Testament are sometimes mentioned in the New in these words: “That it might be fulfilled which was spoken by the prophet” (Matt. 1:22; 2:15; 4:14; etc.). And sometimes this is done with these formulas: “… that it might fulfill which was written”; “What does Scripture say?”; “It is written in the prophets …”; “It is written …” (Matt. 4:4, 7, 10; Mark 15:28; John 19:36; Rom. 4:3; 10:11; 11:2; etc.). Therefore what the prophets said or preached is the same as what they wrote. Reading and hearing the Word of God, then, are considered of exactly equal value. In Luke 16:29, the brothers of the feasting rich man are commanded to “listen to Moses and the prophets.” They were unable to listen to Moses and the prophets, however, because they had died several centuries earlier. Therefore they are being sent back to open the writings of Moses and the prophets. Consequently, to read the writings of Moses and the prophets is to listen to Moses and the prophets. Acts 13:27: “The voices of the prophets … are read every Sabbath.” Therefore whoever is present at the reading of the prophetic writings hears the voices of the prophets, that is, the very thing the prophets actually said. Acts 15:21: “From ancient times Moses has had in every city those who preach him.” But how was Moses—that is, Mosaic instruction—being preached in every city? The explanation follows immediately: “… for he is read every Sabbath in the synagogues.” In Matt. 17:5 a voice from a cloud commands us to listen to Christ. In Luke 10:16 we are ordered to listen to the apostles. However, we can listen to them today in no other way than in the writings of the evangelists and apostles, which are, in every part, of the same genus as the canonical books of the Old Testament. You see, in and through those writings they speak to us, just as Christ Himself supplies the explanation in John 5:39: “Search the Scriptures…. It is they that bear witness of Me.”
 

[c] From the rule of logic: “An accident does not change the essence of a thing.” It is an accident [accidit] to God’s Word whether it is enunciated orally or consigned to writing. It is one and the same Word of God, whether we become familiar with it by oral or written means, because neither the principal efficient cause nor the material nor the internal form nor its end have changed. Rather, only the means of revelation in the instrumental use [in usu organico] varies. In Exod. 20:13 it is written: “You shall not kill.” This statement is identical to that which was later spoken and repeated orally by Christ (Matt. 5:21).
 

[d] From the demonstrative particle that the apostles use. Paul says demonstratively about the writings of Moses and about the books of the Old and New Testaments, which are of the same genus: “This is the word of faith that we preach” (Rom. 10:[8]). Peter writes: “The Word of the Lord abides forever. Now this is the word that was preached to you” (1 Pet. 1:25). To this pertains also the statement of John that we brought out earlier (1 John 1:3-5).
 

[e] From the nature of similar things. Just as a royal mandate is one and the same thing whether the voice of the crier proclaims it or it is written down and attached to a public notice, so also the written and unwritten Word of God is one and the same thing. Just as a man who was deprived of yesterday’s light but basks in today’s light is one man, who is constituted in two ways but is not double or two men, so also the Word of God that was first spoken orally and later was written down is not a double Word of God but is one and the same thing that is constituted in two ways.
 

[f] From the absurd consequence. If the Word is double, written and unwritten, then the Gospel will be double and the promise of grace double. The apostle bears witness to the contrary (Gal. 3:15-16). If there were a division of the Word into written and unwritten, it would not be the division of a subject into its own accidents but a division of genus into species; thus it would involve the very essence of the Word. The consequence would be that once it was declared, the Word of God would vanish, and when the books are destroyed, the Word of God would be destroyed. There are many other absurdities of this sort. Christ gives an opposite witness in Luke 21:33 and Isa. 40:[9].
 

§ 8. (3) The Papists make a less correct distinction between the written and unwritten Word of God. One can be satisfied with their arguments by which they try to prove their hypothesis if he were to note that: [a] One can allow this distinction in a certain manner and respect, namely, if he takes the expression “the unwritten Word” to mean the divine revelation that the patriarchs propagated orally before the books of Moses were produced. After the canon of Scripture was published, however, no unwritten Word of God can be established as contradistinct from the written Word. [b] There must be a distinction between the principal1 points of the divine revelation ([which are] necessary, essential, etc.) and the more detailed explanation of them. The prophets and apostles put down in writing the principal points of their instruction, which all people must know. Yet we do not deny that they explained these orally in more detail. Cyril, on John, bk. 12, c. 68, near the end: “Not everything that the Lord did was written, but that which the writers believed was sufficient for behavior as well as for doctrine was written, so that glowing with upright faith and works and virtue we might, in Christ Jesus, reach the kingdom of heaven.” Augustine, treatise 49 on John, at the beginning: “Although the Lord Jesus did many things, not all were written, as the holy evangelist bears witness that the Lord Christ said and did many things that were not written. But those things were selected to be written that seemed sufficient for the salvation of those who believe.”
 

Third, synonyms.
 

§ 9. ** The Holy Spirit calls Holy Scripture “writing” [[image: ]] or “the writings” par excellence (John 7:38, 42; Acts 8:12; Rom. 4:3). At times an epithet is added: “the holy writings” (Rom. 1:2). **
 

[Also:] “Holy Writ” [[image: ]] (2 Tim. 3:15), “the God-breathed writing” (2 Tim. 3:16), because just as men moved by the Holy Spirit spoke, so also did holy men of God write (2 Pet. 1:21). Galatinus says that the rabbinic scholars call the Bible [image: ], “God’s holy thing,” as well as [image: ], “the house of the sanctuary” (De arcan. Catholic. verit., bk. 1, c. 1). This latter title is prefixed to the Venetian Bible. Because there is no real distinction between the Word of God and Holy Scripture considered materially, therefore we must consider the honorable titles that are given to God’s Word in the Scriptures as synonyms. For example, [image: ], “the Word of God,” published by God and instructing us about God; [image: ], “the utterances of God” (Rom. 3:2); [image: ], “the living and active Word of God” (Heb. 4:12); [image: ], “the words of eternal life” (John 6:68). All of Psalm 119 especially pertains to this, in which many honorable titles are assigned to God’s Word. The Holy Spirit calls the connected sacred books “the Book of the Law” (Josh. 1:8), “the book of Jehovah” (Isa. 34:16), “the reading” (Neh. 8:8) because we ought to give constant attention to the Law for our salvation.
 

§ 10. We must also refer to this point those honorable praises and various periphrases with which the theologians of the Church adorn Holy Scripture. Athanasius, Dial. 2. contra Maced.: “Scripture is the bread of life.” Basil, on Psalm 1: “Scripture is the common medical office for souls.” Augustine (Enarr. Ps. 90, c. 2, and in Sermon 56 ad fratr. in erem.), Macarius (Homily 33), and Gregory (bk. 4, epistle 40) call Scripture “the letters of invitation that God has transmitted to us through holy men that invite us to our eternal fatherland.” Augustine says, “What is Holy Scripture except an epistle from God Almighty to His creation in which we hear the words of God and learn His heart?” Dionysius the Carthusian, commentary on Titus: “The divine utterances are like dew and water, milk and honey, and wine: because of their power to give and strengthen life, as is true of milk; because of their power to restore life, as is true of wine; and because of their power to cleanse and at the same time to preserve life, as is true of honey.” Petrus de Alliaco, Sent., bk. 2: “Scripture penetrates like a sword, crushes like a hammer, and burns like a torch. Like a sword it cuts out the tares of error; like a hammer it destroys all heresies; like a torch it burns the kindling of sins; like a lantern it stands through the silent nocturnes of this world as a light for those who pass by.” Holy Scripture is “the measure of faith, the judge of behavior and error, and the polestar pointing out the way to heaven.” Scripture is “the mouth of the Holy Spirit,” through which it calls believers. It is “the hand of the Holy Spirit,” through which it leads believers to eternal life. It is “light,” through which it illumines the eyes of little children. Scripture is an [image: ], an expression of divine wisdom that the Holy Spirit has communicated by breathing on holy men. “What a raft is for the shipwrecked sailor, a sword for the soldier, a mallet for the silversmith, a ruler for the architect—this is what Holy Scripture is for the faithful.” (Cf. our Aphor. practic., under the title Verbum Dei.)
 


[image: ]
 

  1 Read principalia instead of principalis.
 



  


CHAPTER II: ON THE EFFICIENT CAUSE OF HOLY SCRIPTURE
 

§ 11. We [now] make the transition from the nomenclature to the factual material, which begins correctly with an explanation of causes, because knowing a thing is a matter of understanding it through its causes. In fact, it could appear that we should first consider the question of the [image: ]: whether Scripture is something sacred, divine, and God-breathed, seated on the lofty throne of canonical authority. But because the sons of the Church entertain no doubt about this and because the decision for proving this question against the heathen depends on the authority of Scripture, and the authority [depends on] the efficient cause, therefore, for easier teaching, we shall first have to discuss the efficient cause.
 


First, the principal [efficient cause], which is God.
 

§ 12. The efficient cause of Scripture is either principal or instrumental. The principal cause is the true God—one in essence, three in persons, Father, Son, and Holy Spirit. We prove this: (1) From the material of Scripture. Scripture taken materially is nothing other than God’s Word. But God is also the supreme author of His Word, and in this sense, too, Scripture is called the Word of God. Therefore God also is the supreme author of Scripture. Scripture is nothing other than the divine revelation consigned to sacred writing, for the revealed Word of God and Holy Scripture do not differ really, because holy men of God consigned to the Scriptures those very divine revelations. But now, it is God alone who comes forth from the secret throne of His majesty not only through the work of creation but also through the word expressed to our first parents before the fall, and who revealed the teaching of His essence and will to them, as well as to the patriarchs and prophets after the fall in the Old Testament. For this reason the prophets repeat many times: [image: ], “The Lord said,” “the statement of Jehovah,” “The word of the Lord happened,” “The mouth of the Lord spoke,” “Hear the word of the Lord,” etc.; and in the New Testament, “He spoke to us through His Son” (Heb. 1:1). He sent His apostles into all the world and said about them, “He who hears you hears Me” (Luke 10:16). Through them and through the evangelists, He wanted the necessary points of divine revelation to be put into writing. Therefore God is the author of Scripture or, what is the same, of the divine revelation consigned to the sacred writings.
 

The various methods of divine revelation in the Old Testament that God Himself lists should be referred to this: “If there is a prophet among you, I the Lord will appear to him in a vision, or I will speak to him through a dream…. With Moses I speak mouth to mouth, and he sees the Lord clearly and not through enigmas and figures” (Num. 12:6, 8). As he looks back to this, the author of the Epistle to the Hebrews says that God “many times and in many ways” (Heb. 1:1) spoke to the fathers formerly in the Old Testament. Here we have an indication of the diversity of times and persons and ways by which the divine revelation took place. You see, sometimes God addressed the prophets immediately through Himself, sometimes through angels, and sometimes they heard His voice alone. But there were also times when they saw an outward appearance, and sometimes God appeared in ecstasy to those who were awake and through a dream to those who slept. There were times when He instructed them inwardly, solely through an inbreathing, and other times when He set images of things outwardly before their eyes.
 

Some people divide these means of divine revelation as follows: Divine revelation in the Old Testament was either ordinary or extraordinary. Ordinary revelation occurred either (1) through the word or (2) by Urim and Thummim. Extraordinary revelation occurred when they were either awake or sleeping. When they were awake, it occurred through bare visions or through a voice; when they were asleep, through dreams. Augustinus Steuchus collects five types of prophecies from Numbers 12: (1) “Through vision,” when we see a thing revealed in a vision. (2) “In a dream,” which happens to those who sleep and which can occur through inner visions. (3) “In enigmas,” when one thing is seen and another intimated as, for example, when Ezekiel ate the scroll. We have the same situation with the revelation made to John. (4) “In a figure or idea,” when we see images of things. (5) The fifth type is the most outstanding. It occurs through divine address, “mouth to mouth.” This mode with angels was common in the case of Moses, God’s faithful servant. Here we should also mention the mode of revelation through Urim and Thummim on the breastplate of the priest (Exod. 28:30). Galatinus (De arcan., bk. 2, c. 12), Fagius (Paraph. Chald., on Exodus 28), Schindlerus (Lex., on the word [image: ] ** and Schickartus (in his treatise De jure regio, titled in Hebrew [image: ], c. 1, theor. 2) ** discuss this in detail from the rabbis. Today we do not think anyone can know precisely what the mode of divine revelation was. (Cf. our treatise On Ceremonial and Forensic Laws [Commonplace XVI], § 9).
 

§ 13. (2) From the command to write. God not only revealed Himself to humans through His Word, but He also wanted that Word, which was formerly prophesied orally, to be written down later through Moses and the prophets in the Old Testament and through the evangelists and apostles in the New Testament. You see, for 2,454 years—namely, from the creation of the world to the time of Moses—heavenly instruction had been propagated and preserved orally without being written. (The propagation and preservation of heavenly instruction through oral transmission was served by the long life span of the patriarchs, the special revelations made and often repeated, the removal of corrupting influences accomplished by the patriarchs, etc.) Finally, God called Moses and gave him tremendous authority with those many outstanding miracles and especially with that miraculous leading of the children of Israel out of Egypt. Through Moses, God wanted to write down the account of creation and the fall, the spread of the protoevangelium [“first Gospel,” Gen. 3:15], the continually repeated messianic prophecies, and the solemn repetition of the divine Law. To the prophets He gave an express mandate to write down His prophecies, and they were publishing a constantly clearer revelation of His teaching about the Messiah.
 

Here we should mention the clear commands given to Moses and the prophets in the Old Testament: Exod. 17:14: “And the Lord said to Moses: ‘Write this as a memorial in a book.’ “Exod. 34:27: “Write these words; in accordance with these words, I have made a covenant with you and with Israel.” The Lord told Isaiah: “Take a large tablet and write upon it with a man’s pen” (Isa. 8:1); “Write it for them on a tablet and inscribe it in a book, and it will be for the time to come a witness forever” (Isa. 30:8). The Lord says to Jeremiah: “Write in a book all the words I have spoken to you” (Jer. 30:2); “Take a scroll and write on it all the words that I have spoken to you against Israel and Judah and all the nations from the day I spoke to you” (Jer. 36:2). The Lord says to Ezekiel: “Son of man, write down for yourself the name of the day on which the king of Babylon has come near to Jerusalem” (Ezek. 24:2); “Make known to them all the ordinances of the temple and all its laws, and write it down in their eyes” (Ezek. 43:11). The Lord tells Habakkuk: “Write the vision; make it plain upon tablets, so that he who reads it may run” (Hab. 2:2). Here we should mention that David’s tongue is called “the pen of a ready scribe” (Ps. 45:1). That “scribe” is none other than the Holy Spirit, the supreme author of Scripture, as Basil teaches in his explanation of this psalm (vol. 1, p. 273). Regarding the evangelists and apostles in the New Testament, we shall show a bit later in the questions that they received from God a mandate to write.
 

From all this we conclude the following: By whosesoever command and mandate the prophets in the Old Testament and the apostles in the New Testament wrote, he is the supreme author of Scripture. But now, those holy men of God wrote by the command and mandate of God. Therefore God is the supreme author of Scripture.
 

§ 14. (3) From the internal impulse to write. Just as the holy men of God spoke as they were moved, inspired, and driven by the Holy Spirit (2 Pet. 1:21), so also did they write at His impulse and inspiration. The reason is that they were instruments of God not only in the preaching of heavenly doctrine but also in the writing of it. For this reason, in the prefaces to their books they call themselves servants of God and apostles of Christ. We should especially and in particular note, however, that Holy Scripture is called [image: ] [“God-breathed” or “divinely inspired”] (2 Tim. 3:16). Yet it could not hold that august name had it not been written by divine inspiration and were God not its supreme author.
 

§ 15. (4) From the majestic beginning of the writing. Not only did God reveal His Word to man, order it to be written in the Scriptures, and impel the prophets and apostles to write it by an internal inspiration, but He also initiated, dedicated, and consecrated the writing of His Word with His own act and example when He Himself inscribed the words of the Law on stone tablets. Thus the first origin of Scripture recognizes God Himself as its immediate author. (Exod. 24:12: “The Lord said to Moses: ‘Come up to Me on the mountain … and I shall give you the tables of stone and the Law and the commandment, which I have written for their instruction.’ “Exod. 32:16: “And the tables were the work of God, and the writing was the writing of God [Scriptura Dei].”) This is what the rabbinic scholars say, according to Galatinus (De arcan., bk. 7, c. 1) and Reuchlin (Cabalae, bk. 3): “The Law of God was established two thousand years before the creation of the world and was written in fiery letters on a mountain of bright fire.” We understand that this is said somewhat parabolically. As they usually do, they certainly have converted the teaching of their forefathers regarding the eternal and unchanging norm of the Law into worthless fairy tales. Josephus mentions some things that Seth carved and inscribed on two columns before the flood (Antiquit., bk. 1, c. 3). These, however, did not belong to the canon of Scripture and are not extant today. At any rate, in this commonplace we are discussing the origin of canonical Scripture.
 

Augustine says this about the writings of Enoch:
 


To be sure, we cannot deny that Enoch of the seventh generation from Adam wrote some divine material because the apostle Jude says this in his canonical epistle. But it is not without reason that these are not in that canon of Scripture which was preserved in the temple of the Hebrew people by the diligence of successive priests. But why was this, except that their antiquity brought them under suspicion, and it was impossible to ascertain whether these were his genuine writings, and they were not brought forward as genuine by the persons who were found to have carefully preserved the canonical books by a successive transmission? For this reason, prudent men judge rightly that we must not believe that which is produced under his name and that contains myths about giants, saying that their fathers were not men. In the same way, heretics publish many things under the names of other prophets and more recent material under the names of the apostles. All these things under the title of apocryphal material have been removed from canonical authority by careful examination. (De civ. Dei, bk. 15, c. 23)

 




 

So much for Augustine. Jude, however, does not say that Enoch wrote, only that he prophesied. This could have occurred through oral preaching, and Jude could have had this prophecy of Enoch by a sure tradition, just as Paul had the names of the magicians Jannes and Jambres (2 Tim. 3:8). Some take this to refer to prophecy by events [prophetia realis], rather than to verbal prophecy. Just as corporeal death ruled effectively because of sin in the case of the first six fathers of the Church—Adam, Seth, Enosh, Canaan, Mahaleel, and Jared—but could not exercise its strength and power against Enoch in the seventh generation, so also it will rule all men during the six thousand years when this world will stand. But in the seventh millennium, which will be the beginning of eternal and heavenly life, it will lose its sting and be completely abolished. They believe that Jude was looking at this when he writes that Enoch, in the seventh generation since Adam, prophesied this about the last judgment.
 

§ 16. Let it be a certain and immovable fact, therefore, that God Himself began the canonical Scripture in His solemn promulgation of the Law. This fact contributes much to the illustration of the authority, dignity, and majesty of Scripture. One cannot confirm with certain and immovable arguments what Origen (bk. 1 on Job) and others claim about the Book of Job: that Moses found it in the home of his father-in-law, Jethro, in the land of Midian and took it with him into the land of Egypt for the children of Israel so they might learn from Job’s example how to endure patiently the oppressions of Pharaoh. (See Sixtus Senensis, Biblioth. sanctae, bk. 1, title “Job,” p. 9.)
 

From Exod. 24:7, where the Book of the Covenant is mentioned before the publishing of the tables of the Law, the Jews conclude that Moses had written the Book of Genesis before God wrote the tables of the Decalogue. It is obvious, however, that in that Mosaic narrative we have the figure of anticipation, or [image: ], which is familiar in Holy Scripture. You see, that scroll of the covenant was the “Book of the Testament” that God began with the Israelites on Mount Sinai, that is, the Book of the Law (Heb. 9:19). Moses finally accepted the command to write at the time when God already had written the tables of the Decalogue with His finger (Exod. 34:27).
 

Numbers 21:14 mentions “the Book of the Wars of the Lord.” Some people think that that book was known to the Jews but is lost today because of an injury of time, without any sacrifice of sacred literature since it was no more than a historical writing. Some of the Hebrews claim that it was the Book of Judges, which describes the many battles the Israelites fought against Amalek. Whatever it is, in the Hebrew it is something future: “[image: ], It will be said in the Book of the Wars of the Lord.” From this it is clear that that book was written after the books of Moses. Joshua 10:13 mentions the “[image: ] (“the Book of the Righteous”), which the Septuagint translators rendered as [image: ] [“the Book of the Straight”]. Some take this to refer to the Book of the Law of Moses, which is said to be the “book of the upright and just” because it teaches the Law. As the reason for their conjecture, they submit that one finds in that book promises about the signs that God was going to reveal for the sake of the Israelites. There are some who think that this was actually the Book of Joshua. One thing is clear: That book, whatever it finally was, cannot be a book written before the flood because it treats the history that occurred at the time of Joshua.
 

One cannot prove, then, with definite and evident arguments that a sacred and canonical book had been written before God’s hand inscribed the writing of the Law on stone tablets. From this it clearly follows that we must refer the origin of canonical Scripture completely to God Himself.
 

§ 17. Moreover, as in God’s other works so also in the revelation of His Word and the publishing of Scripture we must note the order and distinction of the persons of the Trinity. Regarding the Father, it says in Luke 1:55 that “He spoke to our fathers,” and He spoke “by the mouth of His holy prophets from of old” (Luke 1:70). In Heb. 1:1-2 we read that “in many and various ways God spoke of old to our fathers by the prophets; but in these last days He has spoken in and by a Son … through whom He also created the world.” That is, as the Father created this entire universe through the Son not as through a separate instrument nor as through a lesser minister but as through a substantive and coessential might, so also He spoke through the Son not as through a minister (such were the patriarchs, prophets, and apostles) but as through essential and hypostatic “Wisdom” (1 Cor. 1:30; Prov. 8:12; Matt. 11:[19]).
 

The Son, the Second Person of the Deity, is called [image: ] [“the Word”], and in Chaldaic Bibles Memrah, because He is that person through whom the Father spoke to our first parents and to the patriarchs and who, in the form that He later assumed in the fullness of time, appeared to the saints in the Old Testament at various times and spoke with them in a familiar fashion. John himself supplies this explanation for the title when, after the name [image: ] [had been] attributed to the Son, he adds that the Son has told us the counsel of God about our salvation (John 1:18). Irenaeus, on the statement “No one has known the Father except the Son and those to whom the Son reveals Him,” says: “‘Reveals’ [revelaverit] not only is said in the future, as if the Word began to reveal the Father when He was born of Mary, but it is [also] put commonly throughout all time. You see, the Son was present at the creation from the beginning and revealed the Father to all whom and when and as the Father wills” (Adv. haeres., bk. 4, c. 14, p. 242). Nazianzen says that the Son, for other reasons, is called “the Word because He proclaims a message” [[image: ]] (Orat. 2. de Filio, p. 164). When in the fullness of time He had assumed human nature, He Himself in His own person sowed the seed of the Word for three-plus years, but He put none of this in writing. In Hist. ecclesiast., bk. 1, c. 14, Eusebius relates something about a certain Epistle of Christ to Abgarus, governor of the Edessenes, which was taken from the archives of the city of Edessa. Since it is outside of canonical Scripture, it is uncertain. Baronius tries in many ways to strengthen the trustworthiness of this epistle (Annal., ann. 31, no. 57). However, we set against him the authority of Pope Gelasius, who, along with the Council of Rome, consigns both letters—one from Abgarus to Christ, the other from Christ to Abgarus—to the apocryphal writings ([Gratian, Jus canonicum,] dist. 15, c. Sancta Romana). This judgment of Gelasius is accepted by Melchior Canus, who considers the account of the exchange of letters between Christ and Abgarus a myth. Costerus also follows Gelasius’s judgment and argues in his Enchirid., p. 43, as follows: “Christ did write with His fingers, John 8, but on the ground, and not to us but to the Jews. The letter of Christ to King Abgarus is not in Christ’s own hand nor has the Church ever accepted it as anything of that sort.”
 

The following statements speak about the Holy Spirit: 2 Sam. 23:2: “The Spirit of the Lord spoke by me; His word was upon my tongue.” (As the Spirit of the Lord spoke through David, so also He wrote through David. For this reason, David compares his tongue to “the pen of a ready scribe,” Ps. 45:1. The “scribe,” as we said earlier, is the Holy Spirit.) Acts 28:25: “The Holy Spirit was correct in saying to your fathers through Isaiah the prophet …” 1 Pet. 1:11: “… the Spirit of Christ predicted in the prophets the sufferings to come.” 2 Pet. 1:21: “Holy men of God spoke as they were moved by the Holy Spirit.” When the apostles wrote the synodical letter to the churches and made a noble beginning of writing in the New Testament, they added the clear expression: “It has seemed good to the Holy Spirit and to us” (Acts 15:28).
 


Second, the instrumental causes, which are the holy men of God.
 

§ 18. The instrumental causes of Holy Scripture were “holy men of God” (2 Pet. 1:21), that is, men whom God immediately and especially called and chose for this purpose: to put down in writing the divine revelations. These were the prophets in the Old Testament and the evangelists and apostles in the New. Consequently, we correctly call them the amanuenses of God, the hands of Christ, the scribes or notaries of the Holy Spirit, since they neither spoke nor wrote by human will or their own will, but rather were [image: ]—driven, led, impelled, inspired, and controlled by the Holy Spirit. They did not write as men but as “men of God,” that is, they wrote as God’s servants and as the unique instruments of the Holy Spirit. Therefore when we call a canonical book a “book of Moses,” “the Psalter of David,” “an epistle of Paul,” we are doing this merely with regard to their ministry, not with regard to its principal cause.
 

For this reason, Augustine speaks as follows about the canonical books of the Old Testament: “For them (the Israelites), these were philosophers, wise men, theologians, prophets, professors of uprightness and piety. Whoever lived and learned according to them learned and lived not according to men but according to God, who spoke through them. These mouths did not pour out human but divine oracles” (De civ. Dei, bk. 18, c. 41). On the canonical books of the New Testament, Augustine explains: “Whatever Christ wanted us to know about His words and actions, He commanded them (the evangelists and apostles) to write as if with His hands” (De cons. Evang., bk. 1, c. 35).
 


Question 1: Whether God wanted His Word to be written.
 

§ 19. (I) Here the question arises: Why did God want His Word, first published orally, to be consigned to writing? Chronology shows that for 2,454 years heavenly instruction was preserved through oral tradition without the aid of writing. After that, God wanted to commit that teaching to writing through Moses and the prophets in the Old Testament and through the evangelists and apostles in the New. We cannot doubt that this was His plan because, as the wisest of the wise, He had serious causes. The following seem to have been the particular and primary causes.
 

(1) The brevity of human life. The patriarchs and almost all who lived before the flood were long-lived, whose age went up to eight hundred and nine hundred years (Gen. 5:5ff.). The integrity of their teaching in their times could be preserved through an oral tradition. The years of their descendants who lived after the flood, however, did not match the years of their elders (Gen. 47:9). Moses, the first writer of the Old Testament, says this about his times: “The days of our years in them are seventy years; if in excellency, eighty” (Ps. 90:10). At that time, therefore, the purity of the divine Word could not be preserved conveniently without writing.
 

(2) The [increasing] number of people. As time passed, the human race continued to multiply, and the borders of the Church spread farther and farther. Therefore they had to consult the Scriptures, because the pure and sound tradition did not reach everyone.
 

(3) The infidelity of preservation expected from tradition. How faithless tradition was as a guard of purity in heavenly instruction is shown from the many corruptions that crept into the Church at that time when the instruction ought to have been preserved through tradition: “Your fathers lived of old beyond the Euphrates, Terah, the father of Abraham, etc., and they served other gods” (Josh. 24:[2]). Idols are found in Jacob’s household (Gen. 35:2). The Israelites in Egypt worshiped “the detestable things of your eyes,” etc. (Ezek. 20:7). This is also shown by those frequent revelations that were then applied to forbid and remove those corruptions.
 

(4) The weakness of human memory. Since it is easy to forget those things that are beyond human understanding, therefore it seemed wise to divine providence to put into writing the primary points of the divine revelation. Justin calls the writings of the evangelists “memoirs,” that is, “the words and acts of Christ as committed to memory and recited” (Apol. 2. pro Christ., p. 58; Dial. cum Tryph.). Eusebius writes about Matthew: “When he had preached to the Hebrews and was preparing to go to the Gentiles, he considered it useful to leave for those whom he was deserting bodily a memorial of his teaching and preaching” (Hist. eccles., bk. 3, c. 24). Nicephorus declares the same thing about him: “As (Matthew) left them, he compensated for his absence with the presence of his writing” (Hist. eccles., bk. 2, c. 45). Concerning Mark, Nicephorus (loc. cit., c. 15) follows Clement of Alexandria (stromat., bk. 6), Jerome (Catalog.), and Eusebius (Hist., bk. 6, c. 13) and writes: “Peter left so great a light of devotion in the hearts of his hearers that they could not remain content with what they had heard and learned about the divine Word without having it in writing. For this reason they kept insistently beseeching Mark, who at that time was following the apostle, to leave them in writing a remembrance of the teaching he had given them without writing. They implored him not to leave before he had completed what they had asked. When he learned this, the apostle, at the instigation of the Holy Spirit, was exceedingly pleased with this great wish and desire of those people,” etc. Again Nicephorus writes about Paul: “While he was among them, Paul taught clearly with his preaching those people to whom the power and grace of the Holy Spirit had sent him and whom He had given wonderful new life through faith in the Gospel of Christ. When he went away from them, he called that instruction back into their minds by sending them letters that summarized the same [instruction]” (Hist., bk. 2, c. 34). The passage 2 Pet. 1:15 can be referred to this: “I shall see to it that after my departure you may at any time be able to recall those things about which I am writing now.” He did this by leaving them the memorial of his letters. Since these letters were often left behind, they would never forget his commandments and admonitions. In his commentary, the Papist writer Estius acknowledges that this is the real meaning of this passage.
 

(5) The stability of heavenly instruction [doctrina]. The apostles and evangelists themselves express this reason. Luke 1:3-4: “It seemed good to me, too, having followed all things closely from the beginning, to write an orderly account for you … that you may know the certainty of the things of which you have been informed.” Here we must note the correct emphasis of three words. With the word [image: ] [“compile,” v. 1], he hints that because of the corrupting influences of certain people who were teaching orally matters alien to evangelical truth, there was need for an accurate written report explaining the situation from beginning to end, just the way it happened. Also, because he says he will first bring out the [image: ] [“things surely believed” or “things accomplished,” v. 1], he cuts off for the reader every opportunity to either suspect or doubt his Gospel. Finally, to fortify it against fictions, errors, and heresies, he promises to give the [image: ] [“protection, safety,” v. 4], because, with the protection of his narrative, whoever will truly agree with its statements will be safe against the deceits of Satan and the notions of men, nor will they give their ears to lies. Phil. 3:1: “To write the same things to you is not irksome for me, and it makes you [image: ], firm and safe.” Irenaeus, Adv. haeres., bk. 3, c. 1: “The apostles by the will of God later handed down to us in their writings what they first proclaimed, that which would be the foundation and pillar of our faith.” Regarding Luke, Eusebius mentions that “because he had seen many others rashly presume to commit to writing what they did not know completely, he wrote to draw us away from the uncertain narratives of others” (Hist., bk. 3, c. 24).
 

** (6) The wickedness of men. In his preface on Matthew, p. 1, Theophylact writes:
 


Indeed, those were great and godly men who lived before the Law was given to Moses. They did not learn from writings and books; rather, endowed with a clean mind, they were illumined by the Spirit’s brightness and learned what pleased God in this way, as God spoke with them mouth to mouth. But after men became too weak and unworthy for the Holy Spirit to illumine and teach, our merciful God finally granted the Scriptures, namely, to be reminders of His divine will.

 




 

Chrysostom, homily 1 on Matthew: “The patriarchs and apostles were more pure of mind; consequently, God spoke to them and taught them without Scripture. But we are coarser and weaker, and hence God wanted to instruct us through the Scriptures.” **
 

(7) To these causes we add the perversity of heretics in the New Testament, a perversity that had to be rebuffed. It was customary for them to connect the name “traditions” to their erroneous fictions. Irenaeus mentions this with regard to the Simonians (bk. 1, c. 1, p. 14); Epiphanius, about the Archontici; and Irenaeus, with reference to all heretics (bk. 3, c. 2). In the case of the evangelist John, the devout ancients mention that the chief cause for writing his Gospel account began when the heresies of Ebion and Cerinthus spread in Asia. Irenaeus, bk. 3, c. 11, p. 184: “John, the disciple of the Lord, wanted to take away by a declaration of the Gospel the error that Cerinthus had sown for men and that those who are called Nicolaitans sowed much earlier … in order to confound them … and establish the rule of truth [regulam veritatis] in the Church. Thus he began his Gospel.” Jerome, in the preface to his commentary on Matthew:
 


When John, the apostle and evangelist, was in Asia, the seeds of the heretics were sprouting already then—of Cerinthus, Ebion, and the rest who denied that Christ came in the flesh …. Almost all the bishops of Asia at that time, as well as the representatives of many churches, compelled him to write in greater depth about the Savior’s divinity. The Word of God burst forth, so to speak, upon him with not so much bold as blessed rashness. From this he tells his ecclesiastical account. When his brothers compelled him to write, he said that he would do so, if they would declare a fast and would all implore God together. After this was done, he was filled with a revelation and burst forth with that heaven-sent preface: “In the beginning was the Word …”

 




 

These last three reasons for writing were expressed by Thomas Aquinas in his Cat. aurea on the Gospels. He says: “The apostles and evangelists wrote: (1) To teach the Gospel through writing to those whom they were unable to teach face-to-face. (2) To preserve in lasting memory what we need to know about Christ’s words and deeds. (3) Lest the heretics sow false doctrine under the name of ‘Gospel.’”
 


Question 2: Whether Scripture was necessary.
 

§ 20. (II) The question arises: Was it necessary for scripture to exist in the Church? No Christian can deny that the Scriptures are useful in the Church, because the apostle claims this in clear language in 2 Tim. 3:16. They instruct us concerning matters unknown by nature, as is evident from the teaching of the Gospel. They preserve purity of doctrine against corruptions and errors (Matt. 22:[29]). They give certainty (Luke 1:3; 2 Pet. 1:19). Thus they are “profitable for teaching, for reproof, for correction, and for training in righteousness.” Therefore we are called to read them diligently and constantly (John 5:39; 1 Tim. 4:13; 2 Tim. 3:15). The point of this question, however, is whether some necessity has also been connected with that utility, because of which God wanted Scripture to exist in the Church.
 

Bellarmine denies this and tries to show that “Scriptures without traditions were not simply necessary” (De verbo Dei, bk. 4, c. 4). He states this opinion in this way: that Scripture was necessary “not simply, but for the well-being,” that is, merely useful. This he argues with the following reasons: “(1) Because before Moses there was no divine Scripture. Therefore as that ancient religion was able to be preserved for two thousand years without Scripture, so also Christ’s teaching could have been preserved for fifteen hundred years without Scripture. (2) There were Scriptures extant from Moses to Christ, but these were solely of the Jews. The other nations in which there was also true religion and faith used only the unwritten tradition. (3) Although the Scriptures were in existence among the people of God, yet the Jews used tradition more than Scripture because, until the time of Ezra, the Scriptures were not consigned to the form of books for one to have them easily and conveniently. Instead, they were scattered in various chronicles and papers and at times were not found for a long time because of the negligence of the priests (2 Kings 22). After the captivity, Ezra collected all these and put them into a single corpus. (4) The Church was without the Scriptures for many years after the coming of Christ,” according to Irenaeus (Adv. haeres., bk. 3, c. 4).
 

§ 21. We shall respond to this discourse of the Scripture-hater Bellarmine: (I) In general. We must distinguish between an absolute
and hypothetical necessity. The Scriptures were not absolutely and simply necessary but are hypothetically necessary2 “on account of man’s corruption,” as Chrysostom says (homily 1 on Matthew), and for the other causes listed in the previous question. God could have taught us for eternal life without the Scriptures, but because He wanted to deal with us in the matter of salvation only through the Scriptures, the Scriptures are hypothetically necessary.
 

§ 22. (II) specifically. We shall also respond specifically to the individual parts of that discourse. (1) The times preceding Moses’ age were constituted in one way; the times following it, in another. In the times of the patriarchs before Moses, the purity of heavenly instruction could be preserved conveniently with an oral tradition. At that time, the great authority of the patriarchs was confirmed by various divine testimonies; their life spans were great; the narrow limits of the Church were confined to only one nation; there was a multiplicity of constantly repeated divine revelations; corrupting influences were rare, which, to be sure, the patriarchs’ authority quickly crushed; and the variety of rudiments were common to God’s holy people before Moses. When most of these ceased to exist at Moses’ time, divine wisdom judged that the Scriptures were necessary for the Church.
 

(2) It is freely said that among the peoples called into fellowship with the Israelite church the Scriptures were not used; rather, that they were content with the unwritten tradition. For how could those who gathered themselves by confession of faith to the people of Israel have been ignorant of Holy Scripture, when the principal and primary point of the Israelite faith—and, in fact, the foundation thereof—was that the heavenly instruction that teaches the way of salvation is contained in the Mosaic and prophetic Scriptures? We know that the Bible was brought to Ptolemy Philadelphus, king of Egypt, and was translated into Greek under his auspices. We know the thefts of heathen philosophers and poets by which they transferred into their own books some things from the sacred writings. The eunuch of Queen Candace read the prophet Isaiah in his chariot (Acts 8:28). When “Moses (that is, the Mosaic writings) was read in every city of Judea on every Sabbath in the synagogues” (Acts 15:21), the proselytes also could have come to hear it. And even if it had been proved that those Gentiles who had been converted to the true God of Israel had used only the unwritten tradition, that would still merely prove that the Scriptures were not absolutely necessary for all people individually for salvation, since some are converted by the oral preaching that in every way conforms to the Scriptures. One cannot infer from this, however, that the Scriptures are not necessary with respect to the entire Church.
 

(3) Part of the same truth is the fact that, though the Scriptures did exist among the people of God, nevertheless the Jews used tradition more than Scripture. You see, everywhere the Israelites are called back to the written Law of God as to the only rule of faith, behavior, and divine worship (Deut. 4:26; 12:32; Josh. 23:6; Isa. 8:20), but nowhere are they sent back to unwritten traditions. Surely the things that parents were ordered to tell their children (Deut. 6:20; Ps. 44:1; 78:3) were to be sought not from traditions but only from the written Law of God. And the history of that time, to which Bellarmine refers, bears witness: As often as the Jews departed by so much as a finger’s breadth from the rule of Scripture and went to traditions, customs, their own reasonings, the examples of other nations, etc., they were immediately led off to the precipitous cliffs of error, and corruptions of heavenly instruction were brought in. What about the fact “that there are some Catholics who deny there was any unwritten tradition among the Jews,” as Bellarmine admits (De verbo Dei scripto, bk. 4, c. 8)? How, then, will they be able to cling more to tradition than to the Scriptures? What Bellarmine adduces for proof is of little strength. Ezra put the Psalter and other sacred books in order, yet the Scriptures were not so disorganized and unknown before him that people could not have read them.
 

(4) For a few years at the beginning of the New Testament, the teaching of Christ and the apostles was preserved without writing. (According to Irenaeus’s calculation, the New Testament Church did not have the apostolic writings for twenty years, for he relates that Matthew first wrote when Paul was already at Rome. On the other hand, Theophylact says that Matthew wrote in the eighth year after Christ’s ascent and before Paul was brought to Rome, by which time the latter already had written at least six epistles.) Afterward, however, when the teaching of the Gospel had spread to the heathen, from experience the apostles learned about the necessity of Scripture. In some way, Bellarmine himself recognizes this when, in the same chapter, § secundo, etc., he writes: “The apostles went to their preaching of their own free will and by their own intent. However, they applied their minds to write, being forced by nothing save a sort of necessity.” Moreover, the times when the apostles lived were of a diverse quality from the times that followed their deaths. Because they were directed by the immediate inspiration of the Holy Spirit, the apostles had the privilege of infallibility; their successors in the ministry, however, were devoid of that. In Exam. concil., p. 29, Chemnitz teaches this as well: Before the doctrine of the Gospel was put into writing, it had to be confirmed against the deceits and contradiction of both Jews and Gentiles by the preaching of the apostles and through signs and wonders throughout the world, and had to be approved by the assent of believers in every land, that we might be certain that those things that were written are not doubtful, uncertain, and weak but are “confirmed” [[image: ]] (Luke 1:1). That is, God confirmed them through the apostles, and the first of the faithful throughout the world approved of them as worthy of a most certain faith. Finally, at that very time when the New Testament Church lacked the apostolic writings, there existed the Old Testament Scriptures that explained the sum of that doctrine which the apostles taught, and to the reading of these they sent their hearers (John 5:39; 2 Tim. 3:15; etc.).
 


Question 3: Whether the evangelists and apostles had a mandate to write.
 

§ 23. (III) The question arises: Did the apostles and evangelists in the New Testament have a mandate to write? This the Papists deny. Lindanus writes: “The nature of the Gospel word is certainly averse to writing and letters” (Panopl., bk. 1, c. 23). Bellarmine, De verbo Dei, bk. 4, c. 4, § secundo: “If Christ and the apostles had intended that the Word of God should be limited and restricted to Scripture, then especially in a matter of such great importance Christ would have commanded this clearly, and the disciples would testify elsewhere that they were writing in accordance with the Lord’s mandate, just as they taught throughout the world according to the Lord’s mandate. But nowhere do we read this.” Costerus, Enchir., p. 43: “Christ did not want His Church to depend on written pages nor was He willing to commit His mysteries to parchment.” Pistorius, Hodeget., pp. 32-33: “The apostles did not write intentionally but because of an incidental necessity … not from God’s mandate.”
 

§ 24. We produce the following arguments against that erroneous assertion: (1) From the divine impulse by which holy men of God were moved to write. Whoever was moved by divine impulse and inspiration to write, wrote by the mandate and will of God. The reason for this is that in holy men of God the outward command and inner impulse are on an equal level. After all, what else is that divine impulse but an inner, secret mandate of exactly the same weight and authority as the outward, obvious mandate? Even the prophets of the Old Testament did not always receive the external and express mandate to write, yet their writing is and is judged as divine writing that has been done at God’s command. Hosea 8:12: “The Lord says: ‘I have written the wonderful works of My Law for them.’ “Here He attributes to Himself the Mosaic Scripture that was done at the Lord’s impulse and inspiration. But now, the evangelists and apostles went at their writing, moved by divine impulse and inspiration.
 

We prove this: [a] By the testimony of Scripture. “All Scripture,” namely, all Holy Scripture, as is evident from the preceding verse, “is God-breathed,” the apostle says (2 Tim. 3:16). It is given by divine impulse and is “inspired,” so to speak. Here he is speaking not only of the books of the Old Testament but also of the writings of the New Testament, which are completely of the same genus as the former. Also, most of those New Testament writings already were in existence at that time because this second letter to Timothy is the last of all the apostolic writings and was written in AD 59.
 

[b] By testimonies of the fathers. Irenaeus, Adv. haeres., bk. 3, c. 1: “What the apostles first preached they later handed down to us in the Scriptures by God’s will.” Athanasius, Epistle ad Liberium, writes about Christ: “He composed the Old and New Testaments.” Epiphanius, Contra [image: ]: “The Holy Spirit then impels Luke to bring from his innermost depths a statement to refute those who had been deceived. Finally, He moves Luke’s hand to write that which others have omitted.” Bishop Dorotheus of Tyre relates: “Luke wrote his Gospel on an order from Peter and his Acts on an order of Paul.” Yet those orders of Peter and Paul proceeded from the inspiration of the Holy Spirit because “holy men of God spoke as they were moved by the Holy Spirit” (2 Pet. 1:21). Jerome writes about Mark that “when the brethren at Rome asked Peter for a Gospel, he approved his [Mark’s] writing, and on his authority commended it to the Church for reading” (Catalog.). In bk. 1, c. 15, Eusebius relates similar ideas from Clement of Alexandria, as we mentioned a bit earlier. Augustine, De cons. evangel., bk. 1, last chapter:
 


When they (the evangelists and apostles) wrote what He revealed and said, we must by no means say that He Himself did not write. After all, His members did that which they learned and their Head dictated. Whatever He wanted us to read about His words and deeds He ordered them to write as if by His own hand. Anyone understands this joint unity and harmonious ministry of members with various responsibilities under a single head. He will take what he reads in the Gospel, as Christ’s disciples tell it, in no other way than if he were seeing the writing of the Lord’s very hand that is attached to the Lord’s own body.

 




 

Eucherius, Regulae: “As to when, what sort, and by what authors Holy Scripture would be composed, these were arranged for us before time in God’s inaccessible and incomprehensible counsel.”
 

[c] By the testimonies of our adversaries themselves. Bellarmine, De verbo Dei, bk. 4, c. 3, § Falsum: “We do not deny that the apostles wrote what they wrote by God’s will and inspiration. It is, however, one thing to do something at God’s suggestion and inspiration but another to do it at His clear command.” And later: “Augustine speaks about an inner command by which Christ as Head invisibly moves His limbs to various actions. We ought to think of this command as a suggestion and inspiration rather than a command in the proper sense.”
 

In fact, however, what the prophets produced and did from divine inspiration they are considered to have produced and done in accord with the Lord’s mandate. Let this be the same judgment with regard to the apostles. According to the apostle’s passage (1 Cor. 7:25), no one should think that a distinction should be made between God’s mandate and His inspiration. Note what the apostle says about a certain general command that obligates all virgins: that God expressly and specifically has promulgated this, and he distinguishes from this his own opinion, which was prudently applied to the condition of those times and people. Therefore the conclusion stands firm that the evangelists and apostles wrote at God’s mandate and will.
 

§ 25. (2) We argue from Christ’s command to the apostles to “teach all nations” (Matt. 28:19). The apostles are commanded to teach all nations; they also are ordered to put their instruction in writing, for they could not orally teach all nations in the times to come without writing. But now, the apostles are commanded to “teach all nations” not only of that time but also of the time to come, as is evident from the promise added: “And, lo, I am with you always, to the consummation of the age” (Matt. 28:20). Therefore.
 

Someone may say, “If it could be proved from these words of Christ that the apostles had been given a mandate to write, the consequence would be that they all ought to have written because they all received this mandate equally.” We respond. This mandate was given to the entire college of apostles, the venerable Twelve. Therefore it is enough that some of them wrote; the others confirmed their writings with their assent, and they sent their hearers to those writings. The mandate to preach pertained not only to all of them but also to each of them. But the mandate to write was given merely to be performed by certain ones because it was unnecessary for each and every one to write. This is something they could have known by the peculiar impulse of God and the familiar conversation of the Holy Spirit.
 

§ 26. (3) We argue from the office of the apostles. Their office is to witness about Christ the Savior not only with oral preaching but also in writing. Their writing began as a result of a divine mandate. The reason is that if the writing were not divine and were not made from a divine mandate, surely their witness could not be divine. We should not listen to a witness whose testimony is not requested at a trial. But now, the apostles did witness and should have witnessed about Christ not only with their oral preaching but also with their writing. John 15:27: “You also shall bear witness of Me.” Acts 1:8: “You shall be My witnesses in Jerusalem and in all Judea and Samaria and to the ends of the earth.” Acts 10:40-42: “God made Him manifest … to us who were prechosen by God as witnesses … and He commanded us to preach to the people and to testify.”
 

Now how did the apostles testify about Christ? The emphasis of the scriptural statements answers whether it was only with their preaching alone or also with their writing. John 21:24: “This is that disciple who is bearing witness to these things and who has written these things; and we know that his testimony is true.” Rev. 1:2-3: “John bore witness to the Word of God and to the testimony of Christ, even to all that he saw. Blessed is he who hears and reads the words of this prophecy.” We must take special note of the remarkable passage 1 John 1:3-4 where the three parts of the apostolic office are listed: first, to see and to hear; second, to proclaim; and third, in addition, to write. There, Scripture’s end is also added, which confirms its divine origin: “That which we have seen and heard we also proclaim to you … and we are writing this that your joy may be full.”
 

§ 27. (4) We argue from the specific command to write. John received divinely an express and specific mandate to write. Therefore it is impossible to deny that at least one of the apostles wrote by mandate. Rev. 1:11: “What you see, write in a book ….” Rev. 1:19: “Write what you have seen.” Rev. 2:1: “To the angel of the church in Ephesus write ….” Rev. 2:8: “And to the angel of the Church in Smyrna write ….” The same command is repeated in Rev. 2:12, 18; 3:1, 7, 14; 14:13; 19:9; 21:5. But now in this work of writing, John and the other writers of the New Testament are of like kind because they all wrote by divine inspiration, which is equated here with an express and explicit command.
 

Bellarmine makes the exception: “John was ordered to write certain secret visions, not the teaching of the Gospel and precepts for behavior” (De verbo Dei, bk. 4, c. 3). We respond. This, too, is a false and inappropriate exception. The former is evident from the cited passages of Revelation in which, by divine mandate, John wrote to the bishops in Asia not only some “secret visions” but also things that pertain most especially to the teaching of the Gospel and precepts for behavior. The latter we show in this way. We make the same judgment concerning similar matters and matters of the same genus. Up to now, however, divine visions and the teaching of the New Testament are of the same kind: both have their origin in divine revelation, and the apostles preached and wrote both at the Holy Spirit’s impulse. Therefore the judgment about both should be the same. Concerning the writings of the prophets, it is not possible to show with respect to specific parts and sections that they wrote them at an express divine mandate. Nevertheless because there do exist general commands and testimonies concerning their writings, therefore it is correct to judge that each and every part of their writings was published by divine mandate. Why, then, shall we be afraid to declare the same thing about the entire Book of Revelation and, in fact, about each and every book of the New Testament? If John had received a mandate to record only his visions, he surely would have reported in the writing of Revelation nothing pertaining to the teaching of the Gospel and precepts for behavior, lest he pass beyond the limits of his divinely received command.
 

§ 28. (5) We argue from the approval of the Holy spirit. Whatever writing the Holy Spirit has explicitly approved can be nothing other than divine and from a divine mandate, since what the Holy Spirit approves is in conformity with the divine will and mandate. But now the Holy Spirit has explicitly approved the writing of the apostles both in the synodical letter of Acts 15:28 that marked the beginning of writing in the New Testament—in which the apostles say explicitly, “It seemed good to the Holy Spirit and us”—as well as by the miracles the apostles performed. You see, the Holy Spirit confirmed their writing with the same miracles with which He confirmed their preaching. If a prince stamps his seal on a letter, he confirms the writing of the letter, and he is judged to have ordered what the letter contains. But the seal of miracles is added to the writing of the apostles (2 Cor. 12:12; Heb. 2:4; etc.). Therefore that writing has divine confirmation.
 

Christ’s command about “searching the Scriptures” (John 5:39) can be referred to this. This command applies generally to the writings of both the Old and the New Testaments, for both are witnesses to Christ. Likewise, the apostolic command “Give attendance to reading” (1 Tim. 4:13) refers to this because it, too, applies to the books of both the Old and the New Testaments.
 

§ 29. (6) We argue from a deduction to the absurd. If the evangelists and apostles had written without a divine mandate, their Scripture would not be divine. After all, whatever lacks a divine mandate cannot be considered divine since that alone pleases God and has His approval which is in conformity with His command. Finally, what sort of people would the apostles be if they wrote their literature in God’s name without God’s mandate? Whoever writes letters in the prince’s name without his command is guilty of the charge of lèse-majesté. The apostles were “God’s ambassadors” (2 Cor. 5:20). In whatever way, then, that they revealed God’s will—whether by preaching or writing—we must judge that they did this by the command and authority and in the name of the one who sent them as His ambassadors. Just as “holy men of God spoke as they were moved by the Holy Spirit” (2 Pet. 1:21), so also they wrote at His direction and impulse. Whoever stubbornly denies this destroys the divine authority of Scripture, at least indirectly if not directly.
 

** Theophylact, preface to Matthew: “Because God, the lover of man, gave the Scriptures in the Old Testament, it pleased Him also to write the Gospels in the New.” **
 

§ 30. The arguments of the Papists have a simple explanation if we observe the distinction we made earlier between the external and internal mandate. (1) Bellarmine (loc. cit.) brings out the following:
 


The apostles did not await an opportunity or necessity to be offered for preaching orally but went at it voluntarily and by their own intent. On the other hand, they applied their mind to write when they were compelled by a certain necessity. Matthew wrote under the circumstance that, as he was about to go off to the Gentiles, he wanted to leave the Jews a reminder of his teaching. Mark wrote his Gospel compelled by the requests of the Romans. Luke wrote to repress the uncertain accounts of others. John wrote his Gospel because of the developing heresy of the Ebionites. Therefore their primary intent was not to write but to preach, and they did not receive a command to write.

 




 

We respond. [a] If the apostles “applied their mind to write when they were compelled by a certain necessity,” as Bellarmine asserts, then they surely believed that their writings were necessary, which Bellarmine nevertheless denies (De verbo Dei, bk. 4, c. 4). [b] The opportunities for writing that were given externally to the apostles do not remove the inner mandate to write; instead, they provide it with a foundation because it was a miraculous disposition of divine providence that offered those opportunities to the apostles. Later, an inner impulse of the Holy Spirit came to those occasions and moved them to apply their hand to writing. [c] Occasions of this sort occur elsewhere in the very preaching of the apostles. In Acts 17:16, when Paul was waiting in Athens for Silas and Timothy, “his spirit was provoked within him as he saw that the city was filled with idols.” Compare this with the entire account of the Acts of the Apostles. But now Bellarmine concedes that the apostles preached at God’s mandate. Therefore we must recognize that occasions for writing do not at all conflict with a mandate to write. [d] What the Church at that time sought from the evangelists and apostles was in conformity with the divine will. Therefore we must believe that God willed this.
 

§ 31. (2) Bellarmine declares:
 


If the disciples had intentionally wished to put their teaching in writing, they surely would have written a catechism or similar book. However, they wrote either history, as did the evangelists, or epistles out of some situation, as did Peter, Paul, James, Jude, and John. In their letters they treated arguments about doctrine only in passing. Finally, either each apostle would have published written doctrine, because each had the care of a particular area, or at least they would have gathered together before they departed for their own provinces and would have published a book in common, just as it is evident that they composed the symbol of the faith [i.e., the Creed] in common.

 




 

We respond. All this does not yet prove that the apostles published the Scriptures without a divine command. [a] The apostles wanted and had to write down the words and acts of Christ, not to hand down a catechism. But all the articles of the Christian faith are set forth in those discourses of Christ. This is clear from Cent. 1. Magdeburg. and Wigand’s syntagma. [b] The apostles never treat the great articles of faith merely in passing as in a parody, but intentionally, as we can prove by induction. Paul explains the article on justification fundamentally in the Epistles to the Romans, Galatians, and Ephesians; the article on the Eucharist in 1 Corinthians 10-11; the article on Christ’s and our resurrection in 1 Corinthians 15; etc. [c] It was not necessary for each apostle or for all of them to publish a book in common as they put their instruction into writing, because whatever all and every one of them taught conformed exactly to one another’s instruction; and what one of them wrote, he wrote in the name of them all. John approved of the writings of the rest of the apostles and collected the canonical writings of the New Testament, according to Eusebius (Hist. eccles., bk. 3, c. 24), Epiphanius (Haeres. 51, contra [image: ]), and others. [d] The Apostles’ Creed is much like a catechism. Yet that entire creed is contained in the apostolic writings. Augustine, De symb., bk. 1: “The words that you have heard are strewn throughout the divine Scriptures.” Therefore one could not be longing still for a catechism written by the apostles.
 

§ 32. (3) Andrada, Lindanus, and Costerus relate the prophet’s statement “I shall put My Law in their hearts, and I shall write it upon their interior” (Jer. 31:33) to that of the apostle: “You are our epistle, written by us not with ink but with the Spirit of the living God, not on tablets of stone but on fleshly tablets of the heart” (2 Cor. 3:3). From this they conclude that “Christ did not want His Church to depend on written pages nor did He wish to entrust His mysteries to parchments.” Bellarmine softens this crude declaration as follows: “We say that the New Testament especially ought to be written in the heart, and it does not demand as necessary that it be written in books.”
 

We respond. [a] Under the word “Scripture”—for which the Schwenckfeldians contemptuously use the expression “books of parchment and paper”—we include not only the external forms and shapes of letters but also the things [res] signified by the letters, that is, the very Word of God and the divine revelation, shaped and expressed in external characters, as we said in the section on homonyms. But now those “things” or heavenly instruction set forth in the Scriptures are constituted in such a way that in essence they differ not at all from that inner writing which the Holy Spirit has done in the hearts of humans. This is because the Holy Spirit also wanted the same mysteries that He writes in the heart of the Church or the hearts of believers to be written also in letters (John 20:31; Rom. 1:16; etc.). Also, He has clearly commanded the Church to depend on that writing (Deut. 4:2; Isa. 8:20; Luke 16:29; John 5:39; 2 Pet. 1:19).
 

[b] The prophet’s statement deals with the difference between the Old and New Testaments. The former contains the teaching of the Commandments written on tablets of stone, by which hearts are not renewed inwardly. The latter, on the other hand, contains the promise of grace that gives the Holy Spirit, who regenerates and renews hearts. However, one cannot infer from this that the teaching of the New Testament ought not be committed to writing.
 

[c] What kind of logical conclusion is this? In the New Testament, through the work of renewal and regeneration, God writes the Law in the hearts of believers. Therefore the apostles did not have a mandate to write? Or therefore the Church does not depend on the books of the prophets and apostles? It is by no means mutually exclusive to hold that God through the Holy Spirit as His salutary “finger” (Matt. 12:[28]; Luke 11:20) writes the word of the Gospel in the hearts of men and that He inscribes the same word on parchment or paper through His apostles as His amanuenses; instead, these can correctly support each other. This is especially true because, after the New Testament Scripture was published, God by no means wished to deal with us immediately but to renew us and inscribe His Law in our hearts mediately through His Word comprehended in the books of the prophets and apostles.
 

** Jerome, commentary [on Jer. 31:33]: “Now, after the cross, resurrection, and ascension, He promises in the Gospel to give His covenant not on tablets of stone but on tablets of human hearts. Because the covenant of the Lord has been written in believers’ minds—that He is their God and they are His people—they should by no means seek Jewish teachers and traditions nor the commandments of men but be taught by the Holy Spirit, if they deserve to hear, ‘You are the temple of God, and the Spirit of God dwells in you.’ Moreover, the Spirit breathes where He will and has diverse graces.” **
 

[d] The metaphoric mode of writing does not remove but rather presupposes the proper mode of writing. Nor can the diversity of things [res] that have been written be overthrown by a diverse mode of writing.
 

[e] If the meaning of the prophet’s statement were that the teaching of the New Testament should not be put in writing, why would the apostles have wanted to put it in writing? Either one will have to deny that those New Testament books are divine and apostolic—that is, that they were written by the immediate inspiration of the Holy Spirit—or he will have to concede that such external writing of the apostles does not at all conflict with the internal and spiritual writing that the prophet is mentioning.
 

[f] The author of the Epistle to the Hebrews—in the middle of his writing (8:10), as he is committing the teaching of the New Testament to writing—quotes that statement of Jeremiah. Paul already had written both letters to the Thessalonians and the first to the Corinthians when he said, “You are a letter … written not with ink but with the Spirit.” However, he was not teaching that point orally but was writing it. From these statements, then, one can draw no conclusion against an external writing.
 

[g] The meaning of the apostle’s statement is clear from the context. False teachers were trying to creep in among the Corinthians with letters of commendation. Paul, however, says that he does not need such letters because the Corinthians themselves stand as his living letter, about whom the effect itself—the work of conversion—was bearing witness that they had been faithfully established in the doctrine of the Gospel by Paul. It is in this sense that he calls them his “letter” (v. [2]), namely, with respect to his ministry and the instrumental cause; and “a letter from Christ” (v. 3), namely, with respect to the principal cause and object, that is, the doctrine of Christ.
 

Cornelius à Lapide, commentary on this passage: “You, O Corinthians, by my effort have become for me like a letter of recommendation, read and understood by all. I show this letter as my recommendation to whomever I will. Just as a work recommends its artist and as the seal of a sealed document creates a trust, so you, as a letter of recommendation that you have signed, recommend me.” Again:
 


“You who were converted by me have been indelibly inscribed and engraved in my mind,” where it is known that Paul wrote this letter twice. First, he wrote it in them when he sowed and inscribed faith and the Spirit of Christ in the mind of the Corinthians. Second, he wrote and imprinted the same letter in his own heart through his concern and love for them. Third, “you are also examples of Christ in whose hearts Christ has been inscribed by my ministry as if by a pen. And Christ Himself has inscribed in them through me and my preaching His faith, hope, love, and other gifts, not with ink but with the Holy Spirit.”

 




 

But how will one now be able to infer from this either that the apostles had no mandate to write or that the internal spiritual writing excludes the external writing of the apostles or that the Scriptures of the New Testament were unnecessary or that the apostles wrote one teaching in the hearts of the Corinthians and another on paper?
 


[image: ]
 

  2 That is, necessary given some condition or supposition—in this case, given man’s corruption. This does not mean “necessary in some imaginary situation.” It is still a real necessity.
 



  


CHAPTER III: ON THE DIVINE AUTHORITY OF HOLY SCRIPTURE
 

§ 33. The divine authority of Scripture rises from and depends on the principal efficient cause of Holy Scripture, which is God. Because Holy Scripture has God as its author, by whose immediate inspiration the prophets, evangelists, and apostles wrote, therefore it has divine authority. Because it is God-breathed, published, and promulgated by divine inspiration, therefore it is credible in itself, having credibility from itself. It is highly important that the divine authority of Scripture be a well-built structure, for as Augustine rightly warns us: “Faith will stagger if the authority of the Sacred Scriptures wavers” (De doctr. Christ., bk. 1, c. 37). We must not consider of lesser import the related question: From where does Scripture get its authority among us?
 

§ 34. We can ask about the authority of Scripture in two ways. (1) Absolutely: From where does Scripture, considered in and through itself, have its divine authority? (2) Relatively: [a] With respect to us. From where does the authority of Scripture become known to us so that we consider it divine and canonical? [b] With respect to the Church or comparatively. Does Scripture or the Church have greater authority?
 

§ 35. When we ask absolutely3 about the authority of Scripture, we neither can nor should respond in any other way than that the divine authority of Scripture is from and depends on God alone because its dignity and excellent effect draw their origin only from the dignity of their cause. Nemesius, De opif. homin., c. 2: “The teaching of the divine utterances has credibility of itself because it is inspired.” To this we must also refer the fine statements of Raimundus de Sebunda and Baptista Mantuanus, the first of whom we cited in vol. 1 of our Loci [1610 Loci Theologici, locus 1, On Holy Scripture], § 26; the latter, in § 32.
 

§ 36. Up to this point the Papists want to appear to be in agreement with us; but if it is asked from where that divine authority of Scripture becomes known to us, then we are split into diverse opinions. This is our opinion: With regard to its object—that is, with regard to those among whom Scripture has or ought to have divine authority—there must be a distinction between those who are in the Church and those who are outside her.
 

Those who are in the Church freely acknowledge the divine authority of Scripture and claim that it is credible in itself and trustworthy. After all, how will the children of the Church be able to doubt the truthfulness of the foundation upon which the Church relies? How can those who feel the powerful efficacy of the Word in their own hearts and who through the Word know that they have been reborn for eternal life, I say, how can such people question the authority of the divine Word contained in the Scriptures?
 

Those who are outside the Church are of two different kinds, for they either reject the Scriptures or are ignorant of their authority. Of the first there are two classes. Some, like the heathen, reject all of Scripture; some reject only part of Scripture, like the Jews, who accept the Old Testament but reject the New. Those who reject Scripture only in part can be convinced of their error from that part which they accept and can be persuaded to accept the authority of all of Scripture. Some of those who reject all of Scripture are curable—people who bring a moderate mind and a desire to learn. Some, however, are incurable. They have stubborn, obstinate minds and insistently resist the truth (Acts 13:46; 19:9). The incurable, as desperately ill people, must be left to their fate (Titus 3:10).
 

There are three kinds of testimonies that can convince the curable of Scripture’s authority. The first is the internal testimony of the Holy Spirit, which is He who renders testimony to the spirit of those who believe that they are the children of God (Rom. 8:16). Thus it effectually convinces them also that the Scriptures contain the voice of the heavenly Father and that God alone is the fitting and authentic witness. To this testimony there belongs that living feeling of the devout in daily prayer and exercises of repentance and faith, the power to comfort and strengthen the mind against adversities, temptations, and persecutions of every kind, etc., a power that the devout develop daily in their reading of Scripture and meditation on it.
 

The second testimony contains the internal criteria inherent in Scripture itself, some of which are taken from causes, some from effects, some from its subject, some from its adjuncts.4 Such criteria are its antiquity, the majesty of the things [rerum] it treats, the uniqueness of its speech, its perpetual conformity, the dignity of its prophecy of future things, the truth of the fulfillment thereof, the divinity of the miracles by which that instruction is strengthened, the fierceness of the devil’s anger against it, the efficacy of Scripture in persuading and convincing, etc.
 

The third testimony contains external testimonies of every sort, among which the witness of the Church is eminent, to which the sealing of the martyrs is added, for with their own blood they confirmed the instruction given in the Scriptures. There are also the punishments of blasphemers and persecutors who stubbornly attack that teaching. Especially related to this are the autographs of the evangelists and apostles that were still extant in the primitive Church, and their immediate successors could give testimony of them.
 

§ 37. The Papists, on the other hand, claim that all authority of Scripture with respect to us depends uniquely and completely on the Church. Cusanus, Epistle 2 ad Bohem.: “The approval of the Church has established the authority of the Scriptures.” Eck, Enchirid., c. De auctor. eccles., resp. ad 3. object. haeret.: “Scripture is not authentic except by the authority of the Church.” Some Gaul, according to Sleidanus, Comm. rer. gest. ann. 1533, “attributed no more to the Epistles of Paul than to Aesop’s fables without the authority of the Church.” The Carmelite Ioannes Maria Verratus writes: “Scripture has no firmness except from the tradition of the Church.” Pighius, Hierarch. eccles., bk. 1, c. 2: “All the authority that the Scriptures now have among us necessarily depends on the authority of the Church.” Andrada, Defens. Conc. Trident., bk. 2, p. 157: “There is no divinity in Scripture that would bind us by some religious ordinance to believe what is contained therein, but such power and greatness belong to the Church.” Thomas Bozius, De sign. eccles., bk. 16, c. 10: “Whatever divine authority Scripture has, all of that was and is from the Church, for each of its books was produced by sons of the Church.” Bellarmine, De verbo Dei, bk. 4, c. 4: “We have [knowledge] from nowhere else that Scripture is divine and which are the holy books than from an unwritten tradition.” Bellarmine, De sacram., bk. 2, c. 25: “The firmness of all dogmas depends on the authority of the present Church.” Stapleton, Relect. princip. doctrin., contr. 4, p. 495: “The Church has determined the Scriptures.” Also: “The Church causes us to believe that what the Scriptures contain is true.” In his Triplic. adv. Witak.: “We believe Holy Scripture because of the authority of the Church alone.” Pistorius, Hodoget., p. 2, 8: “The only cause that we should and can acknowledge the books of the Bible as God’s Word is the testimony and command of the Church—not Scripture, not a property, not the Spirit Himself … but only the Catholic, eternal, and whole Church of Christ.” Vitus Miletus, Discurs. 600 error. Hesshusii, p. 21:
 


We say that Holy Scripture, without the authority of the Church, will not indeed be so valid, since Aesop’s fables are valid. For it is evident by certain tradition that these are Aesop’s fables, and they are not so incongruous with the behavior of men. But if you take away the Church’s authority and tradition, from where, I ask you, will the followers of Olearius know that the Scriptures are canonical and immediately inspired by God, written and transmitted to us faithfully and without corruption?

 




 

§ 38. Before we bring out our arguments against this papistic error, we must note three points. (1) It is one thing for the Church to witness of Scripture and its authority [image: ], ministerially, and another for her to confer authority on Scripture [image: ], judicially. By the ministry and testifying of the Church we are drawn to acknowledge the authority of Scripture. From this, however, one cannot infer that the authority of Scripture, either in itself or as regards us, depends solely on the authority of the Church. When we have already learned that Scripture is divine and contains the Word of God, we no longer believe Scripture because of the Church but because of itself, namely, because it is God’s voice, which is truth itself and hence credible of itself, which we know must be believed of itself, because of itself, and immediately.
 

(2) It is one thing for us to learn of the authority of Scripture from the testimony of the Church but another that every authority of Scripture with regard to us depends only on the Church’s testimony alone. We concede the former but deny the latter because, in addition to the testimony of the Church, there are two other classes of testimonies that show the authority of Scripture, and in that class which contains the Church’s testimony, other external testimonies—namely, of every kind of people—also can be brought out. Meanwhile, we do not deny that the Church’s witness is to be set ahead of the other external testimonies in this class.
 

(3) It is one thing to speak about the witness of the primitive Church, which received the autographs of the sacred books from the apostles and which handed down to posterity its faithful witness of them, but another to speak of the authority of the present Church. When the Papists speak about the authority of the Church with regard to Scripture, they understand the present Roman Church, that is, as the final analysis shows, the Roman pontiff, as has been demonstrated in greater detail elsewhere. Here let it suffice to quote a passage from the Jus canonicum, dist. 19, c. Si Romanorum:
 


If the Old and New Testaments are to be received because it is seen that the judgment of Pope St. Innocent was given concerning receiving them, it remains that the decretal letters of the Roman pontiffs are to be received, since it is evident that one chapter of blessed Pope Leo is mixed among those canons, by which thus all the decretals established by the apostolic see are commanded to be kept, so that if anyone commits anything against them, he would know that pardon will be denied him.

 




 

§ 39. Now that we have made our introductory remarks, we conclude as follows against the Papists’ hypothesis: (1) From the principal efficient cause. An authority that depends on God alone does not depend on the authority of the Church. The authority of holy and canonical Scripture depends on God alone. Therefore. The minor premise is proved: [a] Because an effect gains its dignity and excellence from its cause. But now, it is not the Church but God who is the author of Scripture. [b] The authority and majesty of Scripture is divinely innate in itself, is internal in itself, and is inherent immediately and of itself. Consequently, it does not depend on another source, on an external principle, nor does the change of an external principle change it. Rather, it always is in the same mode.
 

They make the exception: [They say] that one must distinguish between the authority of Scripture in itself and with regard to us, and they concede that the former depends on God, but [they say] the latter [depends on] on the Church. Bellarmine, De verbo Dei, bk. 3, c. 10: “Christ did not need the testimony of men for Himself (John 5), but He nevertheless did use the testimonies of men for the sake of others (John 1 and 15). So also Scripture does not need the testimony of men for itself, but it does need the testimony of the Church for our sakes because we are not certain which books are canonical.” We respond. There is not a double but a single authority of Scripture, and it is divine. It does not depend on the Church’s authority but on God alone. The authority of Scripture with regard to us is nothing else than the manifestation and knowledge of that one divine and supreme authority, which to Scripture is internal and inherent. Therefore the Church does not confer a new authority upon Scripture with regard to us but leads us to acknowledge that truth by her witness.
 

We concede that the Church is first, witness; second, guard; third, defender; fourth, herald; and, fifth, interpreter of Holy Scripture. We deny, however, that because of this the authority of Scripture, either simply or as concerns us or even uniquely, depends on the Church. Just as the authority of the letters of kings and great men does not depend on the testimony of the secretary who brings them and testifies of them, and as the excellence of gold and gems does not depend on the testimony of the jeweler, in the same way, the authority of Scripture does not depend on the authority of the Church who testifies of it. Rather, the authority of Holy Scripture, about which the Church bears witness, is internal, inherent, and divine. Hence the Church does not confer any authority upon the Scriptures, nor is it the sole and only cause, nor the highest and principal cause because of which we believe the Scriptures. Instead, the first and highest cause for us to acknowledge that Scripture is divine and for us to consider it as divine is the Holy Spirit speaking and bearing witness in Scripture, because “the Spirit is truth” (1 John 5:6). In the second place we must put the internal criteria; in the third, external testimonies that are sought from all kinds of people. In fact, as far as order is concerned, the witness of the Church that invites us to read the Scriptures can be the first testimony, but not by dignity or efficacy of persuading. Here I quote the words of Bellarmine, De justif., bk. 3, c. 3, § At inquit: “The approval of the Church causes all to know that God has revealed that object, and for this reason that object is certain and without doubt. This, however, does not contribute a firmness to the Word of God, who is revealing something.”
 

§ 40. (2) From the formal cause. Whatever has authority before the judgment and witness of the Church, its authority does not depend on the judgment and witness of the Church. But Scripture has authority before the Church. Therefore.
 

They make this exception: “Scripture with regard to us does not have authority before the testimony and judgment of the Church is added.” We respond. The Scriptures, in and of themselves, are authentic, credible in themselves, and trustworthy before the external witness of the Church because they are God-breathed. But that is authentic, credible in itself, trustworthy, and worthy of faith which has credibility [fides] and authority of itself without anything else being added to it from outside; hence to be authentic and to have credibility and authority are related things, being posited reciprocally. The Scriptures are authentic before the testimony of the Church. Therefore they are worthy of trust before the testimony of the Church. When Paul’s Epistle to the Romans was handed over to them by the minister Phoebe, it immediately was and also should have been authentic before the testimony of the Church was added. Therefore surely the authentic authority of that Epistle, even with regard to human beings, does not depend on the testimony of the Church. The nature [ratio] of the other parts of Scripture is the same because they are all of the same genus and have a divine and inherent authority.
 

We ask the Papists: What do they finally mean with the word “church” when they claim that the authority of Scripture depends on the authority of the Church? If they mean the present Church, the authority of Scripture will depend on the judgment of the Roman pontiff, for they establish him as the head of the Church and understand him when they use the honorific word “church.” Bellarmine, De pontif., bk. 4, c. 1: “Final judgment belongs to the supreme pontiff”; De pontif., c. 2: “Infallibility itself does not lie in an assembly of counselors nor in a council of bishops but in the pope alone.” Gregorius de Valentia, Commentar. in Thom., vol. 3, p. 24: “We take the word ‘church’ to mean its head, the Roman pontiff.” But it is absurd to claim that the authority of Scripture with regard to us depends solely on the testimony of the Roman pontiff, since Scripture has divine authority among myriads of Christians who have never heard of the Roman pontiff or who do not think his judgment is worth a nickel.
 

If they mean the early Church, they will send us back to the testimonies of the fathers and of councils. Yet Scripture is older than all of these and has had divine authority among the children of the Church since before their testimony. Were this not true, this absurdity would follow: that, preceding the times of the fathers and councils, Scripture was not considered divine.
 

They should also answer us as to whether it is more certainly evident that the books that contain testimonies about the authority of Scripture are the books of the fathers whose names they bear than that the books about which they witness are sacred and divine and set the Word of God before us. Concerning the former, because of the many [image: ] (spurious and corrupted writings), there is frequent doubt without any detriment to true faith. But concerning the latter, it is certainly evident to all the devout from the internal criteria of Scripture and the internal testimony of the Holy Spirit. With regard to this I quote a remarkable passage from Bellarmine, whom the splendor of truth forced to write (De verbo Dei, bk. 1, c. 1):
 


Nothing is better known, nothing is more certain, than the Holy Scriptures, which the prophetic and apostolic writings contain. He, then, must be utterly foolish who denies that one must have confidence in them. The entire Christian world and the consensus of every nation are witnesses that they are well-known. Among these, the Scriptures have held the greatest authority for centuries. The following witness that these are utterly certain and true and that they contain not human inventions but divine oracles: (1) The truth of the prophecies. (2) An incredible and certainly divine unanimity and harmony of so many men who wrote the sacred volumes in various places, times, languages, and occasions. (3) God Himself, who at times defends this Scripture of His from human profanation with heavenly punishment.

 




 

See the response of Demetrius Phalaraeus given to Ptolemy in Josephus (Antiq., bk. 12, c. 2) and Eusebius (Praepar. Evang., bk. 8, c. 1).
 


(4) Scripture itself, for if its prophecies of future things have been true, as their outcome later proved, why are not its testimonies of present events true? (5) The infinite number of miracles.

 




 

The assertion that the authority of Scripture depends solely on the authority of the Church will never be able to be reconciled with this deduction.
 

§ 41. (3) From the proper adjunct of scripture. Whatever is the supreme, immediate, and necessary principle [principium], whatever is the unique cause and rule for believing, its authority does not depend on the Church. Scripture is the supreme, immediate, and necessary principle and the unique cause and rule for believing. In human fields of knowledge, some principles are considered certain and indemonstrable. These principles do not depend on others, but others depend on them. In divine matters, such a principle is Holy Scripture, whose author is the Holy Spirit, who is “the Spirit of truth” (John 15:26). Therefore the authority of Scripture does not depend on the Church. The minor premise is evident from all the statements of Scripture that call us back uniquely to the canon of Scripture (which we shall list later in their own place). The same thing is gathered from the practice of Christ, the apostles, and the ancient doctors of the Church, for they called and sent their hearers only to the Scriptures in matters of faith. In fact, the experience of any devout person testifies of this. Therefore we cherish this or that doctrine in firm faith because we know that it has been divinely revealed in the Holy Scriptures, not because the Church sets it forth. A first principle does not have anything before it; a foundation is not built upon another foundation. Scripture or, what is the same thing, God’s voice speaking in Scripture is the teaching of the prophets and apostles. The divine revelation, manifested to men through the prophets and apostles, first orally and then in writing, is the first principle of believing. It is the foundation of faith and of the Church, upon which we are built (Eph. 2:20). Therefore it has nothing before it nor does it rest upon some other foundation, namely, the authority of the Church. If the authority of Scripture with regard to us were to depend on the Church, then our faith by which we believe the articles set forth in Scripture would be reduced ultimately to the judgment of the Church, as to the first and chief principle of believing. But we cannot concede the latter. Therefore we also cannot concede the former.
 

Bellarmine (De verbo Dei, bk. 3, c. 10), Stapleton (Princ. fid., bk. 9, c. 3), and other Papists make these exceptions. They say: [a] “We must distinguish between the primary and secondary foundation. God’s Word is indeed the first foundation of our faith, for we believe whatever we believe because God has revealed it through His angels and prophets. Aside from this first foundation, however, we require another, secondary foundation, namely, the witness of the Church.” We respond. If “the firmness of all dogmas depends on the Church,” as Bellarmine writes in De eccles., bk. 3, c. 10, and if “the Church simply is better known than Scripture,” as he writes in De eccles., bk. 4, c. 2, then the Church will surely be the primary foundation of our faith. But let us grant hypothetically that there is a secondary foundation; surely a secondary foundation shall not prove authority primarily, and certainly not solely. According to Bellarmine’s hypothesis, the testimony of the Church is the secondary foundation. Therefore it does not prove authority primarily, and certainly not solely. We use the testimony of the Church to recognize the canonical and divine authority that Scripture has in itself; but it should not, for that reason, be called either the primary or secondary foundation. In what sense and respect the Church is called “the pillar and ground of the truth” [1 Tim. 3:15] has been explained in detail in our treatise On the Church [Commonplace XXV], § 116.
 

[b] They say, “The principles of the disciplines are in themselves indemonstrable as to what they are [in eo quod quid est]; yet with respect to us, they are demonstrated through demonstration as to how they are [qua quid est].” We respond. We concede that the Scriptures are recognized a posteriori as divine from certain arguments and testimonies, among which the testimony of the Church also holds a place. From that, however, one cannot infer that “the authority of Scripture is recognized solely on the basis of the Church’s testimony,” much less that “the authority of Scripture depends on the Church a priori.” In the disciplines, principles have their authority and certainty in and of themselves. As soon as one proposes them, they are considered worthy of approval, and in this respect they are also called axioms; yet by no means does one acquire some authority for them from some other source. Thus because Scripture is considered the prime principle, it has an internal and immovable authority in the Church, an authority that is conferred upon it from no other source (namely, from the authority of the Church). If the Church’s testimony alone and of itself were effectual for acquiring the authority of Scripture with regard to us, then all to whom the Church’s judgment may come would immediately accept the authority of Scripture. Practice, however, bears a contrary witness. Christ says, “If you do not believe the writings of Moses, how will you believe My words?” (John 5:47). Theophylact on this passage: “If you do not believe the written words, how will you believe My unwritten words?” Cornelius Jansenius says that this is an argument from the greater because “just as [Scripture] is more firm because it is put into writing, so it is more culpable and greater not to believe writings than it is not to believe words.” Therefore we draw this conclusion: Those who do not believe the Scriptures of Moses and the prophets will not believe the testimony of even Christ Himself. But now, the testimony of Christ is far more sublime, worthy, and effectual than the testimony of the Church. Therefore those who do not believe the Scriptures, or God’s Word speaking in the Scriptures, also do not believe the Church.
 

[c] They say, “In this questioning and proving, the voice of the Church is prior to Scripture itself.” We respond. One must distinguish between the order and the efficacy of proving. With respect to order, in the case of a heathen who is being converted, the witness of the Church can be prior to the authority of Scripture, which he does not yet know. Yet the witness of the Church is not enough nor sufficiently effectual to acquire credibility for the Scriptures. Rather, he recognizes the authority of Scripture from its internal criteria, and that authority is sealed by the internal testimony of the Holy Spirit. Then, finally, he can pass judgment on the witness of the Church from Scripture itself a priori. The true voice of the Church ought in every respect to be congruent and in conformity with Scripture; consequently, one cannot know a priori what the true voice of the Church is except from Scripture. Whatever the Church teaches correctly and salutarily, it must take that from Scripture. By nature, then, the voice of Scripture is earlier and worthier than the Church’s voice. The true Church is the assembly of the truly faithful. “Faith is from hearing the Word” (Rom. 10:17), and the Word is set forth only in Scripture. Therefore Scripture is the rule of the Church, not vice versa. We believe the Church as a witness. We believe Scripture as the first and supreme principle of believing, from which alone we must seek that which we are to believe about the other articles of faith, as well as about the Church itself.
 

[d] They say, “By ‘the foundation of the prophets and apostles’ (Eph. 2:20) we must not understand their Scripture but their preaching.” We respond. There is no real distinction between the preached and written teaching of the prophets and apostles; therefore the writings of the prophets and apostles are also understood in this passage. Whatever the apostles taught, they took it all from Moses and the prophets (Acts 17:11; 26:22). But the teaching of Moses and the prophets could be heard at that time only in their writings (Luke 16:29). From this, Irenaeus (bk. 3, c. 1), Ambrose, and Lyra (commentary on this passage) correctly relate the apostle’s statement to the books of the prophets and apostles. We can also note this: In the apostle’s statement, he mentions only the prophets and apostles, not the other doctors of the Church who edified the Church with their oral preaching, because it was the office not of others but only of the prophets in the Old Testament and the apostles in the New to lay the foundation of the Church (1 Cor. 3:10; Rev. 21:14), that is, the teaching about Christ in such writings as are canonical and upon which the structure of the Church is built. In fact, Stapleton takes “the prophets” in this passage to mean the prophets of the New Testament, and this also pleases Socinus and his followers. That meaning, however, is quite unusual in Scripture because almost everywhere the word “prophets” means the writings of the prophets of he Old Testament (Luke 16:29; 24:27; Rom. 1:2; 2 Pet. 1:19; Heb. 1:1). The circumstances of the passage also show that the same meaning must be acknowledged here too. The Church is set forth as a spiritual house. Her cornerstone is Christ; the prophets and apostles are her foundation with regard to their teaching about Christ (1 Pet. 2:5). Therefore, to show that the faithful of the Old Testament also belong to this spiritual house, the word “prophets” will have to be taken for the teachers of the Old Testament. Thomas, lect. 6 on Ephesians 2: “The apostle names both [prophets and apostles] because the instruction of both is necessary for salvation. For what the prophets foretold, the apostles preached as fulfilled.” In this passage, then, we shall have to take “prophets” to mean the prophets of the Old Testament who built an eternal foundation in the Church not only with their oral preaching but also and most especially with the writing of their canonical books. The preaching of the prophets and apostles endured for a short time; here, however, the apostle is speaking about the perpetual foundation of the entire Church, a foundation lasting to the end of the world, because he says that “the entire spiritual structure is built on Him” (Eph. 2:21). Therefore he is speaking most especially about the prophets’ and apostles’ writings, to which all the children of the Church and, therefore, their successors in the ministry are bound, so that they teach according to the norm set forth in them and complete the building of the Church. Stapleton distinguishes between pastors and hearers and takes this apostolic passage to refer to hearers alone. Yet all the faithful without exception must be built upon this foundation of the prophets and apostles since pastors themselves have also been bound to the teaching of the prophets and apostles.
 

[e] They say, “The Church’s judgment is not purely human but is in some way divine, with the result that the faithful mind can rest safely on it.” Bellarmine writes (loc. cit.): “The word of the Church, that is, the word of a council or of the pope speaking ex cathedra, is not altogether man’s word but is in some way the Word of God; that is, it is a word brought forth by the assistance and governance of the Holy Spirit.” We respond. The expression “assistance and governance of the Holy Spirit” means either the immediate assistance and governance of the Holy Spirit, such as He gave the prophets and apostles, or the mediate assistance and governance that does not happen except by the mediate teaching of the prophets and apostles as this is set forth in the canonical books of the Old and New Testaments. If the former is meant, the pope and bishops are made equal to the prophets and apostles, and the decrees of the pope and councils are made equal to the prophetic and apostolic writings. If the latter is meant, the pope and bishops acknowledge that they, as equally as the rest of the teachers of the Church, are bound to the norm of the prophetic and apostolic books, and one neither can nor should consider their decrees as God’s Word except to the extent that they agree accurately with the writings of the prophets and apostles.
 

Let us take what they admit, that “the Church’s judgment is not purely and absolutely but only somehow divine.” From this we infer as follows: First, no effect is more excellent than its cause. Therefore if the Church’s testimony is not purely but only somehow divine, the consequence will be that the books of the Bible, accepted solely on the basis of the Church’s testimony, will be accepted by Christians merely as divine in some way. Second, a testimony that ought to cause a full, unchanging, and unfailing faith ought to be purely divine because faith comes from the Word (Rom. 10:17). But the external and human witness about the Word is not like this; instead, the voice and witness of the Holy Spirit Himself speaking in Scripture is like this. Third, a purely divine witness is more excellent than a witness that is only in some way divine. But the testimony by which the Holy Spirit bears witness in our heart through the internal criteria of Scripture about the authority of Scripture is purely divine. Therefore it must be preferred to the Church’s testimony, which is divine only in some way. Fourth, the Church’s testimony outside of Scripture is neither purely nor in some way divine but is purely human. It is finally divine when it declares what is in harmony with the Scriptures. Therefore we cannot know whether and when the testimony of the Church is divine except from Scripture itself. The ultimate resolution of our faith, then, ought to be to the Scriptures, not to the authority of the Church. We believe those things that God speaks to us through the Church because of the authority of God Himself, who is speaking, but not because of the authority of the Church through which He speaks. Thus we say that the testimony of the Church about the authority of Scripture is divine and most worthy of faith because the oracles of Scripture attest to it and because it receives its strength from Scripture, not because of a more worthy or superior authority of the Church. The Church does not make Scripture authentic to us; otherwise we must consider everything taught in the Church as authentic without further proof. Instead, it is the testimony of the Church that leads us to know the canonical Scripture, which is the most certain witness of its own self.
 

§ 42. (4) From the proper effect of Scripture. If Holy Scripture has its authority among us from internal criteria—especially from a certain internal force that effectively moves the minds of people and draws them to itself, and hence from the internal testimony of the Holy Spirit—surely its authority, even with regard to us, will not depend solely on the Church. But the former is true. Therefore the conclusion also is true. The minor premise is proved because the prophets, Christ, and the apostles with their teaching thoroughly moved men’s minds to consider the things they were proposing as divine and to embrace them with faith, even without the testimony of the Church being added. But now, the same things that the prophets in the Old Testament and the apostles in the New Testament preached have been consigned by God’s will to the Scriptures. Therefore they still have the same force. Preaching and writing are merely the external accidents that have no efficacy in changing the internal nature, power, and efficacy of the Word. Rom. 1:16: “The Gospel is the power of God,” etc. Heb. 4:12: “The Word of God is living and active,” etc. The Word of God is compared to “a seed” (Luke 8:11; 1 Pet. 1:23), but a seed has in itself an internal power to bear fruit (Mark 4:28). It is compared to “a fire” (Jer. 23:29), but fire has an internal power to burn. So also the Word of God, preached or written, has a power of the same kind to change and kindle hearts spiritually. Consequently, the disciples confess that “their hearts burned” when Christ was interpreting Scripture to them (Luke 24:32). Note in this passage that the written Word of God declared and explained by Christ gave forth that power. The apostles’ word was taken without any witness or mandate of the Church “as the Word of God Himself” (1 Thess. 2:13).
 

What has been said about the internal testimony of the Holy Spirit is manifest from the statements of Scripture (1 John 5:6; John 8:47; 18:37; Rom. 8:16), as well as from the experience of the devout. All these things can be declared by the account of the Samaritans (John 4:42), the words of Christ (John 5:34), and the statement of Augustine: “Let us follow those who first invite us to believe; what we cannot yet look into—so that we might become stronger in the faith—that is, what we believe, let us merit to understand as God Himself, rather than men now, inwardly strengthens and illumines our minds” (Contra epist. Manich., c. 5).
 

§ 43. (5) From the adjunct of the Church. The authority of the Church both depends on and is approved by the authority of Scripture. Therefore the authority of Scripture does not depend on the Church’s authority; otherwise we would be going in circles. The antecedent is clear not only from the matter itself [ex re ipsa], which is treated elsewhere in greater detail (namely, what one must learn solely from Scripture, what the true Church is, how great an authority belongs to it), but also from the very practice of the adversaries who, when they are about to demonstrate the authority of the Church, flee to Scripture, for they produce the statements in Matt. 16:[18]; 18:17; etc. They say that the Church cannot err because the Holy Spirit rules it (John 16:13; Matt. 28:20). Surely, therefore, Scripture by nature must be better known and more certain if it is to convince people of the Church’s authority. (Cf. our treatise On the Church [Commonplace XXV], c. “On the Marks [of the Church in General],” § 142.)
 

§ 44. (6) From a deduction to the absurd. If the authority of Scripture with regard to us depends solely on the authority of the Church, this will be the consequence: [a] That no other criteria and testimonies are given to convince us of the authority of Scripture other than the testimony of the Church. [b] That the ultimate resolution of our faith is placed on a human witness. [c] That Scripture is not the prime and indemonstrable principle of the Christian faith and religion; in fact, there is some other thing prior and superior to Scripture because of which we have faith in Scripture. [d] That the Christian religion lies on a slippery and doubtful foundation, because the Church has made dissimilar claims about the canon of Scripture. [e] That we do not have to believe God when He speaks to us in and through Scripture unless the Church orders this. All this, however, is absurd and not solid. Therefore so is the prior statement from which such conclusions proceed.
 

§ 45. The following statements from the fathers can be referred to this. Tertullian, Apolog., c. 5: “Among you, divinity is being pondered from human judgment. If God does not please man, God will not exist. Man now will have to be merciful to God.” (Tertullian is speaking about the apotheosis of the heathen, but the same thing can be applied to the Papists, who argue that Scripture—that is, God’s voice—has its authority on the basis of the Church’s authority.)
 

Augustine, Confess., bk. 6, c. 5: “You have persuaded me, O God, that it is not those who believe Your books (which You have established with authority among almost all nations) but rather those who do not believe them who are to be blamed, nor should they be heard who may say to me, ‘How do you know that those are the books of the one, true, and most truthful God, that the Spirit ministered them to the human race?’ For this is most especially what was to be believed.” Therefore the first principle of faith is that these books are sacred and divine; one must seek nothing before it or superior to this principle. Augustine again (Confess., bk. 11, c. 3):
 


Let me hear and understand, O God, how You made heaven and earth. Moses wrote this, but he wrote it and left. He crossed over from here to You, for he is not now before me. If he were, I would catch him, beg him, beseech him in Your name to reveal those things to me, and I would give the ears of my body to the sounds coming forth from his mouth. But if he were to speak in Hebrew, he would knock at the door of my understanding in vain, and he would touch nothing of my mind thereby. If he were to speak in Latin, I would know what he was saying, but how would I know if he were speaking the truth? Even if I knew this, would I know it from him? Certainly, within me, within the house of my thought, no Hebrew, no Greek, no Latin, no foreign truth would tell me without the organs of mouth and tongue, without the sound of syllables, saying, “He speaks the truth.” I, immediately certain, would say confidently to that man of Yours: “You speak the truth.” Therefore because I cannot ask him, I ask You, O Truth, with whom he was filled as he spoke the truth, etc.

 




 

(Therefore Scripture—or, what is the same, God speaking in Scripture—is the only self-credible witness of itself because it is truth itself.)
 

Eusebius tells that the ancient Church rejected the pseudepigrapha and spurious writings on the basis of three marks: “(1) If no mention of them was discovered in the writings of those who succeeded the apostles; (2) if a style was discovered that is different from the apostles’ style and custom of speaking; (3) if the teaching was in disagreement with the catholic faith” (Hist. eccles., bk. 3, c. 25).
 

Salvianus, De provid., bk. 3: “All human statements need arguments and witnesses, but God’s discourse is its own witness to itself, for it is necessary that whatever the incorrupt Truth says be the incorrupt testimony of the truth.”
 

§ 46. We can bring out some things in favor of our position also from our adversaries. [Jus canonicum,] dist. 9, c. Quis nesciat: “Who would not know that the holy and canonical Scripture of both the Old and New Testaments is contained within its own definite limits and that it is set forth by all the letters of later bishops in such a way that one can have no doubt at all about it nor make any judgment as to whether whatever has been written therein is true or correct?”
 

Biel, Sent., bk. 3, dist. 25, dub. 3: “Catholic truths without any approval of the Church are, by the nature of the thing, immutable and immutably true. Thus they are to be considered immutably catholic.”
 

The author of Onus eccles., c. 1, § 1: “All prophecies in the Holy Scripture of the Old and New Testaments are authentic of themselves, so that they do not need the support of anything else.”
 

Steuchus, at the beginning of his Cosmop., claims: “The authority of the sacred books is scarcely held fast by the faith alone of the readers, but it brings with it some divine and most powerful arguments that draw the judgments of great minds to them.”
 

Cajetan, Opusc., vol. 2, tract. 1, c. 1: “The certainty of the Christian faith ought to have an infallible testimony, the sort of testimony that no man, but only God, can provide. Thus the apostle Peter uses the proper testimony of the heavenly voice that he heard at Christ’s transfiguration and adds: ‘We have a more firm, prophetic word.’”
 

Hosius, Confess. Petricov., c. 16: “We freely concede that the Gospels must be accepted as the Word of God, who teaches and reveals within, and that they are not to be believed except because of the voice of God speaking within.”
 

Andreas Fricius: “It is God who protects His Word, who gives it authority, who avenges for its dignity, who through His Holy Spirit seals it in the hearts of men. Indeed, as the Church has been breathed on by the Spirit of God, it can give testimony both to the Word and the doctrine (namely, that which it had received from the apostles as though from their hands) and [can testify] that nothing else was recorded by God. No one can give it authority, however, except5 God Himself, who is its author, illustrator, defender, and champion.”
 

Canisius, Catech., c. De praecept. eccles., sect. 16: “We believe Scripture, adhere to it, and assign it the greatest authority because of the testimony of the Holy Spirit, who speaks in it.”
 

Gregorius de Valentia, Anal., p. 268: “The testimony of Christ and the apostles with which they commended the authority of these books is, of itself, more than enough for us in this matter (of the certainty of the Scripture of the Old Testament).”
 

We cited Bellarmine’s quotation pertaining to this point in § 40.
 


The arguments of the Papists by which they want to prove that the authority of Scripture depends on the Church.
 

§ 47. To establish their claim, besides the apostle’s statement that “the Church is the ground and pillar of the truth” (1 Tim. 3:15)—a detailed explanation of which we set forth in our treatise On the Church [Commonplace XXV], § 116—the Papists press certain arguments, the strength of which we shall examine briefly.
 

(1) From the antiquity of the Church. “Scripture is later than the Church with respect to the acceptance of those books with regard to us. You see, before the Scriptures were published, the Church was already then in existence. It accepted the sacred books, approved them, and commended them to posterity. Therefore the authority of Scripture depends on the Church.”
 

We respond. We must repeat the distinction between the material and form of Scripture. Those who received the sacred books from Moses, the prophets, evangelists, and apostles and who commended those books to posterity with their testimony were indeed previously in the assembly of the Church. Also, up to that time, the Church, considered formally, was earlier than Scripture as regards the work of writing. But those witnesses of Scripture were converted and became sons of the Church through the Word that Scripture contains. Therefore they were not earlier than Scripture, considered materially, that is, than the Word that is set forth in Scripture. God’s Word is that “incorruptible seed” through which human beings are reborn and become sons of God (James 1:18; 1 Pet. 1:23). The prophets and the apostles preached the same Word previously and later consigned it to writing. Therefore as incongruent as it is to claim that fruit comes before the seed, so absurd is it also to claim that the Church absolutely and simply precedes Scripture, considered materially and with respect to the Word that it contains.
 

§ 48. (2) From the fame [claritas] of the Church. “The Church is better known than Scripture. People know pastors before they know Scripture.”
 

We respond. We must distinguish between things that are better known by nature and better known with regard to us, also between a confused and a distinct knowing. Perhaps people know pastors before they know Scripture with a confused knowing, but not at all with a distinct knowing. You see, how can we know who are the true pastors to whom we can safely entrust our souls and what the true Church is to which we ought to gather ourselves, except from the instruction that they give? But now, we must pass judgment on their instruction according to the norm of the divine Word that is revealed in the prophetic and apostolic Scriptures (Acts 17:11).
 

If the Church is better known than Scripture simply, why does Bellarmine write: “Nothing is more certain, nothing is better known, than the Holy Scriptures, which are contained in the writings of the prophets and apostles” (De verbo Dei, bk. 1, c. 2)? Why does he write: “At times Scripture is better known: when it has been accepted, when it speaks clearly, and when a question arises about the Church” (De eccles., bk. 4, c. 2)? (We discussed this entire matter in detail in our treatise On the Church [Commonplace XXV], § 142.)
 

§ 49. (3) From the dignity of the Church. “We do not hear the public judgment of the Holy Spirit about Scripture and its authority except in the Church. Therefore the authority of Scripture depends solely on the authority of the Church.”
 

We respond. [a] The judgment of the Church is finally to be considered the judgment of the Holy Spirit if it is in conformity with Holy Scripture. You see, whatever the Church declares is not immediately to be considered divine unless it is declared from the divine tables to which God Himself has bound the judgment of the Church (Isa. 8:20; John 8:31; Gal. 1:8).
 

[b] Therefore whatever one or several persons declare outside of and beyond Scripture is not the public testimony of the Holy Spirit but is a private testimony. On the other hand, whatever someone declares that is in conformity with Holy Scripture, that is the public testimony of the Holy Spirit, even if it is declared merely by one person.
 

[c] Through the internal criteria inherent in Scripture itself, the Holy Spirit bears witness about its divinity and authority, and this is the public judgment of the Holy Spirit regarding Scripture.
 

[d] It is frivolous for the Papists to consider all that the pope, cardinals, and bishops declare in their councils as the public judgment of the Holy Spirit, whether it is in harmony with the Scriptures or opposed to them, whether it is contained in them or not. Every devout person must pass judgment on those decrees of the popes and councils on the basis of Scripture itself.
 

[e] The witness by which the Holy Spirit convinces the devout about the certainty of Scripture and divine grace is internal and hidden. Consequently, it is not heard by external ears in the Church (Rom. 8:16; 2 Cor. 1:21; 1 John 2:20; 5:10).
 

§ 50. (4) From the condition and quality of Scripture. “The authority of Scripture cannot become manifest from the internal criteria nor from the testimony of the Holy Spirit. Not from the former, because secular people claim that even in secular books there is a majesty of both subject matter [rerum] and style. Thus the Turks in the Qur’an, the Jews in the Cabala, the heathen in the Tresmegistus will believe that they find no less majesty in words and things. Likewise, in the apocryphal books there is no less majesty of style and subject matter than in the canonical books.”—Pistorius, Hodeg., p. 4: “In the Book of Wisdom the style is of fuller majesty, the subject matter [res] weightier than in the Book of Ruth, though the Evangelicals receive the Book of Ruth into the canon and exclude the Book of Wisdom.”—”Nor from the latter, for those who make judgments on Holy Scripture in accord with the internal witness of the Holy Spirit vary with each other in their opinions. Therefore the authority of Scripture is known solely from the authority of the Church.”
 

We respond. [a] We must keep the internal criteria joined together and must not tear even one from the corpus and class of the rest. [b] In fact, we must also add the remaining two classes of arguments. [c] In other [nonscriptural] writings, such a majesty of subject matter [rerum] and such a property of style occur merely in the opinion of men but not in the thing itself [reipsa]. ** Lindanus, Interp., bk. 3, c. 8, p. 116: “Holy Scripture even has its own tongue, its own forms of saying, its own characteristic way of speaking about things. If any imprudent person ignores these and thinks that ‘Holy Writ’ should be understood as something from Cicero and Demosthenes, he must fall into serious errors.” ** [d] We do not set forth only the testimony of the Holy Spirit, but to it we connect the internal criteria and the testimony of the Church. Whoever takes up jointly those three classes of arguments about the canonical authority of Scripture will not at all be able to go wrong. [e] As the Papists confess, the Church herself has made dissimilar pronouncements about the canon. Therefore can it not be inferred that from her testimony no one can get a judgment of the canonical authority of a certain number of Scriptures? [f] The gifts of the Spirit are not the same in all people. Those who have been gifted with the Holy Spirit neither at all times nor in all ways follow the judgment and leadership of the Holy Spirit. Instead, sometimes they indulge their affections or allow themselves to be carried off to a contrary position by the prejudices of others.
 

“But,” you say, “it is only the Church that bears witness that this book is Matthew’s and that is Mark’s. Therefore she alone bears witness of the authority of Scripture.” We respond. Whether the Gospel of Matthew is Matthew’s and whether it is canonical are distinct questions. The first is a question of historical faith and depends on a historical witness that gives its assent to the title of a book. The latter is not only historical but also dogmatic. It does not depend solely on a historical testimony but also on inherent arguments and the internal witness of the Holy Spirit.
 

§ 51. (5) From Augustine’s authority. Augustine, Contra Epist. Manichaei, c. 5: “I would not have believed the Gospel unless the authority of the Church moved me.”
 

We respond. [a] Augustine is speaking about the kind of arguments that indeed at first can move someone to accept Scripture and to believe the Gospel. You see, he is speaking about himself as being still involved with Manichaeanism and about how he was led to accept the authority of Scripture. That, however, is the testimony of the Church. For who would not be moved by that constant witness of the Church about Scripture to accept it as sacred and divine? From this, however, it by no means follows that the Church’s testimony is either the sole or the chief testimony because of which we accept Scripture.
 

[b] Augustine teaches the opposite in the same place. He says, “When the Catholics preached it, I believed the Gospel itself.” And later: “You are giving me the Scripture that I had believed through those Catholics.” Therefore he is saying that he believes Scripture through the Church, or through the ministry and testimony of the Church, not because of the Church as the greater authority.
 

[c] This is the way the Samaritans believed in Christ: through the word of the woman who gave testimony about Christ. Yet afterward, those who hear Christ Himself say, “It is no longer because of your words that we believe, for we have heard for ourselves, and we know that this indeed is the Savior of the world” (John 4:42). The testimony given to Holy Scripture by the Church, which was prefigured by the Samaritan woman, is of the same sort.
 

[d] Michael Medina, an otherwise Papist writer, in his book printed in Venice, acknowledges that Augustine’s statement cannot be opposed to our opinion. He says:
 


It is completely futile that they try to persuade that the Church’s authority is greater than that of Scripture from that statement of Augustine. For from the fact that the Church exhibits the Scriptures and exercises a power to discern them from false writings, one draws the weak conclusion that this authority is superior to the same Scriptures. Then he who points out to me the king among the crowded throngs of people would have to be considered as having greater authority than the king himself; or the Mosaic Law, which was a pointer to the state of Christ and of the Gospel (John 5:39, 47), would be of greater authority than Christ or the Gospel of Christ, which is utterly absurd. John the Baptist bore witness of Christ, for he was the man whom God sent to bear witness about the Light that all might believe through him; but he certainly was not greater than Christ nor equal to Him. Moses and Elijah bore witness along with the cloud and the voice from heaven that Christ was the Messiah and that all mortals must listen to Him as the Teacher from heaven, yet they certainly were not greater than Christ nor equal to Him. Finally, the star, shepherds, Wise Men, Anna, and Simeon, who all bore witness of Christ that He should be acknowledged by all as the Redeemer of the human race and true Messiah, are not superior to Christ Himself. I admit that the Church is our cause for believing that this or that book is divine. Yet the Church does not contend in authority with that same Scripture, just as the authority of those who bore witness of Christ is by no means to be compared with Christ. A notary or public secretary shows that this or that is the writing of the king; he shows this in such a way that we have as much confidence in him as human affairs demand. Yet who is so mad as to compare the authority of the notary with that of the writing of the king or emperor?

 




 

[e] In Declarat. verit. quae credendae sunt de necess. salut., vol. 1, no. 14, letter E, Gerson correctly warns that “Augustine is speaking about the testimony of the early Church.” He adds: “On the other hand, I would not believe that I can say this of the Church unless the authority of Scripture were to persuade me.” The Papists, however, are concerned only about their Roman Church today.
 


[image: ]
 

  3 That is, as not having any relation to anything else, independently.
 

  4 Something added to or connected with; an essential feature.
 

  5 Read praeter instead of propter.
 



  


CHAPTER IV: ON THE MATERIAL OF HOLY SCRIPTURE
 

§ 52. For the sake of teaching, we can call the material of Scripture divine things [res] consigned by God’s will to writing. These are included under the general title “divine revelation.” We can divide them in various ways: (1) Into histories and dogmas. (2) Into Law and Gospel. The latter are the two chief and primary points of divine revelation to which all things taught in Scripture can be referred (Isa. 8:20; John 1:17; Rom. 3:27; 10:5; Gal. 3:21). The Law is the teaching of works, and to it pertain examples of obedience and disobedience, rewards and punishments, promises given to the obedient and warnings directed against the disobedient. The Gospel is the teaching of faith, and to it pertain the prophecies of the Old Testament about the person, office, and benefits of the Messiah; also the types of sacrifices and other [people] foreshadowing Christ; the accounts of the evangelists about Christ’s conception, birth, circumcision, Baptism, sermons, miracles, suffering, death, resurrection, ascension into heaven, and sitting at the right hand of God; also the promises of God’s grace, the forgiveness of sins, righteousness, and eternal life, promises made because of this Mediator to those who believe in Him, the great majority of which occur in the writings of the apostles. (3) We can also divide them into things we must believe, things we must do, and things for which we must hope. (4) We can divide them into mysteries of faith and precepts of life, etc.
 

§ 53. Because “the end of the Law” and the kernel of the Gospel is Christ (Rom. 10:4), therefore the ultimate goal and, indeed, the center of Scripture, to which all things are referred, is Christ Jesus. Ps. 40:7: “In the head of the book it is written of Me.” (In Heb. 10:7 this is rendered [image: ] [“in the head of the book”]. Some say that the volume is called a [image: ] [“little head”] metaphorically from its appearance when the body of a book is rolled and wrapped, as were the books of the ancients, as if it were a sculpture with a head.) Luke 24:27: “And beginning with Moses and all the prophets He interpreted to them in all the Scriptures the things concerning Himself.” John 5:39: “You search the Scriptures because it is they that bear witness of Me.” John 5:46: “If you believed Moses, you would believe Me, for he wrote of Me.” John 20:31: “These are written that you may believe that Jesus is the Christ, the Son of God, and that believing you may have life in His name.” Acts 3:18: “What God foretold by the mouth of all the prophets (namely, that Christ would suffer), He thus fulfilled.” Acts 3:24: “And all the prophets who have spoken, from Samuel and those who came afterward, also proclaimed these days.” Acts 10:43: “To Him all the prophets bear witness,” etc. Just as man is the epitome of the entire universe and the center of created nature, so Christ is the epitome and center of all Scripture, the Alpha and Omega, with whom all things in Scripture begin and in whom they all end. That is why John begins his writing with Christ: “In the beginning was the Word,” etc. (John 1:1), and ends it with Christ: “The grace of our Lord Jesus Christ be with you” (Rev. 22:21).
 

§ 54. The sacred things set forth in Scripture are contained in books published by divine inspiration. Consequently, the material from which [materia ex qua] of Scripture, considered formally, can by no means inappropriately be claimed to be the structure and series of the books of the Bible. You see, Scripture exists of the number of those things that are one through a collection of its parts. In this place, therefore, we shall have to discuss the various divisions of the books of the Bible, almost all of which have been taken from the efficient cause and material.
 
  


CHAPTER V: ON THE DIVISIONS OF THE BOOKS OF THE BIBLE
 

§ 55. The books of the Bible are distinguished in various ways: (1) Into the books of the Old and New Testaments. (Augustine, Ad Bonifac., bk. 3, c. 4, thinks that it is more correct to call them the “Old and the New Record [Instrumentum].”) The books of the Old Testament are those that were published before Christ was presented physically; the books of the New Testament were published and commended to the Church after Christ was presented physically. Note here that the books of the Old Testament are so called not because they contain nothing about the substance, grace, and joy of the new testament promised for Christ’s sake to those who believe in Him but because they declare what is to come and to be fulfilled in its own time and because they foreshadow that which is declared as fulfilled in the New Testament (Rom. 3:21; 16:26). It was to this that Augustine no doubt looked when he preferred to call them “the books of the Old and New Record,” since the Old and New Testaments are distinguished with respect not only to time but also to substance.
 

Furthermore, the ancients say that these two Testaments are foreshadowed and denoted by the two cherubim that covered the mercy seat on the ark of the covenant with their wings (Exod. 25:20; see Gregory, homily 6 on Ezekiel); by the two men carrying the grapes from the land of Canaan (Song of Songs 7:4; see Jerome, on Matthew 13); by the old and the new that a scribe who is instructed for the kingdom of heaven brings out of his treasury (Matt. 13:52; see Irenaeus, bk. 4, c. 21, and Chrysostom, homily 48 on Matthew); by the two breasts that are attributed to Mother Church (Song of Songs [7:3]; see Augustine, tr. 3 on 1 John).
 

§ 56. (2) Into prophetic and apostolic books, which is akin to the prior division, taken from Eph. 2:20: “You are built upon the foundation of the prophets and apostles.” In his commentary on this passage, Ambrose explains this as “placed upon the Old and New Testaments.” You see, what the apostles preached, the prophets foretold would occur. The title “prophetic books” was taken not so much from the material or things contained in them as from the instrumental efficient cause. For by that name, taken generally, all the books of the Old Testament written by the prophets are understood, whether they contain prophecies or histories or proclamations of the Law. In the same way, by the title “apostolic books,” taken generally, all the books written by the apostles and evangelists by means of the Holy Spirit’s inspiration are understood. (Two of the evangelists, Matthew and John, belong to the twelve apostles, but two, Mark and Luke, wrote by order of the apostles and the apostles approved their writing.)
 

§ 57. (3) Christ subdivides the books of the Old Testament into Moses, the Prophets, and the Psalms (Luke 24:44). Moses is the root and stem; the prophets’ books constitute the tree with its fruits; the Psalms are the flowers. We are not convinced of what some people say, that the title “Psalms” is taken generally for the books limited in number, which are Job, Psalms, Proverbs, Ecclesiastes, Song of Songs, and Lamentations. We feel that it more likely means the Book of Psalms specifically. In this way, then, Moses as the source and spring, or root and trunk, and the Psalms as the flowers of Scripture are distinguished from the rest of the prophetic books. In Luke 16:29 and Acts 26:22, Christ and Paul divide the books of the Old Testament into Moses and the Prophets, that is, into Mosaic and prophetic books, because Moses is the originator and leader of the other prophets.
 

§ 58. (4) The rabbinic scholars divide them into the [image: ] (“the Law”), [image: ] (“the Prophets”), and [image: ] (“holy writings”). The [image: ] contains the Pentateuch, which they call [image: ] [“the five fifths of the Law”] and, by abbreviation, [image: ] (“the Five of the Law”). Some of the [image: ] are [image: ] (“earlier”); others are [image: ] (“later”). There are four “earlier”: the Books of Joshua, Judges, Samuel, and Kings. There are four “later”: Isaiah, Jeremiah, Ezekiel, and the Book [image: ], or by crasis [image: ], of the Twelve Prophets, whom they call “the minor prophets.” The [image: ] are all the rest, eleven in number: Psalms, Proverbs, Job (which, because these three are poetic, are called by a special technical name composed of the first letters of their Hebrew names: [image: ], the five volumes Song of Songs, Ruth, Lamentations, Ecclesiastes, and Esther; then Daniel, the Books of Ezra, and Chronicles. (See Elias Levita, praefat. 3. in Masoreth., p. 40.)
 

Although some of both the older and more recent Christian interpreters approve of this division (as we see from Jerome, preface on Ezra and Nehemiah; Purcheto, Victor. adv. Judaeos, part 1, c. 8; Galatinus, De arcan., [bk.] 1, c. 1; etc.), it still leaves something to be desired. In the first place, it struggles with coherence because all the sacred books are “holy writings.” Second, without any probable reason it separates Daniel from the prophets and the Books of Chronicles from the historical books. But if the Books of Joshua and Judges, which are totally historical, were considered worthy of the name “prophets,” then the Books of Chronicles also could have been put in their number and Psalms, Proverbs, and Job in the section of poetry. Third, the basis of this division is not at all solid. By [image: ] they understood the books “dictated through the Holy Spirit, not through prophecy,” as Rabbi D. Kimchi writes in his preface to Psalms. They call it the “Holy Spirit” when the Spirit comes over a man who is awake and drives him to prophesy. They call it “prophecy” where the Holy Spirit reveals something to a person who is sleeping or who has been caught up outside himself (Fabricius, Partit. Cod. Hebr., c. 12). Some distinguish prophecy from the Holy Spirit in this way: that prophets are understood as presenting divine utterances given in a dream or vision or by hearing a voice speaking to them as they were moved in ecstasy from the normal state and senses of men. The Holy Spirit, however, is taken in a metonymical sense to be stirring a person without any change of his senses to sing a psalm or speak (Helwic., Tract. de Chald. paraphr., c. 2). Some understand [image: ] (“holy writings”) to mean books that are written at the impulse of the Holy Spirit but not proclaimed [praedicatos]. All these, however, lack definite and immovable foundations.
 

§ 59. (5) Some of the ancient Christian doctors divide the books of the Old Testament into legal, historical, hortatory, and prophetic books. The legal books are the five Books of Moses. The historical books are the books from Joshua to the account of Job inclusively. The hortatory books are those of Solomon. The prophetic books are the books of the major and minor prophets. Concerning the Book of Psalms, they write that it contains something useful from all that the other books contain. (See Basil, Serm. de virtut. et laudib. Psalmorum, vol. 1, p. 214; and Augustine, Propl. Psalm., vol. 8, col. 1.)
 

§ 60. (6) Related to this division is that of more recent theologians in which they divide the books of the Old Testament into legal, historical, doctrinal, and prophetic books. They put the Pentateuch into the legal class. In the historical books they include the Books of Joshua, Judges, Ruth, the Books of Samuel, Kings, Chronicles, Ezra, and Nehemiah. In the doctrinal books they class Job, Psalms, Proverbs, Ecclesiastes, and Song of Songs. In the prophetic books they group the four major and twelve minor prophets.
 

Those who take pleasure in dichotomies divide the books of the Old Testament into historical and didactic books. They divide the historical books according to the threefold status of the church and commonwealth of Israel, namely, before they possessed the land of Canaan, when they were taking possession of it, and after they had gained possession. The didactic books they divide into poetic and prophetic books. Pflacherus establishes three classes of books of the Old Testament according to Christ’s threefold office as prophet, priest, and king. The Pentateuch teaches Christ as priest; the historical books that follow describe Him as king; and the hagiographic and prophetic books set Him forth as prophet and teacher.
 

§ 61. (7) With regard to their instrumental cause and the adjunct of time, the prophetic books can be subdivided into the books of those who prophesied before the Babylonian captivity, including Isaiah, Jeremiah, Hosea, Joel, Amos, Obadiah, Jonah, Micah, Nahum, Habakkuk, and Zephaniah; of those who prophesied during the captivity, namely, Ezekiel and Daniel; and, finally, of those who prophesied after the captivity: Haggai, Zechariah, and Malachi. After Moses and David, the prophets seem to have written in this order: (1) Jonah, (2) Hosea, (3) Amos, (4) Isaiah, (5) Micah, (6) Joel, (7) Nahum, (8) Habakkuk, (9) Jeremiah, (10) Zephaniah, (11) Obadiah (though some claim that Obadiah was a contemporary of Jonah and want him to have prophesied under Ahab and Jeroboam), (12) Daniel, (13) Ezekiel, (14) Haggai, (15) Zechariah, and (16) Malachi.
 

§ 62. (8) The books of the New Testament are divided into historical, doctrinal, and prophetic books. The historical books give the history of Christ, namely, the four Gospels; or of the apostles, namely, Acts. The doctrinal books are the Epistles of Paul, James, Peter, John, and Jude. There is one prophetic book: Revelation. Some letters of Paul were written before his captivity, and there are seven of these: (1) 1 Thessalonians, (2) 2 Thessalonians, (3) 1 Timothy, (4) 1 Corinthians, (5) Titus, (6) 2 Corinthians, and (7) Romans. Some were written during Paul’s captivity, and to this group belong the remaining six. About these it is still not definitely evident as to the order in which Paul wrote them. Nonetheless some arrange them as follows: (1) Philippians, (2) Colossians, (3) Philemon, (4) Ephesians, (5) Galatians, and (6) 2 Timothy.
 
  


CHAPTER VI: ON THE CANONICAL AND APOCRYPHAL BOOKS IN GENERAL
 

§ 63. Among all the divisions of the books of the Bible, the division that stands out is that by which they are divided into canonical and apocryphal books. This division is not only useful but also highly necessary: (1) In order to keep the foundation of faith pure and inviolate from foreign additions (Eph. 2:20). (2) In order to separate divine matters from human, silver from dross, grain from chaff. (3) Lest the authority and verity of the canonical books be shaken if the apocryphal books be given an equal degree of authority with them. Moved by these reasons, the devout ancients who lived near the times of the apostles were extremely diligent in assigning the distinction between the canonical and apocryphal books. In fact, some of them made long pilgrimages to learn that distinction more carefully.
 


Why they are so called.
 

§ 64. Canonical books are so called from [image: ] [“rule”], a little word that is taken from Ps. 19:[14]; 2 Cor. 10:13; Gal. 6:16; Phil. 3:16. Although the apostle is speaking there not about the universal norm of faith but about that main point of heavenly instruction—that one must by no means confuse the righteousness of the Law with that of the Gospel or of faith—nevertheless he calls the instruction [image: ] because he is claiming that the things the false prophets were teaching had to be examined according to the certain and indubitable rule, and if anywhere they were not in harmony with it, those things would have to be rejected. Elsewhere the writers of the Church call them [image: ] [“written”], [image: ] [“undoubtedly written”], [image: ] [“notarized”], and testamentarii [“testamentary”] books because, as all agree, they pertain without ambiguity to the divine testament. (See Nicephorus, Hist. eccles., bk. 1, c. 1.) They are called the books “received” by Epiphanius (De mens. et ponderib., p. 567). They are called “legitimate, approved by the consensus and witness of all, true and genuine” by Eusebius (Hist., bk. 3, c. 9), Augustine (Contra adversar. legis et prophetar., bk. 2, c. 1), and Nazianzen (Carm. de script. sacr., p. 952). They are called “catholic” because they embrace the immovable foundation of the catholic faith and “ecclesiastical” because they have earned the approval of all the churches (Augustine, Contra Faustum, bk. 23, c. 9). They are called [image: ] [“specified books”] because Christ Himself declared that they are in the canon (Epiphanius, Haeres. 8).
 

On the other hand, the apocryphal books are called this from [image: ], which is to say “hidden,” because “their secret origin has not been clarified by those whose testimony has caused the authority of the true Scriptures to come to us.” (This explanation of the term is given by Augustine, Contra Faustum, bk. 9, c. 2.) In his prologue on the Proverbs of Solomon, Jerome gives as the explanation that “they are not read publicly in the Church to prove the authority of the dogmas of the Church but only to edify behavior.”
 

** There are those who think they are called apocryphal “because they are ‘not in the holy crypt’ and library of books divinely given to the Church.” Epiphanius, De pond., bk. 2, calls this Aron, that is, the ark or repository of the Church in which the divine books used to be put away. Or [they are so called] because they are [image: ], “worthy to be hidden rather than read,” as Athanasius thinks (Synopsi., vol. 2, p. 134). **
 

A gloss on [the Jus canonicum,] dist. 15, c. Sancta Romana, says that those are called apocryphal books “whose author is unknown.” By this definition, however, many books of the Old Testament that are surely canonical, such as Ruth, Kings, and Chronicles, etc., would be apocryphal.
 


Which and how many there are.
 

§ 65. The canonical books of the Old Testament are: (1) Genesis, (2) Exodus, (3) Leviticus, (4) Numbers, (5) Deuteronomy, (6) Joshua, (7) Judges, (8) Ruth, (9) the two Books of Samuel, (10) the two Books of Kings, (11) the two Books of Chronicles, (12) Ezra and Nehemiah (or Second Ezra), (13) Esther, (14) Job, (15) Psalms, (16) Proverbs, (17) Ecclesiastes, (18) Song of Songs, (19) Isaiah, (20) Jeremiah, (21) Lamentations, (22) Ezekiel, (23) Daniel, and (24) the twelve minor prophets: Hosea, Joel, Amos, Obadiah, Jonah, Micah, Nahum, Habakkuk, Zephaniah, Haggai, Zechariah, and Malachi.
 

§ 66. Thus all told there are twenty-four canonical books of the Old Testament that the rabbinic scholars consequently call [image: ], “the twenty-four.” This is their witty saying: [image: ] [“The twenty-four are Holy Writ”]. In his preface to Ezra and Nehemiah, Jerome thinks that this number is foreshadowed by the “twenty-four elders” who fall down before the throne of the Lamb, each holding a lyre and a golden bowl (Rev. 5:8) because they all show sweet speech about Christ and the acceptable odor of His person and office.
 

In Contra Apionem, bk. 1, Josephus counts twenty-two canonical books of the Old Testament. He says: “We do not have an unlimited number of books, but only twenty-two. Five of these are the books of Moses. After Moses’ death, however, the prophets wrote the histories of their times in thirteen books. The remaining four, which we understand to be the Psalms and the three books of Solomon, are known to contain hymns to God and commands for human life.” Some of the Christian teachers who follow Josephus are Origen (on Psalm 1, in Eusebius, Hist., bk. 6, c. 24), Epiphanius (De mensur. et ponderibus, p. 534, where he lists four books of the Pentateuch, having omitted the smaller number without a digit to round it off, as we say “the seventy translators” [of the Greek Old Testament] instead of seventy-two), Nazianzen (Carm.: “I reckoned twenty-two books of the Old [Testament], which are listed among the writings of the Hebrews”), Cyril of Jerusalem (Catech. 4, p. 98), and Hilary (preface to the Psalms). They compare that number with the number of letters in the Hebrew alphabet. Just as the letters of the alphabet are totally complete and absolutely sufficient to express every word, so also these canonical books are totally complete, sufficient for solving every theological question. There are five double letters; so, too, they want to have five double books: Samuel, Chronicles, Kings, Ezra [with Nehemiah], and Jeremiah with Lamentations.
 

Some list twenty-five canonical books of the Old Testament, others thirty-five, and they do this without any dissent. You see, those who list twenty-two join Ruth with the Book of Judges and Lamentations with Jeremiah. Those who list twenty-five separate Nehemiah from Ezra, and the rest call it 2 Ezra. Those who list thirty-five count the Minor Prophets as individual books, though others count them as a single book. Regarding these canonical books of the Old Testament, Augustine says: “There really should have been few of them, lest what must be bright by religion become cheap by multitude; yet they should not be so few that their agreement would not be miraculous” (De civ. Dei, bk. 18, c. 41).
 


Which are the apocryphal books?
 

§ 67. The apocryphal books of the Old Testament are all the rest contained in the codex of the Old Testament besides the canonical books. We can arrange them in two classes. (I) Some are apocryphal by the confession of the Papists themselves, though they are contained in the Greek or Latin codex of the Bible. Such are 3 and 4 Ezra, 3 and 4 Maccabees, the Prayer of Manasseh, Psalm 151, and the Appendix to the Book of Job. (II) Some are considered canonical by the Papists, though they are in fact apocryphal. These are either entire books or fragments of some books. The entire books are either didactic, such as Sirach and Wisdom [of Solomon], or historical, such as Tobit, Judith, Baruch, and 1 and 2 Maccabees. The fragments are the additions to Esther and Daniel—namely, the Song of the Three Children, the account of Bel and the Dragon, and the account of Susanna. Likewise, an Epistle of Jeremiah is connected to the Book of Baruch.
 


The ambiguity of the word “apocryphal.”
 

We must note carefully here that the ancient writers use the expression “apocryphal books” in two senses. (1) They use it to refer to books whose origin is hidden. About these it is not at all evident that they are canonical and divine. Nevertheless they can be read in the Church to edify behavior. Eusebius calls these [image: ], “doubtful and disputed” writings. (2) They also call apocryphal those books that contain fables, errors, and lies; consequently, these must not be read in the Church. Eusebius calls them “corrupt, spurious, absurd, and wicked writings.” The prior sense occurs in Jerome (Prologus galeatus) and the latter in Augustine (De civ. Dei, bk. 15, c. 23), Origen (homily 1 on Song of Songs), Jerome (Epist. ad Laetam de institutione filiae), and Gelasius ([Jus canonicum,] dist. 15, c. Sancta Romana). Books of the former kind are called apocryphal in the sense that they are hidden, that is, their origin is hidden and concealed. Books of the latter kind are called apocryphal in the sense that they are to be hidden and not read in the Church.
 

§ 68. Regarding the distinction between canonical and apocryphal books, we have a serious opponent in the Papists. With the exception of 3 and 4 Ezra, 3 and 4 Maccabees, the Prayer of Manasseh, the Appendix to the Book of Job, and Psalm 151, they consider all the other books canonical, as many as are contained in the codex of the Bible. Therefore the Council of Trent, sess. 4, lists the books, both canonical and apocryphal (including Sirach, Wisdom, Tobit, Judith, 1 and 2 Maccabees), and adds: “Whoever does not acknowledge these entire books—with all their parts as they are accustomed to be read in the Catholic Church and are considered in the ancient Latin Vulgate edition as sacred and canonical—and knowingly and intentionally holds the aforementioned traditions in contempt, let him be anathema.” In Notae divini verbi, published in folio, p. 26, Possevinus writes: “They wanted to remove six books, as well as several parts of Daniel.” Lindanus writes: “They contaminate themselves with wicked sacrilege who try to place within the corpus of the Christian Scriptures some grades, as it were, of authority, because with the wicked discerning power of human foolishness they are daring to divide and draw apart one and the same voice of the Holy Spirit into various classes of disparate authority” (Panopl., bk. 3, c. 4). Campianus, Rat. 1: “The Protestants want the written Word of God to settle all their controversies, yet they cripple that very Word that alone stands firm as they cut so many parts out of the entire corpus.”
 


Arguments against the canonical authority of the apocryphal books.
 

§ 69. Against this pernicious error our churches claim that those books alone that we have listed in § 65 are the canonical books of the Old Testament and that all the rest listed in § 67 are apocryphal. This we prove with two kinds of arguments: a priori and a posteriori.
 


[First, from the instrumental efficient cause.]
 

A priori we produce three arguments: (1) From the instrumental efficient cause. Every canonical book of the Old Testament was written by a prophet by impulse and inspiration of the Holy Spirit. The books listed in § 67 were not written by the prophets. Therefore they are not canonical. The major premise is proved from the following scriptural statements. Luke 16:29: “They have Moses (the leader of all the prophets) and (the rest of) the prophets.” That is, they have the writings of Moses and the prophets published by impulse of the Holy Spirit. Luke 24:27: “Beginning with Moses and the prophets, He interpreted to them in all the Scripture the things concerning Himself.” Luke 24:44: “It is necessary that everything written about Me in the Law of Moses and the prophets and the psalms be fulfilled.” Acts 3:[24]: “All the prophets who have spoken, from Samuel and those who came afterward, also proclaimed these days” (that is, in what they wrote). Rom. 16:26: “… which is disclosed through the prophetic writings.” Eph. 2:[20]: “You are built upon the foundation of the apostles and prophets.” Heb. 1:1: “Formerly, in many and various ways, God spoke to our fathers by the prophets” (whose prophecies are still extant in their writings). 2 Pet. 1:19: “We have the prophetic word made more sure” (as it is recorded in their writings). 2 Pet. 1:21: “Because no prophecy ever came by impulse of man, but, moved by the Holy Spirit, holy men of God spoke.” In these and other parallel statements of Scripture, the writing of the Old Testament is called prophetic Scripture, prophetic speech, and “God-breathed writing” (2 Tim. 3:16) because it was written and published by prophets at the inspiration and impulse of the Holy Spirit. Therefore it is the essential, proper, and necessary requirement for a canonical book of the Old Testament that it be written by a prophet at the inspiration and impulse of the Holy Spirit.
 

The minor premise is proved from the adjunct of time, because those books we listed were written after the time of Malachi, the last prophet of the Old Testament. From Malachi until John the Baptist, one can point out no prophet among the people of Israel; therefore he concludes the prophetic writing of the Old Testament. He seals it, as it were, with a prophecy about John the Baptist (Mal. 3:1), who would inaugurate the New Testament with his preaching of the Gospel and administration of Baptism. From that same foundation Josephus lifts up the canonical authority of those books when he argues in Contra Apion., bk. 1: “Those books that were written after the time of Artaxerxes Longimanus the Jews did not consider [to belong] in the canon of sacred books” because Ezra set the canon of sacred books, and his time did not extend beyond the time of Artaxerxes Longimanus. Josephus says, “From the time of Artaxerxes until now, individual books certainly were written, but not of the same trustworthiness that applies to the earlier ones, because there was not that definite succession of prophets.”
 

** After Artaxerxes there was no accurate succession of prophets, as Eusebius witnesses (Hist., bk. 3, c. 10). The last of the prophets was Malachi, according to Jerome (on Isaiah, bk. 13, c. 49) and Augustine (De civit. Dei, bk. 17, c. 24). The controversial books, however, were written after the time of Artaxerxes and Malachi. **
 

Here we can cite what Bellarmine concludes: “The account of Esther cannot be referred to the time of Artaxerxes Memnon since among the Hebrews it was in the canon of sacred books, to which canon books written after the time of Artaxerxes do not belong” (De verbo Dei, bk. 1, c. 7, § Sed adversus, etc.). Therefore he presupposes that the prophets wrote the canonical books before the time of Artaxerxes, which is quite true.
 


Second, from their external form.
 

§ 70. (2) From their external form, namely, from the language in which these books were written. Every canonical book of the Old Testament is written in the prophetic language, namely, Hebrew. Those controversial books were not written in Hebrew. Therefore. Regarding the major proposition, observe that some brief passages of the canonical books (Daniel 2-7, Ezra 4-6, and Jeremiah 10) were written in Chaldaic; however, because Chaldaic differs from Hebrew only in inflection and because Chaldaic began to be familiar to the Jews in later times, especially after the Babylonian captivity, none of the force of the argument is lost because of this. Proof of the major premise can be taken from the preceding argument. You see, whatever books the prophets of the Old Testament wrote, they wanted to write them in their vernacular and in the language proper to the Israelites, that is, in Hebrew. Justin, Apol. 2. pro Christian., p. 56: “They have preserved the prophecies of the prophets who were kings in Judea in their day in such a way that when they were published and spread about, they also were written in the vernacular voice of the Hebrews in books composed by those prophets.”
 

Regarding the minor proposition, note what Jerome relates in his preface to the books of Solomon, that the Book of Sirach and 1 Maccabees were found in Hebrew. Likewise, in the prefaces that he wrote for Tobit and Judith, he wrote that those books existed in Chaldaic and that he translated them into Latin. However, because all those books are not extant today except in the Greek and Latin idioms and because one cannot demonstrate their prophetic and canonical authority from other bases, Jerome correctly concludes: “Those books nonetheless are apocryphal.” If they were canonical, divine providence would never have permitted their original text to have been lost.
 

We must also note carefully that if the canonical authority of a book is to be proved, each and every requirement for canonical books must be connected. After all, if only one requirement has been established, one cannot immediately infer that a book is canonical. Instead, all the requirements must be established and proved at the same time. Negatively, we can prove that a book is not canonical from the lack of a single requirement; but affirmatively, we cannot infer the canonical authority of a book except from the joint occurrence of all the requirements. If the Papists were to urge quite fastidiously that some of the controversial books once were written in Hebrew, we can set against them correctly that even 4 Ezra gives the scent of a Hebrew style, yet they themselves exclude it from the canon.
 


Third, from the subject matter.
 

§ 71. (3) From the subject matter (materia). Every canonical book of the Old Testament contains oracles about Christ, who was promised in the Old Testament but revealed in the New. Those controversial books do not contain prophecies about Christ. Therefore. We prove the major premise from the following passages. Luke 24:[27,] 44: “He interpreted to them the things in Moses, the prophets, and the psalms that were concerning Himself.” John 5:39: “You search the Scriptures … and it is they that bear witness to Me.” Acts 3:[24]: “All the prophets who have spoken, from Samuel and those who came afterward, also proclaimed these days.” Acts 10:43: “To Him all the prophets bear witness.” 1 Pet. 1:11: “The Spirit of Christ was indicating in the prophets the suffering and subsequent glories that are in Christ.” In these and parallel passages of Scripture, the proper office of the prophets of the Old Testament is established as bearing witness and prophesying about Christ. Although no express oracle about Christ seems to be contained in the Book of Ruth, the account that writing provides serves the genealogy that the evangelists (Matthew 1; Luke 3) put together, which shows that Christ is the Son of David and of Abraham, both of whom had been specifically promised that the Messiah would be born of their seed.
 

Regarding the minor premise, note that though 4 Ezra seems to foretell some things about Christ, nevertheless this does not yet confirm its canonical authority. It lacks the other requirements of the canonical books, and it is not considered canonical by the more sensible Papists.
 


A posteriori. First, those controversial books are not quoted by Christ and the apostles.
 

§ 72. A posteriori, we produce the following arguments: [I] Christ and the apostles in the New Testament quote every canonical book of the Old Testament to confirm doctrine. Christ and the apostles in the New Testament do not quote those controversial books to confirm doctrine. Therefore. We prove the major premise from a comparison of the books of the Old and New Testaments; from the Gospel account that shows that Christ always appealed to Moses and the prophets in debates with the opponents of divine truth; from the clear statements of St. Paul—that he never taught anything “but what the prophets and Moses said would come to pass” (Acts 26:22), that “the righteousness of God receives testimony from the Law and the Prophets” (Rom. 3:21)—and, finally, from the apostolic practice itself, which shows that they always appealed to the writings of the prophets. In his preface to Chronicles, Jerome writes: “One must go back to the Hebrews, from which both the Lord speaks and the disciples take their examples.” Augustine writes about the books of the Maccabees: “The Jews do not consider this writing as they consider the Law and the Prophets and the Psalms, to which the Lord bears testimony as if they were His own witnesses” (Contra epist. Gaudent., bk. 2, c. 23).
 

Later, in a special examination of each book of the Apocrypha, we shall explain whatever will be brought up against the minor premise.
 


Second, they lack the testimony of the Israelite church.
 

§ 73. [II] The canonical books of the Old Testament have the testimony of the Israelite church. Those controversial books lack the testimony of the Israelite church. Therefore. We prove the major premise: (1) From statements of Scripture. Rom. 3:2: “The Jews are entrusted with the oracles of God [[image: ]].” Some take this as a specific reference to the words of the Law declared by the mouth of God on Mount Sinai and preserved at His command by the Jews in the ark of the covenant. Some take it to mean the Sacraments, which are the visible Word. The apostle is speaking generally, however, for he does not say that they believed only the Word of God nor only the Sacraments but the oracles of God, which expression includes both the Word and the Sacraments. The apostle is also looking to God’s command that ordered the prophets to write down the principal points of divinely revealed doctrine and to commit those books to the Jewish church and the Levites, that they be placed inside the ark, as we shall explain in greater detail a little later. Because of ignorance of the style, Lyra takes this as if “the Jews trusted [credita] the utterances of God, and in this respect they surpassed the Gentiles.” But the apostle is speaking here not about the faith of men but of God, so to speak, that the utterances of God in which He revealed Himself to the Israelites were entrusted to them. Rom. 9:4: Theirs is the adoption and the covenants. Augustine (Contra Faustum) takes the word “covenants” to refer to the two Testaments because the Old prefigures the New. Others claim that two different sanctionings of the one legal testament are denoted, one of which is described in Genesis 17, the other in Exodus 14. It is more fitting to take it as meaning the two tables of the covenant hidden in the ark, on which tables the Ten Commandments, namely, the words of the covenant, were written by God’s finger.
 

(2) From the thing itself. It is evident from the history of the Old Testament that Moses and the prophets wrote their books by the will and inspiration of God and gave them to the priests to place them at the side of the ark of the covenant. Thus there would exist a perpetual and immovable norm of doctrine in the Church, a norm entrusted to the priests for protection. In this way the Israelite church was divinely established as the guardian of the canonical books. Deut. 31:24-26: “When Moses had finished writing the words of this Law in a book, to the very end, Moses commanded the Levites who carried the ark of the covenant of the Lord: ‘Take this Book of the Law and put it by the side of the ark of the covenant of the Lord your God that it may be there for a witness against you.’ “Josh. 24:26-27: “Joshua wrote these words in the Book of the Law of God (therefore he added his writing to the books of Moses); and he took a great stone and set it up there under the oak in the sanctuary of the Lord. And Joshua said to all the people: ‘Behold, this stone shall be our testimony.’ “1 Sam. 10:25: “Then Samuel told the people the judgment of the kingship; and he wrote them in a book and stored it before the Lord.” 2 Kings 22:8; 2 Chron. 34:[15]: “Then Hilkiah the high priest said to Shaphan the secretary: ‘I have found the Book of the Law in the house of the Lord.’ “(Therefore it had certainly been brought into the house of the Lord previously.) Isa. 30:8: “Now go, write it before them on a tablet, and inscribe it in a book, and it will be for the time to come a testimony forever.”
 

(3) From reasoning. If the Jewish church at Christ’s time had rejected a part of canonical Scripture, certainly Christ and the apostles would have censured it with this accusation, because they reproached the priests and Pharisees so bitterly about lesser errors. But the latter occurs nowhere in the preaching of Christ and the apostles. This is the argument of Origen in vol. 8 of his commentaries on Isaiah, according to Jerome in his commentary on Isaiah 6. But you say, “We do not read that Christ reproached the Sadducees with this charge that they only accepted the Pentateuch. There is, then, little strength in this negative argument.” We respond. We do not read that Christ argued with the Sadducees as often as He did with the priests, Pharisees, and scribes. Furthermore, the Sadducees constituted a particular sect. It was, however, the consensus of the entire Israelite church, as well as the Church of later times, that those controversial books were not canonical. If the entire Israelite church had erred in this matter, it would not have escaped Christ’s rebuke. Finally, Christ did censure the Sadducees obliquely with this charge when He told them: “You err, not knowing the Scriptures” [Mark 12:24].
 

To this argument of Origen, we add two others. The first is like this: If the Israelite church had repudiated some real and true canonical books, the consequence would be that the true Church can err most seriously. Such a consequence, however, the Papists do not admit. Therefore.
 

The other goes this way: If the Israelite church had not accepted some truly canonical books, the consequence would be that no church had accepted certain canonical books because at that time there was no other true Church except that of the Israelites. But that consequence is absurd. Therefore.
 

(4) From the testimonies of the devout ancients. Augustine, Epistle 59, says: “It happened by the singular concern and providence of God that, however much the Jews—vanquished, overthrown, and perpetually harassed as they were—persecuted Christ with minds inflamed by hatred, nevertheless they preserved Holy Scripture so that the truth and clarity of the Gospel of Christ shone among all people, even if it was confirmed by the powerful testimonies of very dangerous foes.” De civ. Dei, bk. 16, c. 37: “The mouth of the Jews, even though they err, blesses Christ, that is, speaks of Him truthfully while singing the Law and the Prophets.” Contra Faustum, bk. 12, c. 23: “What is this Jewish nation except a little book-box of the Christians that bears the Law and the Prophets as a testimony for the declaration of the Church?”
 

(5) From the confession of our adversaries themselves. Bellarmine himself bears witness of how faithfully the Israelites protected the books of the prophets when he writes: “The scrupulousness [religio] of the Jews in relation to the sacred books was incredible” (De verbo Dei, bk. 2, c. 2, § Arg. tertium). He proves this from Philo (De egress. filiorum Israel ex Aegypto) and from Eusebius (Praeparat. evang., bk. 8, c. 2), who relate that all the way to their day, through a period of more than two thousand years, not even a word was changed in the Law of the Hebrews, and any Jew would rather suffer a hundred deaths than permit the Law to be changed in any way. But how is it that, with the Jews’ scrupulous care for the canonical books, they are imagined to have removed whole books from the canon? Bellarmine writes: “Before the coming of Christ, the church of the Jews did not fail” (De eccles., bk. 3, c. 16, § Ad tertiam). Therefore certainly the testimony of the Israelite church regarding the canon of Scripture cannot be repudiated. Toletus comments on Romans 3: “‘The utterances of God were entrusted to them,’ that is, the divine oracles contained in Scripture were committed to the Jews, for the utterances of God remained in their midst in a custody and deposit. Thus they became the trustees and guardians of the utterances of God.” But they would have been trustees and guardians of the faith badly if they had removed so many truly canonical books from the canon.
 

The exception that Campianus (Rat. 1) makes is frivolous: “The Jews set the Hebrew alphabet as their rule for the canonical books. Hence we must not assign too much weight to their testimony.” One must distinguish between an allusion of any sort and a fundamental proof. They compare the canonical books with the letters of the Hebrew alphabet with regard to number only, merely by way of an allusion. But they establish fundamental proof in this: that only those books that they acknowledge as canonical were written by the prophets and commended to their predecessors—no more, no fewer. This is clear from Josephus (Contra Apion., bk. 1). But if we must make this allusion a fault of the Jews, the same blame likewise will overflow to the doctors of the Christian Church. After all, they use the same allusion of the number of the Hebrew letters, as is clear from Origen (in Eusebius, Hist., bk. 6, c. 24), Hilary (preface to the Psalms), Cyprian (Exposit. symb.), Nazianzen (Carm.), and Jerome (Prolog. galeatus). In this way, Matthew establishes in his genealogy of Christ three sets of fourteen years, not as if he intended this number to be the rule for generations but to advise the memory of his readers.
 

§ 74. We prove the minor premise: (1) From the testimony of Josephus (Contra Apion., bk. 1): “We do not have countless books out of harmony with and contradicting each other. Rather, we have only twenty-two containing commentaries of every era. In these we rightly show confidence.” Eusebius repeats this witness of Josephus (Hist. eccles., bk. 3, c. 10).
 

(2) From the confession of our opponents themselves. Marianus Victorius, in his scholia to Epistle 116 of Jerome: “It is of no consequence that he writes that those controversial books are not in the canon because he takes this to refer to the Hebrew canon, not the canon of the Church.” Catharinus, Annot. advers. Cajetan., § De libr. Maccab.: “Jerome calls these apocryphal. I admit it. He is speaking, however, about the canon of the Hebrews.” Erasmus, on 1 Timothy 1, p. 464: “We take into our canon even those books of the Jews that they do not want to take into theirs. Christians are more kindly disposed to the books of the Jews than the Jews are to their own. Yet the Jews love their own books so much that no nation shows a more irrational affection.” Bellarmine, De verbo Dei, bk. 1, beginning of c. 10: “All those books that the Protestants do not accept the Hebrews likewise do not admit.” Costerus, Enchirid., c. De script., § De num. lib.: “Those books are not in the canon of the Jews.” Also: “Gregory is speaking about the canon of the Hebrews to which those books were not ascribed.” Thus they themselves are forced to admit that we have as a witness for our case the Israelite church that at that time was a pillar of truth.
 


Third, they lack the testimony of the early Christian Church.
 

§ 75. [III] Books that are truly canonical have the unanimous testimony of the early Christian Church. Those controversial books lack the unanimous testimony of the early Church. Therefore they are not canonical. We prove the major premise from the fact that the apostle calls the Church “the pillar and ground of the truth” (1 Tim. 3:15) especially because of its trustworthy testimony; and this testimony she gives to the canonical Scriptures. Although the Church makes no book canonical by her own authority (something the saner Papists admit: Bellarmine, De verbo Dei, bk. 1, c. 10, § Itaque) since the divine and canonical authority of Scripture depends on God alone, nevertheless the Church has the position of a witness, and with her witness she makes clear and confirms what books are truly canonical, namely, those written by holy men of God that she received from the forefathers.
 

The whole weight of the proof, then, rests on the minor premise, namely, that only those books that our churches recognize as canonical books of the Old Testament enjoy the unanimous testimony of the early Christian Church and that, on the other hand, those controversial books lack that testimony. But the minor premise will have to be confirmed with the testimony of the most ancient churches founded by the apostles, which, no one can doubt, received from the apostles the genuine canon of Scripture along with the transmission of their doctrine. Tertullian, De praescript.: “Go now, you who prefer to restrain your curiosity in the matter of your salvation; run to the apostolic churches in which the very thrones of the apostles are still being protected in their places, in which their authentic writings are being read, preserving the voice, representing the face.” Augustine, De doctrin. Christ., bk. 2, c. 8: “Let the authority of the catholic churches in the canonical Scriptures be followed most of all. Among them are, indeed, those who deserved to hold apostolic chairs and to receive their letters.”
 


The Council of Laodicea.
 

§ 76. We conclude that the churches in Asia Minor are apostolic from the Epistles of Paul to the Ephesians, Colossians, and Timothy, bishop of Ephesus; from the first Epistle of Peter to the inhabitants of Asia; and from the letters to the seven churches that John wrote in Revelation at Christ’s command (Revelation 2-3). Furthermore, it is evident from church history that the apostle John, who was the last to die among the apostles, ended his life in Asia. The bishops of this Asia gathered at Laodicea in Phrygia Pacatiana and decided during the Council of Laodicea,6 canon 59: “One ought not read in the Church those books that are outside the canon but only the canonical books of the Old and New Testaments.” Then they add the list of canonical books from which they omit all those about which there is controversy. Furthermore, they list only those that our churches accept. Also, we must make much of the testimony of this Laodicean church because that church is expressly mentioned (Col. 4:16; Rev. 3:14). Thus Stapleton writes: “The Council of Laodicea made itself known before all the others” (De auctorit. Script., bk. 2, c. 3, § 2), though, according to him, it did not do this in good faith.
 

To weaken this testimony, our adversaries use various exceptions, the more important of which we shall examine. (1) Some make the exception: “The Council of Laodicea was a provincial council of only twenty-two bishops. It was not confirmed by the bishop of Rome. But the Council of Carthage, in which the controversial books were accepted into the canon, was a council of 217 bishops. Therefore we must prefer the latter to the former.” We respond. Provincial councils are those in which “the bishops of only one province gather,” as Bellarmine defines them (De concil., bk. 1, c. 4, § Provincialia). Yet in this council, bishops were gathered from diverse provinces, something that the words of the title of the synod teach: “The holy synod that is convened at Laodicea in Phrygia from diverse regions of Asia.” In the Greek it is [image: ] [“provinces”]. Furthermore, in it were involved not twenty-two but thirty-two bishops, as is evident from Gratian ([Jus canonicum,] dist. 16, c. Prima): “Sixth, of Laodicea, in which the thirty-two fathers ….” The oldest versions read this way, even that which was published under the auspices of Gregory XIII. Binius makes the same claim (Notis, vol. 1, p. 292). Furthermore, the Council of Laodicea, held about the year 364, was prior to the one at Carthage, which was held around the year 400. The Council of Laodicea, therefore, is also of greater authority than that of Carthage. As the rule of canon law has it (dist. 50, c. Sancto Domino), according to Isidore: “Whenever a discordant opinion is discovered in the accounts of councils, we must give greater weight to the opinion of that council whose authority is older and earlier.” To be sure, this rule of Isidore, approved by canon law, seems to conflict with the rule of Augustine that “prior councils are corrected by later ones” (De baptismo, bk. 2; Contra Donatist., c. 3). Bellarmine, however, reconciles these in this way: “Augustine is speaking about questions of fact and commandments of behavior, but Isidore is speaking about the doctrine of faith” (De concil., bk. 2, c. 7). But now, the question of canon pertains to the doctrine of faith. Therefore we must observe this rule of Isidore by whose strength the decision of the Council of Laodicea must stand rather than that of the Council of Carthage, to say nothing of the fact that the opinion of the Council of Carthage does not conflict with the Council of Laodicea, as we shall point out in its own place. Finally, the Council of Laodicea was confirmed in canon law (dist. 16, c. Prima; c. dist. 16, Non oportet). In the same place, the Council of Laodicea was confirmed by Leo, by whom the Council of Carthage was also confirmed (dist. 20, c. De libellis). The popes, therefore, cannot make light of its authority.
 

(2) Some make the exception that “the Council of Laodicea enumerated those books about which the bishops were certain that they were canonical and divine. Meanwhile, the council did not deny that the rest were canonical but did not define the doubtful matter. However, the Council of Carthage discussed the matter better and did define what had been left doubtful at Laodicea.” We respond. On the contrary, with clear words they want only the canonical books to be read, and they exclude from the list of canonical books those about which there is controversy. Bellarmine himself draws the following conclusion (De verbo Dei, bk. 1, c. 20): “Psalm 151, which Athanasius mentions in his Synopsis, is not canonical because the Council of Laodicea, along with the Council of Rome held under Gelasius and with the Council of Trent, places 150 psalms in the canon.” Therefore if this is true of Psalm 151, that from this it is correctly proved to be apocryphal because only 150 psalms are placed by name into the canon by councils, then in the same way we would have the consequence that those six controversial books are not canonical, because the Council of Laodicea places into the canon by name only twenty-two books. Moreover, not only the fathers of the Council of Laodicea, with their silence and omission, but also the other fathers of the Eastern Church, by naming them clearly, exclude the apocryphal books, as will become clear later.
 

(3) Costerus makes the following exception (Enchir., c. 1, p. 65):
 


Those fathers did not reject these books as if they were not sacred nor did they decree that they were not canonical. Instead, they did not count them among those that had to be read in the Church; and they did this because of the Jews who had been converted to the faith and were nearly judaizing, Jews with whom Phrygia abounded since apostolic times. Those holy fathers certainly did not wish to irritate them by reading in the Church those books that they did not have in the canon of the Hebrews.

 




 

We respond. They decreed that they are not to be read. Therefore they also decreed that they were not canonical, because the Laodiceans used interchangeably the expressions “books to be read in the Church” and “canonical books.” But it is quite false to say that they made such a decision for the favor of the Jews, for the canon of faith must not be bent to please men. But if they kept silent about these books for that reason, would they not rather have prohibited the reading of Paul’s Epistles as canonical, which were far more odious to the Jews than the books of the Maccabees or of Wisdom? In canon 2 of that council, they condemn the Tesseradecatitae, or Quartodecimani [“Fourteenthers”], who along with the Jews celebrated Easter [Pascha] on the fourteenth day after the full moon of the first month. (For according to Eusebius, Hist. eccles., bk. 5, c. 21, and Socrates, bk. 1, c. 6, some of the Christians were following the custom of the Jews, but others would celebrate Easter on the next Sunday after the fourteenth day after the full moon.) Therefore it is far from the truth to say that those fathers wanted to indulge the Jews in setting the canon when they declared heretics those who persisted stubbornly in an adiaphoron, namely, in the Jewish custom of celebrating Easter. In canon 29 they state: “Christians must not judaize and do no work on the Sabbath. Rather, they should work on that day while putting the Lord’s Day ahead of that day.” If they were unwilling to indulge the Jews in this matter, who will allow himself to be persuaded that for the sake of the Jews they forbade certain truly canonical books to be read in the Church?
 

(4) “The Council of Laodicea also omitted the Gospel of Luke, which, nevertheless, is truly canonical.” We respond. It is also omitted in Carranza’s Epitome conciliorum, but all the others that for some reason published a list of canonical books number the Gospel of Luke in the canon. Therefore we must correct this error of the council from other councils and fathers. In the actual canon of the Council of Laodicea, however, it seems that the Gospel of Luke was omitted by the error of a copyist rather than by a fault of the fathers, for in the Cologne edition of Severinus Binius (Conc., vol. 1, p. 292), it is clearly listed among the canonical books of the New Testament. Also, in the version of Gentianus Hervetus, Baruch is connected to Jeremiah, and they are called the Epistles of Jeremiah, though there is only one letter in the Book of Baruch. This, however, is omitted in the version of Severinus Binius. All editions omit Revelation. What decision we must make about this will become clear in its own place.
 

Therefore because these exceptions that have been brought out publicly are of no weight and force, Ederus correctly confesses: “In the Council of Laodicea no mention is made of those controversial books” (Oeconom. biblic., bk. 1, p. 36, tab. 42).
 


Melito.
 

§ 77. From the church of Laodicea in the region of Phrygia of Asia Minor we go on to the churches of Judea in Asia Major, from whom the Word of God came (1 Cor. 14:36). There is extant in Eusebius (Hist. eccles., bk. 4, c. 25) a letter of Bishop Melito of Sardis to Onesimus. In it he mentions that he had gone to the churches of Judea to learn something definite about the integrity of the canon. He lists absolutely the same number of canonical books as do our churches. Onesimus had asked Melito to prescribe a definite summary of the sacred books—how many there were and in what order they were arranged. So Melito, among other things, wrote the following back to him:
 


I acted diligently in this in order to perform it for you because I am aware of your concern for faithfulness, diligence, and zeal concerning doctrine, [and] that you should consider these things more carefully, as much as possible in accord with the desire by which you are affected toward God and with the love of eternal salvation for which you are struggling. I went back to the East, therefore, and stayed at that place where those things were said and done. I have diligently examined the books of the Old Testament and have arranged them in order. I have sent them to you, and here are their names, etc.

 




 

And in this list Melito omits those about which we and the Papists have controversies.
 

Melito was bishop of Sardis (or, as the translator of Eusebius renders it, Sard). The Church of Sardis, however, was one of the seven churches of Asia to which John wrote by Christ’s command (Rev. 3:1). Therefore the Church of Sardis was an apostolic church. That is, it was founded by the apostles and its bishop was Melito, who was in office around AD 170. He was able to listen to those old men who, as youths, had heard the evangelist John as an old man. Bishop Polycrates of Ephesus makes this claim about him: “In all things he was led by the grace of the Holy Spirit” (Eusebius, Hist., bk. 5, around the middle of c. 22). Tertullian (in Jerome, Catal. eccles. script.) says, “Many of our people call him a prophet.” Melito himself says that he went to the East, that is, to the churches of Palestine, Pisidia, Pamphylia, Cilicia, Phoenicia, in fact, “all the way to that place where those things were said and done,” that is, into the provinces of Galilee, Samaria, and Judea. He wandered about these places, and, to strengthen both himself and others in this question, he asked for the judgments about the canon from those men who at that time were in charge of those churches. The harmonious witness of the bishops concerning the canon becomes clear both from the narrative of Melito as well as from his subsequent specific enumeration. Therefore we must make much of Melito’s testimony. The Papists do not have anything to turn against it, except that “among the canonical books he numbers the Book of Wisdom,” which our churches do not acknowledge as canonical. We shall explain later, however, what conclusion must be drawn about this point.
 


Eusebius of Pamphilus.
 

§ 78. Caesarea is a large city of Palestine where Peter founded a church when he baptized Cornelius (Acts 10:48). Paul taught the Gospel before Festus and Agrippa in Caesarea (Acts 25-26). Therefore we must count the church of Caesarea among the apostolic churches. Its bishop, Eusebius of Pamphilus, felt the same way about the canon that Melito relates and that the Council of Laodicea defined. From Josephus, Eusebius lists the canonical books (Hist. eccles., bk. 3, cc. 9-10) and praises this judgment of Josephus (bk. 6, c. 12). He excludes by name the Book of Wisdom and Sirach from the canon (bk. 6, c. 24). From Origen’s explanation of Psalm 1, he lists the catalog of writings of the Old Testament and applies them to the number of letters of the Hebrew alphabet. In Chronic., he says concerning the books of the Maccabees that they were not received among the divine Scriptures.
 


Cyril of Jerusalem.
 

§ 79. From Caesarea, let us go on to Jerusalem, where there also was an apostolic church because the apostles taught in Jerusalem for some time after Christ’s ascension. The bishop of the Church at Jerusalem was Cyril, who in Catech. 4, p. 98, clearly lists the canonical books in the same way. He says, “Know well the divine Scriptures, the twenty-two books.” Later, he lists the same books as we do, except that he connects Baruch to Jeremiah and adds: “Therefore read these twenty-two, but waste no time with the apocryphal books. Only meditate zealously on these writings that we read with confidence in the Church. The apostles and first bishops, leaders of the truth, who gave them to us, are wiser and more scrupulous than are you. Therefore because you are a child of the Church, do not transgress its boundaries.”
 


Epiphanius.
 

§ 80. From Judea let us go on to the island of Cyprus, whose chief city was Salamis or Salamin (which was later called Constantia, just as Jerusalem was called Aelia). Here Paul and Barnabas proclaimed the Word of the Lord (Acts 13:5). Therefore an apostolic church (a church founded by the apostles) was there. Its bishop was Epiphanius, whom Jerome calls “the bishop of Salamis of Cyprus” (Catal. script.). Therefore [Epiphanius] relates: “The Jews sent twenty-two books written in golden letters to Ptolemy” (De mensur. et ponderib., f. 534), and he lists them by name. Regarding the Wisdom of Solomon and Sirach, he writes: “They are indeed useful, but they are not carried in the number of the canonical books nor were they deposited in the ark of the covenant.” In Haeres. 8, contra Epicur., he lists twenty-seven books that he asserts were given by God to the Jews. Or, rather, he says twenty-two: “The books were counted to correspond to the letters of the alphabet in use in Hebrew writing.” Some are double books; for that reason the discrepancy of number occurs so that there are twenty-two when counting double books and twenty-seven when counting them individually. He says that the Wisdom of Sirach and the Wisdom of Solomon are in doubt [[image: ]].
 


Amphilochius.
 

§ 81. Adjacent to Cyprus are the regions of Pamphylia, Lycaonia, Cappadocia, etc. The principal city of Lycaonia was Iconium, where Paul planted a church (Acts 13:51; 14:1; 2 Tim. 3:11). The bishop of the church was Amphilochius, whom Socrates says held the patriarchate of Asia (bk. 5, c. 8). In iambic feet Amphilochius writes to Seleucus: “I shall list for you each book that has come from the Holy Spirit. That you may know the entire matter clearly, I shall first mention for you the books of the first covenant.” Then he lists all the books that the Hebrews count and that our churches recognize as canonical. He omits, however, those about which there is controversy and adds: “This is the perfectly true canon of divinely inspired Scripture.”
 


Nazianzen.
 

§ 82. Near Iconium lies Cappadocia, to which Peter wrote his First Epistle. Its chief city was Nazianzus, whose bishop was a theologian named Gregory, later called Nazianzen. In a poem [carmen] about the genuine parts of Scripture, he lists the canonical books in the same way as the writers up to that time had listed them. All these writers were either older than the Council of Laodicea or flourished at the same time. Nazianzen’s words are: “I reckoned twenty-two ancient books, corresponding to the writings of the Hebrews.” And he expressly adds: “If there is any beyond these, it is not among those that are genuine.”
 


Origen.
 

§ 83. Up to this point we have been listing the testimonies of the Eastern churches and of the bishops placed over them. Now we must add the testimonies also of other neighboring churches. The catechist of the Church at Alexandria in Egypt was Origen, the disciple and successor of Clement of Alexandria. Origen was called adamantinus [“man of steel”] and [image: ] [“of untiring patience and diligence”] because of his tolerance of hardships and the multitude of his writings. In his explanation of Psalm 1, he lists the twenty-two books of the Old Testament in the canon, that is, he agrees completely with the opinion of our churches regarding the canon, as Eusebius related (Hist. eccl., bk. 6, c. 24).
 


Athanasius.
 

§ 84. Origen’s successor in the Alexandrian church was Athanasius, bishop of Alexandria, whom Epiphanius calls “the father of the upright faith”; Nazianzen, “the light of the Church”; Theodoret, “the bulwark of the truth” (Hist. eccles., bk. 1, c. 8). Emperor Leo classifies him “among the divinely eloquent men who were bright lights in the Church after the apostles and who brightened the firmament of the Church like stars with their deeds and writings” (Constit. 88). In Synopsis, vol. 2, p. 63, Athanasius mentions the same books that we, too, list in the canon and calls the rest [image: ] [“not canonical”]. He says, “There are twenty-two canonical books in the Old Testament, equal to the number of Hebrew letters.” He does not include the Book of Esther; later, however, he adds that it belongs to some other canonical volume, perhaps to Ezra, by whom Isidore and others say that book was written.
 


Nicephorus.
 

With the Eastern fathers we can count Nicephorus, who, in Cyrus Prodromus, says in verses: “Of the Old Testament there are twenty-two.” We can also count the monk Leontius of Byzantium, who writes: “In fact, there are twenty-two books of the Old” (De sectis, act. 2). Later, he goes through all the books of the Old and New Testaments in order and adds: “These are the books, old and new, that are canonized in the Church.”
 


The Trullan Synod.
 

§ 85. Lest we be forced to bring up individual authors of the Eastern churches, we shall conclude this topic quickly. In the Sixth Synod of Constantinople (called the Trullan Synod because it met in Trullo, the palace of the emperor),7 the Council of Laodicea was confirmed, which votes for our position. But almost all the Eastern fathers were at that Trullan Synod. In his preface to the Sixth Synod, Balsamon proves that there also were many westerners present, which explains why it is called in some transcripts a “general council.”
 


The Damascene.
 

[John of] Damascus, who lived not long after that council (around AD 730), lists the canonical books as follows (Orth. fid., bk. 4, c. 18): “One must know that there are twenty-two books of the Old Testament according to the elements of the Hebrew language, [image: ].” However, the translator rendered this poorly: ut sint dispositi libri hoc pacto [“that the books be arranged in this way”], because he calls the books [image: ] (“testamentary”). He says the Wisdom of Solomon and of Sirach are “virtuous and good, but they are not numbered [in the canon] nor were they placed in the ark.” He does not even mention the rest of the apocryphal books.
 

Sixtus Senensis (bk. 8, haeres. 9) tries in bad faith to prove that the Damascene counts Wisdom and Sirach among the canonical books, though P. Victorius, the commentator of the Damascene, and Canus (Locorum comm., bk. 2, c. 10) acknowledge that “the Damascene rejected them from the canon.” But Canus offers another exception: “The Damascene affirmed this at that time when the thing was not yet defined, and for this reason we also excuse the others.” Therefore the consequence will be this: that this had not yet been defined by the fathers of the Council of Carthage nor by Gelasius, all of whom were much earlier than the Damascene, though nevertheless our adversaries repeatedly appeal to the Council of Carthage and Gelasius. With greater beauty it could be turned against the testimony of the Damascene that he numbers among the canonical books the “Canons of the Apostles” that Clement had collected. However, the Papists themselves acknowledge that in this respect the Damascene suffered something human.
 


Hilary.
 

§ 86. To confirm our opinion we can adduce testimonies of no less weight and clarity from teachers of the Western churches. Hilary of Poitiers was a bishop in Aquitania, the farthest part of Gaul toward the west. In his prologue to the Psalms he writes: “The Law of the Old Testament is set down in twenty-two books, so that they may agree with the number of Hebrew letters. This is according to the tradition of the ancients.” By “the ancients” he means the earlier teachers of the Christian Church.
 


Jerome.
 

§ 87. Along with Hilary, Jerome teaches the same thing. He was born in the town of Strido, located in the area of Dalmatia and Pannonia, as he himself bears witness (Catalog. illustr. script.). He lived in Rome, Constantinople, and Bethlehem of Syria. He traveled throughout Italy, Gaul, Greece, Judea, Syria, and Egypt. All this greatly recommends the testimony of the canon that he offers. In his preface to the books of Solomon, he asserts: “Just as the Church indeed reads the Books of Judith and Tobit and the Maccabees but does not accept them among the canonical Scriptures, so also the Church should read these two books (Wisdom and Ecclesiasticus) for the edification of the people, not to confirm the authority of the Church’s dogmas.” Jerome is speaking about the Western Church because these books were not even read in the Eastern Church, as is evident from the above. In his Prologus galeatus (so called because as a helmet protects the head of an armed man against his enemies’ arrows and blows, so this prologue can defend the canonical Scriptures from apocryphal writings), he adds, after listing the twenty-two books, that he has listed these for this reason: “that we may be able to know that whatever is outside these must be placed among the apocryphal writings.” Later, he writes: “We must straightway reject those that the Jews do not hold and that are not of the twenty-four old [books].”
 

Our adversaries respond to this testimony of Jerome in various ways. (1) Ambrosius Catharinus says, “Jerome uses the name ‘church’ for heretical, or less devout, seditious men, who in that disruption did not want to accept those books” (Exam. dogm. exceptor. e Cajet.). This is a lie, which Julius Rugerius himself rebuts (Oper. de lib. canonic. et apocryphis). (2) Sixtus Senensis (bk. 8, haeres. 11) makes a distinction between protocanonical and deuterocanonical books and says that Jerome intended that these not be in the number of canonical books of the first rank. This is a distinction that Stapleton, too, finds pleasing (De princ. fid., bk. 9, c. 6). (3) Andrada says, “Jerome spoke in accord with the opinion of the Jews rather than in accord with his own” (Defens. fid. Trid., bk. 3). Bellarmine, however, acknowledges the weakness of these subterfuges and concedes Jerome’s testimony to us (De verbo Dei, bk. 1, c. 10).
 


Rufinus.
 

§ 88. When Jerome went to the East, his companion was Rufinus, presbyter of the Church of Aquileia, whom Jerome calls in his letter to Florentius “my brother, joined by an indivisible love of brotherhood.” Therefore we are correct in connecting him to Jerome. Rufinus often spoke against Jerome, especially in defense of Origen, but in this question he does agree, which adds weight to Jerome’s testimony. He writes in his Expositio symboli (which is not correctly attributed to Cyprian): “Those are the volumes of the Old and New Testaments that, according to the testimony of our forefathers, are believed to have been inspired and given to the churches of Christ by the Holy Spirit Himself. Here it appears fitting to designate them with a specific number, just as we received this from the writings of the fathers.” Then he presents the list of the canonical books, a list that coincides exactly with that of Jerome. Rufinus also adds: “These are the books that the fathers included within the canon from which they wanted the declarations of our faith to be established.” Later he says: “It should be known that there are other books that are not canonical but that our predecessors called ‘ecclesiastical,’ such as the Wisdom of Solomon. Of the same class also are Judith, Tobit, and the Books of the Maccabees; and in the New Testament the book called ‘the Book of the Shepherd.’ All of these they wanted to be read in the churches, but they did not want them to be advanced to confirm the authority of the faith.” He finally concludes: “It seemed opportune here to designate those books that, as I said, the fathers handed down to us to instruct those who are receiving the first elements [of the faith], that they may know from what springs of God’s Word they must fill their cups.” Melchior Canus (Locor., bk. 1, c. 11) accuses Rufinus of ignorance under the charge that he did not know the traditions of the fathers of the Council of Carthage. We shall, however, speak about the opinion of the Carthaginians later.
 


Philastrius.
 

§ 89. We shall list briefly the voices of the rest of the fathers in the Western churches. Philastrius was bishop of Brescia and a contemporary of Jerome and Rufinus. He explains as follows: “The apostles and their successors claimed that no books ought to be read in the Catholic Church except the Law and the Prophets, and that the perfected saints, but not all people, should read the apocryphal or hidden books for the sake of behavior” (Catalog. haeres., c. 88). With the expression “Law and the Prophets,” he follows Christ’s example and means the twenty-two books of the Old Testament.
 


Gregory.
 

Gregory, called “the Great,” was bishop of the Church of Rome around AD 600. In Moral. in Jobum, bk. 19, c. 17, intending to bring out testimony from 1 Maccabees, Gregory uses this preliminary explanation [[image: ]]: “Concerning this matter (namely, being wary of pride), we are not acting out of order if we apply testimony out of books that, though not canonical, nevertheless have been published for the edification of the people.” Sixtus Senensis objects, saying, “Gregory is speaking about the protocanonical books” (bk. 8, haeres. 12). Yet the deuterocanonical books were accepted around AD 400 by the Council of Carthage, as our adversaries wish. Gregory wrote in the sixth century around AD 600. Therefore he clearly excludes those from the canon. Julius Rugerius says, “Gregory did not know that those are canonical.” Yet so significant a bishop neither should nor could have been ignorant of them. Costerus responds: “He is speaking about the canon of the Hebrews” (Enchir., tit. De lib. canon.). However, we shall point out a little later that this exception is a frivolous one.
 


The Glossa ordinaria of the Bible.
 

The Glossa ordinaria of the Bible and the gloss on the Jus canonicum always had great authority in the Roman Church. The author of the Glossa ordinaria was Alcuin, according to Antoninus (part. 3, tit. 4, c. 15) and Ganguinus (Histor. Franc., bk. 4, c. 1), or it was [Walafrid] Strabo Fuldensis around AD 840, according to Trithemius. In the prologue of the gloss, he discusses the canonical and noncanonical books and numbers them the same way as we do in our churches. The words are as follows: “Because many people do not pay much attention to Holy Scripture, they think that all the books that are contained in their Bibles must be revered and adored with equal reverence. They do not know how to distinguish between the canonical and noncanonical books that the Hebrews count among the apocryphal books. Thus they often seem ridiculous to the learned,” etc. The author of that gloss confirms his opinion with the authority of Origen, Jerome, and Rufinus. In the preface to each of the apocryphal books, he repeats this: “Here begins the Book of Tobit, which is not in the canon”; “Here begins Ecclesiasticus, which is not in the canon”; etc. The authority of the gloss is recommended in the preface to the volumes of the councils [tomorum conciliorum].
 


The gloss of the Jus canonicum.
 

The author of the gloss of the Jus canonicum was Johannes Semeca Teutonicus, a professor of law who is buried at Halberstadt, according to Krantzius (Hist. Sax., bk. 8, c. 27). In dist. 15, c. Canones, on the word Apocrypha, Teutonicus makes this comment: “Apocrypha: that is, without author; such as the Wisdom of Solomon; the Book of Jesus, Son of Sirach, which is called Ecclesiasticus; the Book of Judith; the Book of Tobit; the Book of Maccabees. These are called apocryphal, yet they are read, but perhaps not generally.”
 


Cardinal Hugh [of St. Cher].
 

§ 90. We add two cardinals to Pope Gregory of Rome: Hugh [of St. Cher] and Cajetan. The former wrote six hundred years after Gregory, and the latter, three hundred after Hugh. In his prologue to Joshua, Hugh puts these lines:
 


Five Books of Moses, of Joshua, Judges, and Samuel;
Three particular Books of Kings twice and six prophets.
After the holy writings [Hagiographa] are Daniel, David, Esther, and Ezra,
Job, Chronicles, and the three books of Solomon.
The rest are apocryphal: Jesus, Wisdom, the Shepherd, And the Books of the Maccabees, Judith, and Tobit.
Because they are dubious, they are not listed under the canon;
But because they sing of the truth, the Church accepts them.

 




 


Cajetan.
 

Cajetan (otherwise called Thomas de Vio), in his preface on Joshua, admits that seven chapters in Esther and the Books of Tobit, Judith, Wisdom, Ecclesiasticus, and the Maccabees are not canonical. At the last chapter of Esther, he advises: “The canonical books of the Old Testament must be called back to the revision of Jerome.” In his preface to his Comment. ad Clement. 7, he says, “We owe Jerome many thanks because he removed the false accusation of the Jews from us.” All of this Cajetan wrote at Rome before the Council of Trent in the sight of the Roman pope himself.
 


Archbishop Antoninus of Florence.
 

§ 91. Before we leave Italy, we must list the testimonies of others who wrote in Italy, testimonies that are in conformity with our opinion. Archbishop Antoninus of Florence (summa, part. 3, tit. 18, c. 6, § secundo) affirms that, concerning those six controversial books, “their authority for proving those things that are doubtful is not suitable.” For this opinion he cites Thomas ([ST,] 2a2ae) and Lyra (prologue on the Book of Tobit), namely, that “those books are not of such great authority that one may draw from their statements sufficient arguments in matters that are of faith, just as from other books.” Consequently, Antoninus says that it seems to him that “they should have as great authority as have the writings of the holy teachers that the Church has approved.” This Antoninus was present at the Council of Florence. If it were true, then, what Carranza (summa conciliorum) and Bellarmine and others wrote about the Council of Florence—that “those controversial books were received into the canon at that council”—Antoninus would have been their opponent.
 


Pagninus.
 

Sanctes Pagninus, in the epitome that he prefixed to the version of the Bible that he prepared, distinguishes between the canonical and hagiographic, that is, apocryphal, books.
 


Antonius Braciolus.
 

Antonius Braciolus, in the prefatory comments to the Bible that he translated into Italian, says that he explained with comments all the canonical books of the Old Testament, and he explained only those that our churches call canonical.
 


Franciscus Picus.
 

In De fid. et ord. credendi, theor. 5, Franciscus Picus makes the same claim about the canon as we do. Therefore the theologians of the Italian Church follow our opinion in establishing the canon.
 


Rabanus.
 

§ 92. From Italy we shall move into Germany. Rabanus Maurus first was abbot of Fulda and later archbishop of Mainz around the year 856. In his book De instit. clericor., c. 54, he writes: “Ezra divided the entire Old Testament into twenty-two books, that there might be as many books in the Law as there are letters [in the alphabet].” But if the controversial books are numbered among the canonical books, there will be far more than twenty-two books.
 


Radulphus.
 

Radulphus Flaviacensis was a monk around AD 910, according to Trithemius. (In his Chronicon, Sigebertus makes him an abbot of the monastery at Fulda.) Radulphus writes: “Although the Books of Tobit, Judith, and the Maccabees are read for the instruction of the Church, yet they do not have authority” (on Leviticus, bk. 14, c. 1).
 


Dionysius Carthusiensis.
 

In his prefaces to the controversial books, Dionysius Carthusiensis (of Roermond, a place near Antwerp) says that Ecclesiasticus, Tobit, and 1 Maccabees are not in the canon.
 


Johannes Ferus.
 

In his Exam. ordinandorum, Johannes Ferus, a preacher at Mainz, confirms with his own vote the witness of Radulphus and Dionysius and says, “These are the apocryphal books: 3 and 4 Ezra, Tobit, Judith, the Book of Wisdom, Ecclesiasticus, Baruch, and the two Books of the Maccabees.”
 


Lyra.
 

Lyra, who comes from Brabant, was much earlier than Ferus. He makes altogether the same claim in his prologue to the apocryphal books and on Ezra 1 and says: “Although the Books of Tobit, Judith, and the Maccabees are historical, yet I intend to pass over them for the present because they are not in the canon among the Jews nor among the Christians.”
 


Erasmus.
 

After Erasmus, whom Pope Leo called his “beloved son,” had listed the books that our churches acknowledge as canonical (Catech. Symb. 4, p. 153), he adds: “The authority of the ancients concluded the books of the Old Testament within this number. About their trustworthiness it is wrong to doubt. But now, the Book of Wisdom, Ecclesiasticus, the Books of Tobit, Judith, Esther, and the Maccabees have been accepted for use in the Church. Now the Spirit of the Church knows whether the Church accepts these books with the same authority as the rest.” To this we must oppose Augustine’s statement (Contra Faustum, bk. 11, c. 5) and that of Cajetan on 1 Corinthians 12: “Only those writings have the authority of Holy Scripture that the apostles wrote or approved.”
 


Bede.
 

§ 93. From Germany we shall cross over to England. In his book De sex mundi aetatibus, Bede excludes 1 Maccabees from the canon and undoubtedly reaches the same conclusion about 2 Maccabees and the rest of the controversial books due to the sameness of their nature.
 


Brito.
 

In a comment on the Prologus galeatus, Brito says, “The Books of the Maccabees are not in the canon, but they are read in the Church in accord with the constitution of the Roman Church.”
 


Occam.
 

William of Occam, an alumnus of Merton College, writes: “The Books of the Maccabees are not in the canon but are accepted for the edification of behavior. They are of no greater authority than are the writings of the fathers” (Dial., part. 3, tract. 1, bk. 3, c. 16).
 


The testimony of the bishop of Marseille.
 

§ 94. From England we shall go to France. We spoke earlier (§ 86) of the opinion of Hilary of Poitiers. In a letter of some Hilary of Arles, prefixed to Augustine’s book De praedestinatione sanctor. et dono persever., it is related that they decided that one must ignore the testimony of the bishop of Marseille regarding the Book of Wisdom.
 


Petrus Cluniacensis.
 

Petrus Cluniacensis, abbot in Burgundy, explains the number of canonical books and adds (bk. 1, epistle 2): “After these authentic books there remain also six books that we must not reject (elsewhere “keep silent about”): Judith, Tobit, Wisdom, Ecclesiasticus, and the two Maccabees, which though they could not reach the sublime dignity of the preceding books, yet they have been accepted by the Church because of their useful and necessary instruction.” That is, the Church received them so they might be read for instructing behavior but not to confirm dogmas.
 


Hugh of St. Victor.
 

Hugh of St. Victor (named for a monastery in a Paris suburb that received its name from St. Victor) writes: “As there are twenty-two letters that we use in writing and saying everything in Hebrew, and as the human voice is comprehended in their sounds [initiis], so also we count twenty-two volumes with which, as if with letters and sounds, the still weak and nursing infancy of our man is nourished in God’s teaching” (Didascal., bk. 4, c. 8). In his prologue of De sacram., bk. 2, c. 7, he says: “Those controversial books indeed are read, but they are written neither in the corpus of the text nor in the canon of authority. The books are the Books of Tobit, Judith, the Maccabees, the Wisdom of Solomon, and Ecclesiasticus.”
 


Richard of St. Victor.
 

In the same monastery, Hugh was followed by Richard of St. Victor. In Except., bk. 2, c. 9, he makes this claim: “There are twenty-two books of the canon of the Old Testament. In addition, there are other books, such as the Wisdom of Solomon; the Book of Jesus, son of Sirach; Tobit; the Book of the Maccabees. These are indeed read but are not written in the canon.”
 


Isidore of Seville.
 

§ 95. From France we shall go on to Spain. Isidore was bishop of Seville about AD 650. In his book De eccles. offic., he declares: “Ezra set the Old Testament in twenty-two books so that there may be considered to be as many books in the Law as there are letters in the alphabet.”
 


Tostatus.
 

Fr. Tostatus Abulensis8 was bishop of Avila about the year 1440. His claim regarding the canonical books is the same as that of the above-mentioned writers.
 


Ximenius.
 

Fr. Ximenius (also called Chimenius) was archbishop of Toledo about the year 1510. In the edition of the Complutensian Bible, preface to the apocryphal books, he says: “Those books are outside the canon. The Church should read them rather to edify the people than to confirm the authority of the dogmas of the Church.”
 


Benedictus Arias Montanus.
 

In the Hebrew interlinear version of the Bible printed and approved by the theologians at Louvain, Benedictus Arias Montanus, whom Gregory XIII calls his “son,” writes about those books: “The orthodox Church has followed the Hebrew canon and lists them among the apocryphal books.”
 


Fr. Ruizius.
 

Fr. Ruizius, abbot of St. Facundus [Sahagún, Spain], in his Regulis intelligendi scripturam, rule 54, calls forth Jerome’s judgment regarding the canonical books.
 


[Ludovicus Vives]
 

Ludovicus Vives, a young preacher of Spain, claims that Tobit, Judith, and 3 and 4 Ezra are apocryphal (De trad. discip., bk. 5; commentary on De civ. Dei, bk. 18).
 


Junilius Africanus.
 

§ 96. In Africa, the integrity of the canon does not seem to have been observed so carefully because Bishop Augustine of Hippo includes the Book of Wisdom among the books of divine authority (De praedest. sanct., bk. 1, c. 14). In addition to the fact that some people resisted Augustine, however, it is evident from Junilius Afer [or Africanus], explaining the parts of Holy Scripture to a student of Augustine, that he did not count the Book of Wisdom and the other controversial books in the canon. When he was asked why he did not include them among the divine writings, he responded: “Because the Jews received them with this distinction, as Jerome and others testify” (bk. 1, c. 2). In c. 3 he mentions that “the professors at the school of Nisibis in Mesopotamia taught that those controversial books are not canonical.”
 


The author of De mirabilibus scripturae.
 

Two hundred years after Junilius came the author of De mirabilibus scripturae.9 In bk. 2, last chapter, he excludes the Books of the Maccabees from the authority of the divine canon.
 

§ 97. We could adduce more testimonies of the ancients in favor of confirming our opinion; however, it is evident that those have been corrupted by the Papists by adding, removing, and changing. (1) By adding. In the Canones apostol., the last canon considers the catalog of the canonical books. Although three books of the Maccabees are included in it, yet there is no mention of Ecclesiasticus, Wisdom, Tobit, and Judith, as all the editions witness. But the Jesuit Franciscus Turrianus published a Greek volume of the councils with the constitutions of the apostles, in bk. 8 of which this list is contained, to which he has added “Judith 1” (see Franciscus Junius, preface to Index expurgat.).
 

(2) By removing. After Antoninus had presented his opinion about the canonical books, part 3, title 18, c. 6, § 2, he added: “And regarding this it is held in [Jus canonicum,] dist. 15, c. sancta Romana, as well as in Thomas and Lyra,” namely, that on the basis of these books no one can argue effectively, just as also from the rest. However, there is nothing like this in that chapter today, except that perhaps someone may wish to refer to that point where it says, “The Roman Church repudiates those writings that Jerome repudiates.”
 

(3) By changing. In Jerome’s preface on the Books of Tobit and Judith, hagiographa is substituted for apocrypha. He says, “The Book of Tobit, which the Hebrews separate from the list of divine Scripture, they join to those that they call the ‘hagiographa.’ “Elsewhere: “Among the Jews, the Book of Judith is read among the hagiographa, whose authority is considered less proper for corroborating those things that come into contention.” Among the Jews, however, the hagiographa, or holy writings, establish a certain class of canonical books. Therefore if the Books of Tobit and Judith are numbered among the hagiographa, how are they excluded from the canon? In the actual text of Jerome there is written in the margin: “Elsewhere it is read ‘apocrypha.’ “Brito likewise says, “Apocrypha has another letter.” The same thing is proved by Lyra on the basis of the Glossa ordinaria [and] by Ambrosius Catharinus (Annotat. in dogm. Cajetan., bk. 8). The prologue to the Glossa ordinaria, which also uncovers the source of the error, [says] that “this happened because of the devotion of those who were writing.” Bellarmine responds to this contradiction in the text of Jerome that arose from that corruption (De verbo Dei, bk. 1, c. 10, § Ad locum):
 


The Jews had two kinds of hagiographa, some within the ark, some outside it, as Epiphanius teaches in his book De mensur. et ponder. Those that were within the ark are called hagiographa to distinguish them from the historical and prophetic volumes. And these were considered canonical. Jerome speaks about them in the Prologus galeatus. Those that were outside the ark were called hagiographa to distinguish them from the canonical and sacred books. Jerome speaks about these in his preface to Tobit and Judith.

 




 

We add that the latter kind of hagiographa, because they were outside the ark,10 can hardly be placed among the testamentary or canonical books.
 

§ 98. Moreover, the Papists themselves grant to us the assent not only of the Israelite church (as we have seen earlier, § 74) but also of the earliest teachers of the Christian Church. Sixtus Senensis, Bibl. sanctae, bk. 1, sect. 1:
 


The early fathers of the Church considered those controversial books (Tobit, Judith, Ecclesiasticus, etc.) as apocryphal and noncanonical. First, they allowed them to be read by the catechumens alone, who were not yet ready for a catholic lection. Then, as time passed, they allowed them to be read among all the faithful not to confirm dogmas but only to instruct the people. Because these books were read publicly in the Church, they were called “ecclesiastical.”

 




 

(All of this Sixtus wrote in truth, but he adds this: “Finally, they wanted those books to be taken into the Scriptures of unbreakable authority.” In this he is begging the question and not at all offering the truth.) Bellarmine, De verbo Dei, bk. 1, c. 20, § Ad alteram: “Epiphanius, Hilary, and Rufinus clearly followed the Hebrews in setting forth the canon of Scripture.” Canus gives the same testimony (Locor. theol., bk. 2, c. 10-11). Concerning Jerome, Bellarmine writes: “I admit that Jerome was of the same opinion (with the Hebrews)” (op. cit., c. 10, § Postrema). But the Hebrews’ judgment on the canon conforms to ours, not to that of the Papists. Melch. Canus, Locor. theol., bk. 2, c. 10, f. 39: “Melito, who went to the East to inquire about this subject, finally discovered by careful investigation that these books had to be rejected from the canon of the Old Testament. Origen teaches the same thing, as Eusebius indicates (bk. 4, c. 26); but Eusebius himself also teaches the same thing (bk. 6, c. 11). The Damascene and Athanasius, whom many theologians have followed, were not unfriendly to this opinion.” In these words of Canus, note that he concedes that the Damascene here votes along with us. This is something that Stapleton dared to deny (De auctor. script., bk. 2, c. 4, § 1). He says, “I also quote the Damascene, who in De orth. fid., bk. 4, c. 18, now lists in the canon the books that formerly were doubtful.” More correctly, Ederus writes (Oeconom. biblic., bk. 1, p. 22, tab. 4): “In De orth. fid., bk. 4, c. 18, the Damascene divides the catalog of books of the Old Testament into this order (in fact, he followed the canon of the Jews and at the end adds): ‘The Books of Wisdom and Sirach are beautiful, but they are not found among the prophetic books nor were they put into the ark.’ “Clitovaeus, commentary on that passage of the Damascene: “John of Damascus excluded those six books from the number of canonical books.” Why, then, does Stapleton so confidently declare that the Damascene counted them among the canonical books? In the passage cited before, which we just now mentioned, Bellarmine admits that Jerome held the same opinion as we do. Ambrosius Catharinus denies this and says, “I admit that Jerome calls them apocryphal, but he is speaking according to the canon of the Hebrews” (Annot. advers. Cajet., § De libr. Maccab., ad lit. I). But let Bellarmine respond for us, loc. cit.: “That which others respond is not true, that Jerome says only that they were canonical among the Jews. Certainly, in the Prologus galeatus Jerome counts the Book of the Shepherd and simultaneously says that they all are not in the canon. Thus he is not speaking about the canon of the Jews.”
 


The approval of the Papists themselves.
 

§ 99. In addition to the testimonies above drawn from the writings of our adversaries, we can also confirm our opinion from certain hypotheses of the Papists. (1) The Council of Laodicea approves our opinion regarding the canon. Proof of this is in the Sixth Synod of Constantinople ([Jus canonicum,] dist. 16, c. Quoniam). Pope Hadrian confirmed the Sixth Synod of Constantinople (dist. 16, c. sextam). Therefore either the pope and council erred or our opinion regarding the canon stands firm.
 

(2) In [Jus canonicum,] dist. 15, c. sancta Romana, it says: “The Church accepts and approves those writings that Jerome accepts. It rejects those that he rejects.” Yet Jerome lists the canon in exactly the same way as our church does. Canus (Locor., bk. 2, c. 11) and Bellarmine (De verbo Dei, bk. 1, c. 10) respond: “Gelasius approves of this opinion of Jerome not in setting up the canon of Scripture but in condemning as authoritative those that Jerome rejects with the zeal of God and the scrupulousness of faith.” Yet if it is only attributed to Jerome that all the writers of the Church (named among these are Origen and Rufinus) are subject to his authority, why do they evade his authority in establishing the canon, because he was the finest scholar in Hebrew literature of all the fathers?
 

(3) Jerome’s Prologus galeatus is prefixed to all Latin Bibles, even those the Papists use. It clearly teaches the difference between canonical and apocryphal books.
 

(4) Bellarmine admits, De verbo Dei, bk. 1, c. 7, that “Ezra established the Hebrew canon.” But he counts Ezra among the prophets (De verbo Dei, bk. 2, c. 2). Therefore those who command under the threat of an anathema that those books of the Old Testament that Ezra did not take into the canon be considered as canonical writings resist the authority of that prophet.
 


The exceptions of the Papists: First, that the canon of the Jews must be distinguished from that of Christians.
 

§ 100. Now that we have adduced these arguments to confirm our opinion, the Papists produce the following exceptions to be able to give some sort of a response.
 

(I) “We must distinguish between the canon of the Hebrews and that of Christians. The fathers who exclude the controversial books from the canon are speaking about the canon of the Hebrews, not of the Christians.” Marianus Victor (scholia on Epistle 116 of Jerome), Ambrosius Catharinus (Annot. adversus Cajet., § De lib. Maccab.), and Costerus (Enchirid., title De libr. canon.) propose this.
 

We respond. (1) It is obviously false that each and every one of those fathers whose testimonies we cited in a long series is speaking only about the canon of the Hebrews, as is demonstrated by examining their testimonies and seeing them with one’s own eyes. The Council of Laodicea prescribes which books ought to be read as canonical in the Church of the Christians. Melito went to the East to learn carefully and thoroughly the books of the Old Testament. He surely would have done this in vain had he established one canon for Jews and another for Christians. We can learn the same thing clearly from the words of Athanasius, Cyril, Rufinus, Jerome, and others. What is more clear than those words of Lyra in his commentary on Ezra: “The Books of Tobit, Judith, and the Maccabees are not in the canon, neither among the Jews nor the Christians”?
 

(2) Bellarmine himself acknowledges the worthlessness of this distinction: “What others respond is not true, that Jerome is merely saying that these were canonical among the Jews. Surely in the Prologus galeatus Jerome counts the Book of the Shepherd and says that they all at the same time are not in the canon. Therefore he is not speaking about the canon of the Jews” (De verbo Dei, bk. 1, c. 10).
 

(3) If the canon of the Christians is different from that of the Jews in this sense—that besides the truly canonical books that alone are effectual “for proving doctrines of faith” the Christian Church has accepted some that are to be read usefully for the edification of behavior—we concede such a distinction. We add, however, that this acceptance of the Church by no means causes these books to be able to be considered as canonical books in the proper sense and as produced by divine inspiration.
 

(4) Genebrardus of Paris recognizes that one cannot suitably distinguish between the canon of the Jews and that of the Christians. He claims in his preface to Chronogr. ad Arnoldum Pontanum: “There were two canons of the Jews: one published by men of the Great Synagogue—Ezra, Nehemiah, Daniel, Haggai, etc.—the other published in the Seventh Synod of Jerusalem [that was] held in regard to translating the Scriptures and sending the seventy-two translators11 to Ptolemy Philadelphus.” They try to prove that this latter canon of the Jews agrees with the canon of the Christians from Epiphanius, De mensur. et ponderibus, bk. 1. Yet Epiphanius there declares in clear words: “The twenty-two genuine books and other apocryphal books were sent to King Ptolemy of Egypt,” and this agrees with the former canon. A comparison of texts shows that someone has twisted what Genebrardus adds: “In Contra Apion., bk. 2, Josephus quoted certain words of Ecclesiasticus.” Josephus did not quote Ecclesiasticus. Even if he had, that would not make it canonical, because he also quotes laws from Plato. What conclusion Josephus reached about the truly canonical books shines more brightly than the sun from Contra Apionem, bk. 1.
 


Second, that one must distinguish between protocanonical and deuterocanonical books.
 

§ 101. (II) “We must distinguish between protocanonical and deuterocanonical books.” They call those books protocanonical about which there never has been doubt in the Church. Deuterocanonical books, on the other hand, [are those] about which there was a double opinion at times among Catholics. This was because they came to the knowledge of the entire Church not immediately at the time of the apostles but long after. In this latter class they put the controversial books of the Old Testament: Esther, Tobit, Judith, Baruch, etc. (See Sixtus Senensis, Biblioth. sanctae, bk. 1, at the beginning of sect. 1.) Stapleton embraces this distinction eagerly (Princip. doctrin., bk. 9, c. 6), which is not strange because in the last chapter of the same book he claims boldly: “The power to grant canonical authority to some books has been given to the Church, if these books are indeed such as were written at the time of the apostles and still have not been repudiated by the witness of the Church, for example, if they were to make canonical the Shepherd of Hermas or the Canones apostolorum and the Constitutions of Clement.” Bellarmine likewise seems to incline toward this opinion, for he establishes three classes of canonical books (De verbo Dei, bk. 1, c. 4). To the first class he assigns those “about whose authority there has never been any debate among Catholic people.” To the second he assigns those “that, though they are truly prophetic or apostolic, nevertheless did not always have certain and sure authority.” To the last he assigns “those that, though at times some great and learned men considered them in the number of the sacred volumes, nevertheless were never approved by the public judgment of the entire Church.” In the first group he places the canonical books, which our churches acknowledge as such. In the second he places the controversial books, namely, Tobit, Judith, Wisdom, Ecclesiasticus, etc. To the third group he assigns those listed in [Jus canonicum,] dist. 15, c. sancta Romana, namely, the Prayer of Manasseh, 3 and 4 Maccabees, etc.
 

We respond. (1) Among the books of the Old Testament, we do not acknowledge the sort of distinction that some are protocanonical, some deuterocanonical. Rather, we say that the former are monocanonical [[image: ]] and the latter noncanonical [[image: ]] because the requirements of the canonical books listed earlier fit only the former. The latter, on the other hand, totally lack those requirements. From this arises the following kind of argument. Whatever books lack the essential requirements of canonical books can be considered neither protocanonical nor deuterocanonical. But the controversial books lack the essential requirements of canonical books, as we demonstrated earlier. Therefore.
 

(2) It is certain that the Israelite church never accepted those controversial books into the canon, no matter what may finally be the case for certain theologians of the Christian Church. Therefore either the Israelite church erred seriously in this respect or one must accept its judgment in this question. The former cannot be said, both because Christ and the apostles would have reproached the Church in this regard and because the Papists say that the Church cannot err. Therefore the latter alternative stands.
 

(3) The New Testament Church indeed accepted the so-called “deuterocanonical books,” not into the authority of the canon but for reading in the Church. Jerome, preface to the Books of Solomon: “Just as the Church indeed reads the Books of Judith, Tobit, and the Maccabees but does not take them into the canonical books, so also it reads these two volumes (Wisdom and Sirach) for the edification of the people but not to establish the authority of dogmas of the Church.”
 

(4) The Church does not and cannot confer canonical authority on any book that truly and by its nature is noncanonical, for canonical authority depends totally on God. The Church, however, merely bears witness of canonical authority. Bellarmine, De verb. Dei, bk. 1, c. 10, § Itaque: “We admit that the Church can by no means make a canonical book out of a noncanonical one. Rather, it can only declare what one must consider canonical.” How, then, could those controversial books have been accepted into the canon by the Church when they lack canonical authority and the essential requirements of the canonical books?
 


Third, that it is one thing not to accept but another to reject.
 

§ 102. (III) “It is one thing not to accept but another to reject. Indeed, the fact that the Israelite church did not accept those controversial books nevertheless does not at all mean that it rejected and repudiated them” (Melchior Canus, Locor., bk. 2, c. 2).
 

We respond. (1) This is an insignificant distinction, for in this question not to accept and to reject are equal. Whatever books are not taken into the canon or are not counted in the canon are thereby rejected from the canon. Thus Bellarmine proves that Psalm 151 is apocryphal from the fact that the Councils of Laodicea, Rome, and Trent set into the canon 150 psalms by name (De verbo Dei, bk. 1, c. 20). If there were any strength in this distinction, one could press it against Bellarmine’s proof in the same way.
 

(2) The equivalence in meaning between “not to accept” and “to reject” is obvious from a comparison of passages: Matt. 10:40: “He who receives you receives Me” with Luke 10:16: “He who rejects you rejects Me.”
 

(3) How does Canus prove that the Jews did not reject those books? He says, “The Jews did not accept these books within their canon by public authority, though some believed that they were sacred and divine.” But who are these “some”? Melchior Canus does not express this but sends us back to Cochlaeus, De canone Scripturae et catholicae ecclesiae auctoritate, c. 11. Nothing at all about this, however, do we find in Cochlaeus. Sixtus Senensis, bk. 1, sect. 2, on the title De libr. Maccab., quotes Josephus as affirming definitely in his book on the Maccabees: “The account of Eleazar and the seven children with their mother is considered in the canon by the Hebrews.” However, it is a translator, not Josephus, who declares this, for no trace of these words occurs in the Greek volume nor do these words agree with Josephus’s opinion in Contra Apion., bk. 1, which Eusebius quotes (Hist., bk. 3, c. 10).
 


Fourth, that we must distinguish between the time when the canon was not yet completely established and when it was announced by public authority of the Church.
 

§ 103. (IV) “We must distinguish between the time when the Old Testament was not yet completely established and known and that time when it was published by the public authority of the Church.” Sixtus Senensis, bk. 8, Haeres. 9: “Concerning the words of Jerome, who claims that the Church did not accept the Book of Wisdom in the canon, we respond that he did not take this to mean the Church of his time.” Marianus Victor, on Epistle 3 of Jerome: “Jerome claims that those controversial books had not been accepted at that time.” Melchior Canus objects to the statement “Cyprian, Melito, Origen, Eusebius, John of Damascus, and Epiphanius rejected these six books that were in controversy” (Locor., bk. 2, c. 10, arg. 2). He responds, c. 11, that “this occurred at that time when the matter had not yet been defined,” and with this one argument, he wants them all to be excused. Bellarmine, De verbo Dei, bk. 1, c. 10, § Ultimo: “I admit that Jerome was of this opinion because a general council had not yet reached a decision about these books.”
 

We respond. (1) Then when was the canon finally established? The Councils of Florence and Trent are too recent. The former was held in 1431, the latter in 1560. The Council of Carthage was not a general council. If they want to draw attention to the fact that it was confirmed in the general Trullan Council, we press the point that the Trullan Council confirmed both the Council of Carthage and the Council of Laodicea. The Council of Laodicea, however, confirms our opinion about the canon.
 

(2) Regarding the fathers whose testimonies we brought out earlier, some of whom lived before and some after the Council of Carthage, was the canon that was announced in the Council of Carthage unknown to them? If it was known and they nonetheless rejected those controversial books and considered them among the apocryphal books, the consequence is that the canon was not announced in the Council of Carthage. The Damascene lived around AD 730. If the canon had not yet been defined at his time, as Canus says, why do they appeal to the Council of Carthage, which was held several centuries before the Damascene?
 

(3) The Old Testament canon was established by Ezra and was published long before the birth of Christ. It was by no means promulgated by the authority of the Church in the New Testament.
 


The arguments of the Papists: First, that the apostles declared that these books were canonical.
 

§ 104. Here are the stronger arguments of the Papists by which they want to prove that those controversial books are canonical: (I) From the declaration of the apostles. “The apostles declared that they are canonical.” Bellarmine, De verbo Dei, bk. 1, c. 10, § Jam haec tria: “Even if there were no testimonies about these books from the synagogue of the Jews, nevertheless there are [testimonies] from the apostolic Church, and this is enough. For without other witness the apostles could declare that those books were canonical. This they did. Otherwise Cyprian and Clement and others would not have said so firmly that they were divine.”
 

We respond. They are asserting this freely and without witness. (1) The apostles did not use the witness of those books to confirm doctrines. Rather, they referred the Old Testament books to two classes: to the Law and the Prophets, that is, to the Mosaic and prophetic books (Acts 26:22; Rom. 3:21). Those controversial books, however, are neither Mosaic nor prophetic.
 

(2) The apostles never reproached the Israelite church in their talk or writings with the charge of excluding truly canonical books. On the contrary, they rather gave that church this praise: that “they were entrusted with the oracles of God” (Rom. 3:2). Therefore they did not acknowledge canonical books of the Old Testament other than those the Israelite church considered canonical. Hence the canonical authority of those controversial books would have to be demonstrated from the testimony of the Israelite church. Yet it is evident that she never acknowledged those controversial books as canonical.
 

(3) Catharinus himself acknowledges that the apostles did not declare that those books were canonical. In his Annotat. in epist. Corinth., bk. 1, he scolds Cajetan because he had claimed that “that writing alone was sacred and divine that the apostles either wrote or approved.” He also adds: “The Church accepts some books as canonical which, it is evident, the apostles neither wrote nor approved.”
 

(4) There is no strength in the argument by which Bellarmine tries to prove that the apostles declared these books to be canonical. He says, “Had not the apostles claimed that these books were canonical, Cyprian, Clement, and others would not have said so firmly that they were divine.” We, however, draw a far more accurate conclusion. If the apostles had declared that these books were canonical, the fathers whom we quoted in great number earlier would never have excluded them so firmly from the canon. Even if Cyprian, Clement, and a few others were to stand on the side of the Papists in this question, we could oppose to them the cloud of witnesses we adduced earlier. But there is no need for them to contend with each other here, because those whom Bellarmine cites on behalf of his opinion are using the expression “divine and Holy Scripture” in a broader sense, as we shall explain more clearly than light a little later.
 

(5) Bellarmine argues in the aforementioned book that “the Church can declare a book to be canonical that was not [formerly] considered canonical on the basis of three reasons especially: First, on the basis of testimonies of the ancients. Second, on the basis of the similarity of the doubtful books to those that are not doubtful. Third, on the basis of the common sense and taste, as it were, of Christian people.” None of these reasons, however, is possible in relation to the controversial books. First, they can bring out no harmonious testimony of the ancients about those books. Second, that similarity is not enough for a noncanonical book to be taken into the canon. After all, whatever books have the same truth, they do not immediately have equal authority. The Prayer of Manasseh contains nothing false nor wicked, yet the Papists exclude it from the canon. Furthermore, there is a great dissimilarity between those books that are controversial and those that are not. You see, the former either contain something false or corrupt (and once this charge has been examined, they are repugnant to the canonical books), or they strike against historical or chronological truth, or they contradict themselves, as we shall show later in the specific examination of them. Nothing of all this, however, can be affirmed or pointed out about the truly canonical books. Third, neither the taste nor common sense of Christian people can be demonstrated concerning these books. That is merely throwing words around.
 


Second, that the councils and fathers consider those books as canonical.
 

§ 105. (II) They argue from the witness of fathers and councils. “The following place the controversial books in the canon: the Third Council of Carthage,12 can. 47; the Council of Trent, sess. 4 (some add the Council of Florence13 held under Eugenius IV); Pope Innocent I, in his letter to Exuperius; Gelasius I, with seventy bishops, in his Decretum on the sacred and ecclesiastical books; and, finally, the fathers Augustine (De doctr. Christ., bk. 2, c. 8), Isidore [of Seville] (Etymolog., bk. 6, c. 1), Cassiodorus (Divin. lect., bk. 1), and Rabanus (De instit. cleric., bk. 2).”
 

We respond. The major premise of the argument is: Those books that the Councils of Carthage and Trent, Innocent, Gelasius, Augustine, Isidore, Cassiodorus, and Rabanus call canonical are truly canonical. But in this major premise there are many things that can be desired: (1) Even if all of them stood on the side of the Papists in this question, nevertheless they would harm nothing of the truth confirmed by the testimonies of so many of the ancient fathers, both Eastern and Western, near the times of the apostles.
 

(2) Councils are either old or more recent. The old ones are either ecumenical, whose authority is great—such as the Council of Laodicea is, which acts with us—or they are particular, such as the Third Council of Carthage, the weight of whose authority is not as great as that of the general Council of Laodicea. The more recent ones are the Councils of Florence and of Trent, to which the authority of the old councils must be preferred by far.
 

(3) Not even the Papists themselves approve simply the decrees of the Council of Carthage. In canon 26, it decrees that “the bishop of the first see not be called the chief priest or the prince of priests.” The same council counts five Books of Solomon; meanwhile, it leaves Baruch14 and Maccabees out of the canon. Up to this point, then, it does not agree with the hypotheses of the Papists.
 

(4) The Council of Carthage and the fathers cited simply explain their opinion but by no means pronounce an anathema on those who feel the contrary. That is what the Council of Trent does. However, the rest of the fathers, whose testimonies we brought out earlier and who lived before and after that council, removed those controversial books from the canon with no regard for that decree.
 

(5) That canon that is commonly called canon 47 of the Council of Carthage in some books is canon 24 of the Second Council under Boniface, as Surius tells us. Therefore that council’s catalog of books of the canon is doubtful.
 

(6) The Council of Carthage is a particular council; therefore it cannot create an indubitable confidence concerning canonical books. If they respond, “It was confirmed in the general Trullan Council,” one should note that the Trullan Council also confirmed the Council of Laodicea, in which our opinion regarding the canon was approved. Moreover, Pighius (Tract. propr.), Canus (Loci, bk. 5, c. 6), and Bellarmine (De Rom. pontif., bk. 2, c. 18) claim that the canons of the Trullan Synod are of doubtful genuineness and there are also many things in the Trullan Council that not even the Papists themselves accept. For example, canon 13 prohibits deacons and presbyters from being separated from their wives; canon 36 makes the bishop of Constantinople and the bishop of Rome equals; canon 55 prescribes the law of fasting to the Roman Church; canon 67 decrees that blood and suffocated animals not be eaten; canon 2 accepts eighty-five canons of the apostles.
 

(7) Gelasius, along with his council of seventy bishops, lists only one Book of the Maccabees and one of Ezra.
 

(8) The decree of the Council of Trent was created in session 4. In all, there were about fifty legates, cardinals, archbishops, and bishops who were present there and who passed this decree about the number of canonical books, and they were almost all Spanish and Italian. With so small a crowd, they could not have been holding a general council.
 

(9) The Papists themselves have doubts as to when those controversial books were taken into the canon and why the primitive Church excluded them. Costerus says (Enchir., p. 69): “They were not accepted because of the Jews who had been converted to the faith, lest they become irritated.” Pistorius says (Hodeget., p. 3): “For some years the Church had doubts and took counsel.” Bellarmine says (De sacrament., bk. 2, c. 24): “The councils published the canon,” but he does not name them. Stapleton makes the bold claim (Doctr. princ., bk. 9, c. 14, and Relect. princ. doctr., p. 54): “The current Church can take a book into the canon.”
 

(10) Briefly, one must pass judgment on the canonical authority of those canonical books not from the testimony of a few theologians but on the basis of the essential internal requirements and the harmonious testimony of the Church, especially of the Israelite church. Melchior Canus confesses: “There is doubt among the Papists whether it has been placed completely within the authority of a council to define what book is to be accepted as canonical” (Loci., bk. 2, c. 8).
 

§ 106. To the minor proposition, that the Council of Carthage and some of the fathers call those controversial books canonical and number them with the canonical books, we respond that the canonical books are so called either strictly and properly (those that have the canonical, divine, and infallible authority to prove dogmas) or generally and broadly (those that are read in the Church to edify the faithful). Books of the first kind are called canonical [image: ]—absolutely and simply—because they are the perfect rule of faith and life together. Books of the latter class are called canonical [image: ]—only comparatively and relatively—because they contain some ideas taken from the canonical books and histories pertaining to the Church of God and also would be read in the assembly of the Church.
 

You see, whatever books are outside the canon, properly and strictly speaking, are divided into two classes. The first contains those that have been added to the properly canonical books in the corpus of the Bible; nevertheless they do not have an authority equal to those. The second group contains those that simply are rejected books and contain fables that must be repudiated. The noncanonical books of the first class are called “ecclesiastical” because they are read in the Church for the edification of behavior but not to prove doctrine. They are called “apocryphal,” namely, with respect to books indubitably canonical in the proper and strict sense of that word. And they are called “canonical,” namely, comparatively and relatively in respect to the other class of noncanonical books that are completely rejected. Therefore when the Council of Carthage, Augustine, and others of the ancients call these controversial books “canonical” and count them among the canonical books, they are then using the name “canonical books” in a broader sense, in which the books are called “canonical” that are contained in the codex of the Bible and read in the Church to edify the people and that are also distinct from the apocryphal books of the other kind that contain hidden fables that are to be repudiated.
 

We prove this distinction of ours: (1) From the testimony of Cardinal Cajetan, who says (Comment. hist. V. T.):
 


Do not be disturbed, O novice, if you discover somewhere, either in the sacred councils or among the sacred theologians, that those books (Judith, Tobit, Maccabees, etc.) are counted among the canonical books. The words of councils as well as of doctors must be brought back to Jerome’s revision, and according to his judgment, those books, and any other similar books in the canon of the Bible, are not canonical, that is, regular, for confirming those things that are matters of faith. They nevertheless can be called canonical, that is, regular, for the edification of the faithful, inasmuch as they have been accepted in the canon of the Bible and authorized for this purpose.

 




 

To be sure, Canus makes the exception: “In this matter Cajetan was deceived by the new ideas of Erasmus.” But we set against Canus the fact that Pererius, in his commentary on Genesis 1, calls him “a man who does good thinking about the mysteries of faith and is of the highest merit concerning theology”; that Sixtus Senensis calls him “an incomparable theologian and the most erudite of the learned men of his century” (Biblioth., bk. 4, title Thomas de Vio); and, finally, that Bellarmine calls him “a man of great talent and of no less devotion” (De script. eccles.).
 

(2) From the Council of Carthage. After the fathers of that council had enumerated the canonical books, they added: “This should become known to our brother and fellow priest Boniface or other bishops of these parts for confirming this canon, for we have received it from the fathers for reading in the Church.” Therefore they consider as canonical those books that are read in the Church, even if they are read only for the edification of behavior.
 

(3) From the Trullan Council. The Trullan Council confirmed both the Councils of Laodicea and Carthage. Either we must decide that the Trullan Synod approved the councils’ contrary definitions or we must say that the fathers of the Council of Carthage use the expression “canonical books” in a broader sense, but the fathers of the Council of Laodicea use it properly and strictly.
 

(4) From Augustine, who was present at the Council of Carthage and subscribed to it. From a careful reading of Augustine, it is evident that he calls “canonical” whatever is read in the Church, whether it avails for confirming doctrine or only for the edification of behavior. On the other hand, to him, whatever is fable-filled, corrupt, or false is “apocryphal” (De doctr., bk. 2, c. 8). When he had said that the canonical books were to be read, he immediately added: “The catechumen will keep this method in reading the canonical Scriptures: He will place those that all the Catholic churches receive ahead of those that some do not accept. In the case of those that not all accept, he will place those first that the majority and more important ones accept.” Ibid.: “You see, let him who has been equipped with faith in the truth read the others more securely, so that they do not preoccupy his weak mind and prejudice anything against sound understanding as they deceive with their perilous lies and phantoms.” From this it is understood that Augustine is speaking about those things that are apocryphal in an extreme degree, which earlier (§ 67) we declared were apocrypha of the second class with regard to which the ecclesiastical hagiographa or holy writings somehow deserve to be called canonical. Also pertaining to this is the fact that in Contra Faust., bk. 2, c. 2, he says that those books are called apocryphal “that have been declared and brought forward by no light of testification.” In De civ. Dei, bk. 15, c. 23, he calls those things “fables of the Scriptures” “that are called apocrypha of which, because of many false ideas, there is no canonical authority.” He defines as apocryphal “those whose hidden origin is not clear to those by whose witness the authority of the true Scriptures has come to us” (ibid.). In De civ. Dei, bk. 18, c. 36, he writes: “That reckoning of the times is found not in the Holy Scriptures that are called canonical but in others, in which are also included the Books of the Maccabees, which the Jews do not, but the Church does, consider canonical because of the sufferings of some martyrs.” Therefore, to Augustine, whatever is publicly read in the Church for the edification of behavior is “canonical,” even if it is not truly and properly canonical for confirming dogmas of faith. In Contra epist. Gaudent., bk. 2, c. 23, he warns that “one must read the Books of the Maccabees soberly,” but he would not have applied this caution to the properly canonical books, as we gather from Contra Faust., bk. 11, c. 5; De baptism., bk. 2, c. 3; Contra Crescon., bk. 2, c. 31-32; epistles 8, 9, 19, 48, 112, etc., where he attributes infallible authority to the truly canonical books. In De mirabilib. Script., bk. 2, he distinguishes the Books of the Maccabees from the divine canon. In De civ. Dei, bk. 17, c. 20, he concedes that “those things that are not written in the canon of the Jews are less dependable.”
 

From all of this it is clear as crystal that Augustine calls “canonical” what has not been totally rejected as fable-filled but what is and can be read in the Church for the edification of the faithful, even if it does not have an authority equal to the rest of the properly canonical books. You see, with the words “apocryphal” and “canonical” he does not distinguish three classes of writings with Eusebius and Jerome, but only two. He calls those “apocryphal” that are fable-filled, corrupted, and false, but those that were being read in the Church he calls with the single name “canonical,” though he does not assign these equal authority, as is evident from the passages we have quoted. Ludovicus Vives, on De civ. Dei, bk. 15, c. 23: “Those writings were ‘apocryphal’ that the Church was not using publicly. Rather, they were writings that it held privately and anyone who wished would read, such as the Apocalypse of the Apostle Peter and the book of his Acts.”
 

(5) From Isidore. He also distinguishes the noncanonical books, properly speaking, from the ecclesiastical books, but with the name “canonical” he distinguishes the biblical books from the fables of the heretics. He writes, Etymol., bk. 6, c. 2, at the end: “For the heretics bring out many things under the names of the prophets and more recent things under the names of the apostles. By careful examination all of them have been removed from canonical authority under the name ‘apocryphal.’”
 


Third, that the fathers cite testimonies from these books.
 

§ 107. [III] They argue from the fathers’ use of these books as proof [allegatio]. “The fathers not only use the controversial books as proof [allegant] but also call them sacred and divine. Therefore they must not be excluded from the canonical books.”
 

We respond. (1) One must distinguish between a bare citation and a citation as of a principle taken from canonical books. One cannot demonstrate the canonical authority of a book from a bare citation of the fathers unless one proves that it was quoted [allegatus] as canonical and unless each and every requirement of a canonical book belongs to it. The fathers also quote 3 and 4 Ezra, the Book of the Shepherd, etc., which the Papists themselves acknowledge are not canonical.
 

(2) The title “Holy and Divine Scripture” is taken either properly and specifically for the canonical books or improperly and broadly for any book contained in the codex of the Bible and read in the Church for the edification of behavior. When the fathers call the controversial books “sacred and divine Scripture,” they are using this title in the broader and improper sense. They call them sacred books not because they are entirely equating them with the canonical books but: with regard to time and that occasion, because they received the volume of the Bible that was enlarged by the Hellenistic Jews; with regard to the theme, which is about sacred matters; and with regard to use, for one may take examples of virtues from them. Thus they call 3 and 4 Ezra “sacred and divine,” though the Papists nevertheless exclude them from the canon. Bellarmine (De conc., bk. 2, c. 12, § Dico secundo) cannot repudiate this distinction because on the basis of the same principle he excuses Gratian for saying that papal decretals were sacred and canonical.
 

(3) One can note here the reason for which some fathers, especially in the Western Church, called those controversial books sacred, divine, and canonical and thus did not observe carefully the distinction between biblical books by which they are separated into canonical and apocryphal books. The Greek version of the Seventy Translators [the Septuagint] was regarded as almost the original version by them; the Hebrew text was unknown to most. Therefore because these controversial books were connected to the rest of the canonical books in the version of the Seventy Translators, they judged they were no less canonical than the rest. From that, it happened that when Jerome translated the Bible from Hebrew, the distinction of canonical from apocryphal books again emerged into the light. It happened that in the Western Church those books were read publicly, and from that they drew some authority; in the Eastern Church, however, they were not read forth.
 


Question 1: Whether some canonical books have perished.
 

§ 108. Before we go on to the specific consideration of the individual books of the Bible, both canonical and apocryphal, we must here answer some questions. (I) The question arises: Have any canonical books perished? There are some who affirm this: (1) Some of the fathers. Chrysostom, homily 9 on Matthew, p. 85:
 


Many of the prophetic works have perished. It is possible to prove this from the account of Chronicles. When the Jews became idle—and not merely idle but also wicked—they indeed lost some things through neglect; but some they also burned and cut to bits. And, indeed, Jeremiah tells of such profaneness. But we read about their negligence in 2 Kings because, after a long time, the scroll of Deuteronomy was barely discovered buried somewhere and almost destroyed. But if without any burning of the temple, without any assailing uproar of the city, those sacred books were still being lost in various ways, who now would wonder that such had happened amid those plunderings and devastations of enemies and that burning of the temple and of the entire city?

 




 

Chrysostom repeats this in homily 7 on 1 Corinthians. He comes to this opinion from the fact that he does not find in the Septuagint the words “He will be called a Nazarene” and “I called My Son out of Egypt,” though they do appear in the Hebrew.
 

(2) Some try to demonstrate this from an enumeration of the books that are mentioned in Scripture but that exist nowhere today. They say, “The Book of the Wars of the Lord has been lost” (Num. 21:14). (The Hebrew text reads this way: “Consequently, it will be said in memory of the wars of the Lord.” The Greek version reads with a separation: “As it is written in the book: The war that was waged,” etc.) Also said to be missing are: the Book of the Just15 (Josh. 10:13) (about which we spoke earlier, § 16), a good portion of the proverbs and songs of Solomon (1 Kings 4:32), the books of the prophets Nathan and Gad (1 Chron. 29:29), of Ahijah and Iddo (2 Chron. 9:29), of Shemaiah and Iddo (2 Chron. 12:15), of Jehu (2 Chron. 20:34), of Hosai16 (2 Chron. 33:19), etc.
 

(3) The Papists try to prove the imperfection of Scripture from the idea that several books that pertained to the canon were lost and that, therefore, the canon is no longer whole. Bellarmine, De verb. Dei, bk. 4, c. 4: “Many truly canonical and sacred books have been lost. For fifteen hundred years, therefore, we do not have nor have we had sufficient instruction if the entire matter lies in Scripture.” In his book De judic. controvers., Becanus lists nineteen books that are thought to have been lost from the canon, in order that he may prop up the imperfection of Scripture.
 

§ 109. Some people concede to the Papists the antecedent, that is, that some canonical books have been lost; they deny, however, that an imperfection of the canon follows from this. This is because: (1) They distinguish between the quantitative perfection of the canon, which consists in the number of books, and the objective perfection that involves an explanation of the things one must know for salvation. Because some canonical books are thought to be lost, they concede that the canon is not perfect quantitatively, but they say it is still perfect objectively. Here can be quoted the statements of the devout ancients, who declared that the paucity of canonical books takes nothing at all away from their authority and perfection. Concerning the canon of the Old Testament, Augustine says, “They really ought to be few, lest what ought to be famous for religion become cheapened by multitude; yet there ought not be so few that we must not wonder at their harmony” (De civ. Dei, bk. 18, c. 4). Concerning the canon of the New Testament, Justin writes: “Few and concise words have come from Him (Christ), for He was not a Sophist, but His Word was by the power of God” (Ap. 2. pro Christ., p. 47).
 

(2) Others respond that God, as the author of Scripture, has the free power to increase or diminish the canon and that He wished to fill the gap from the loss of some canonical books of the Old Testament with the addition of the canonical books of the New Testament. Consequently, they say that nothing of the integrity of the canon has gone away because of the loss of those books, but the canon is as perfect with several books lost as it was when those books still existed in the Church. What other people respond agrees with them, that the integrity and perfection of the canon must not be defined by the number of its books but by the sufficiency necessary for its purpose and by the provident and wise will of God that established already from the beginnings of the Church at some time a definite canon according to His good pleasure, a canon that is established at one time with fewer books, at another time with more.
 

(3) Augustine (De civ. Dei, bk. 18, c. 38) distinguishes between historical books, which holy men of God wrote with historical care to enrich knowledge, and prophetic
books, which they wrote as prophets by divine inspiration for the authority of religion, in which the canon is protected. He says:
 


In the history of the kings of Judah and of Israel, which contains their historical accounts, concerning whom we believe in accord with the canonical Scripture, there are mentioned many things that are not explained there and that are said to be found in other books that the prophets wrote. Elsewhere the names of these prophets, too, are not kept silent, yet they are not found in the canon that the people of God have received. I confess that the reason for this escapes me, except that I think that even those to whom the Holy Spirit everywhere kept revealing that which ought to be in the authority of religion could have written as men with historic care and as prophets by divine inspiration. Yet I think that the latter writings were distinct in such a way that the former writings were judged as having to be attributed to them, but the latter writings as to God who was speaking through them. And thus the former would have pertained to the enriching of knowledge and the latter to the authority of religion, in which authority the canon is protected.

 




 

[4] On the other hand, some people deny the antecedent and think that all those books that were mentioned in the cited passages of Scripture still exist, but under different names.
 

§ 110. We embrace the opinion of Augustine and add: Even if it could really be proved that some books—even some of the prophetic books that were written by divine inspiration—were lost, it still would not yet be proven that the canon is imperfect. You see, one must distinguish between sacred books and specifically canonical books, that is, those that pertain to the canon of universal faith, put into the canon by the prophets, and accepted by the Church. If it were granted that some of the prior ones were lost, one still could not infer from this that some of the latter were lost. For whatever books were written by holy men of God for the purpose of being part of the canon, these were taken to the priests and were placed beside the ark of the covenant. They were guarded with the greatest care so that no danger of loss, always averted by divine providence, might threaten them. (See what we mentioned about this subject above, § 73.) Augustine himself seems to recognize this distinction when he writes about the Book of Enoch that “it was not in the canon which the diligence of successive priests was protecting in the temple” (De civ. Dei, bk. 15, c. 23). But if those books that the Papists argue were lost had been canonical in the specific sense, the Papists themselves also would not have a perfect canon. You see, we do not think that those lost books still exist in the Vatican Library nor does the shrine of the papal breast contain a summary of them.
 


Question 2: Whether the prophetic books were consumed in the burning of Jerusalem and were restored by Ezra.
 

§ 111. (II) The question arises: Were all the Books of Moses and the prophets consumed in the burning of the temple and the city of Jerusalem, which the Chaldeans once caused, and were they later restored by Ezra through a miracle? This is affirmed by: (1) Some of the ancients. Basil, Epist. ad Chilonem: “Here is the field where Ezra had his success and uttered all the divine books by God’s mandate.” Suidas: “Ezra described the books that they wanted, as he drew them from his memory.” Irenaeus appears to lean toward the same opinion in Adv. haeres., bk. 3, c. 25, where he writes:
 


In the captivity of the people that occurred under Nebuchadnezzar, when Scripture was corrupted; and seventy years later, when the people were going down into their own region; and again later, in the time of Artaxerxes, king of the Persians, God inspired Ezra, a priest of the tribe of Levi, to recount all the sermons of the prophets and to restore to the people that Law which had been given through Moses.

 




 

These, too, have this opinion: Tertullian (De habitu muliebr.), Clement of Alexandria (Stromat., bk. 1), and Eusebius (Chronic.) (2) Some of the Papists: Pistorius (Contra D. Mentzeri, disp. 1), Sixtus Senensis (Biblioth., bk. 1, under the title “Ezdrae libri duo”), and others.
 

This opinion rests especially upon three foundations: (1) On the witness of Ezra himself, where he recalls that “for forty full days Ezra, breathed on by the divine Spirit, recited to five men who were taking down swiftly what he was saying. In this way the entire Scripture that had been completely lost was restored” (bk. 4, c. 14). (2) On the report of Neh. 8:1: “They told Ezra the scribe to bring the Book of the Law of Moses, and Ezra brought it.” (3) On Ezra’s title, because he is called [image: ], “scribe.”
 

§ 112. We repudiate that opinion and against it we press the argument of: (1) Divine providence, which has never allowed nor does allow the canonical books, which were written as a deposit for the preservation of the Word and for the instruction of the Church of all times, ever to be destroyed (Isa. 40:[8]; Luke 21:33; 1 Pet. 1:25).
 

(2) The supply of copies of the Bible. Among the people of Israel there were several thousand codices of the Bible, the zealous daily reading of which was demanded of each (Deut. 6:7; 17:18; etc.). Will anyone allow himself to be persuaded that all these, along with the autographs that were being kept beside the ark of the covenant, were burned in the fire? By the ordinance of God [Dei ordinatione] the priests had been established as interpreters and guardians of the divine Law. But now, several thousand of them could be counted in the people of Israel. David established seventeen hundred Levites to teach the people on this side of the Jordan and twenty-seven hundred to carry out the teaching office across the Jordan. How could these teach without a codex of the Bible? Therefore even if those copies of the sacred books that were being kept beside the ark had been burned in the fire (which, nevertheless, no apparent reason compels us to concede), still it is clearly not likely that some copies did not continue to exist among the priests, especially the prophets Ezekiel, Daniel, Jeremiah, Haggai, Zechariah, and Ezra himself, who lived around the beginning of and during the Babylonian captivity. Some add from 2 Maccabees 2 that Jeremiah took “the ark of the covenant, the altar of incense, and the tabernacle” out of the Chaldeans’ burning of the city and temple. Therefore he undoubtedly preserved the sacred books with greater care. That book, however, is apocryphal, a narrative full of fables, as we shall show later in its own place. Consequently, we do not use this argument at all.
 

(3) Clear Scripture. Nearly seventy years after the Chaldeans burned the city and temple and more than eighty years before Ezra, the prophet Daniel (9:2, 11) mentions the Books of Moses and Jeremiah as if they were still safe and unharmed.
 

(4) Historical truth. The annals of the Jews bear witness that in the actual Babylonian captivity the Jews had their own synagogues in which they would read aloud Moses and the prophets (Acts 15:21). They also had two famous schools, one of which was [image: ], the school of Syria, the other [image: ]. Each of these had its own director of the academy (see Buxtorf, Thesaur., p. 603; Fabricius, Partit. Cod. Hebr., c. 2). Josephus even mentions that when the prophecy of Isaiah 45 was shown to him, King Cyrus was moved to grant the Jews freedom and the right to rebuild the temple. Josephus narrates that “in the triumphal march of Titus Vespasian, the tables of the laws of the Jews were brought as the last of the spoils” (De bell. Jud., bk. 7, c. 24). It is probable that these were the actual autographs written by the fingers of God and Moses because in his Vita, Josephus praises the fact that, as a great kindness, Vespasian granted those tables to them.
 

(5) Evident reason. If all the sacred books were not burned in the persecution of King Antiochus, it is much less likely that all those books could be burned by the Chaldeans. The logical sequence [of this statement] is proved because Antiochus acted diligently to have all the sacred books burned (1 Maccabees 1:59), but nowhere is it claimed that the Chaldeans were of the same mind. In fact, when a specific listing is made of what was destroyed in the Chaldeans’ fire (last book of 2 Kings and 2 Chronicles; Jer. 52:17), there is no mention of the sacred books among those things. The antecedent is proved from 1 Maccabees 3:[48] and from the evidence of the situation. You see, it would have to have been another Ezra who was given the responsibility of restoring the books that we have today. Furthermore, had Ezra dictated sacred books that had been totally destroyed, he would have done this in the Chaldaic language or certainly in the current vernacular of the Israelites, which was a mixture of Hebrew and Chaldaic idioms, whence some writings also in the Chaldaic idiom are found in Ezra and Daniel. But it is evident that the sacred books we have today were written in a pure Hebrew language, namely, the language that our first parents, the patriarchs, and the prophets used, which is clear even from an etymology of proper names. Adam said about his newly created wife: “She shall be called [image: ] [“woman”] because she was taken from [image: ] (or “from man”) (Gen. 2:23). In the Chaldaic language, however, the words “man” and “woman” do not have this similarity of words, for in it “man” is called [image: ] and “woman” is [image: ] In these words we do not find that kind of similarity. Some people also add this argument: If Ezra were the restorer of the Bible, we would not have the same books that Moses and the prophets wrote. However, the defenders of the other opinion could meet this argument by responding that Ezra did not compose completely new books but restored the first ones with the same words and sentences, that he was not the author of new books but the repairer and restorer of the original books.
 

(6) The agreement of the saner Papists. Bellarmine, De verbo Dei, bk. 2, c. 1: “To us the opinion seems improbable that Ezra restored the sacred books that had been burned in the fire of the Chaldeans, for it does not depend on any other foundation than the testimony of an apocryphal book, that is, 4 Ezra.” At the end of the chapter: “Because it is clear that the books of Ezra are full of Chaldaic words and that the books of the Law and the prophets were written in a pure Hebrew idiom, it ought also to appear clear that we have the books of the Law and the prophets written not by Ezra, but by Moses and the ancient prophets.” Pererius attacks the same idea with many arguments in the preface to his commentary on Genesis.
 

§ 113. The arguments on the other side have no strength. (1) Although Irenaeus, Tertullian, Clement of Alexandria, and Eusebius (in the passages we just cited), as well as Ambrose (De bono mortis, c. 10) and Chrysostom (homily 8 on Hebrews), all quote that fourth book under the name of Ezra and, in fact, even call it “divine” (from which the ancients developed a certain probability for this opinion), that fourth book nevertheless is actually apocryphal. This is because in several places and even in c. 14 it proposes Jewish fables and is repudiated by the saner Papists themselves, as we shall show in greater detail in its own place. Moreover, in this passage Ezra seems to be discussing not a restoration of divine and canonical books but the writing of other books, which had a mystic and inner intelligence of the sacred books, which intelligence they call Cabala. You see, it is said that in forty days Ezra wrote 204 books, 134 of which he gave to the people, but 70 of which a mandate of God forbade him to bring out in public.
 

(2) The passage of Nehemiah (c. 8) is far from confirming the opinion about the restoration of the Law. In fact, it rather opposes it, for they did not say to Ezra that he should write new books but that he should bring out those that they knew were still extant. What v. 9 has is emphatic: “And they found it written in the Law.” So it still stands that it was writing [scriptura] of the Law that they found and that they read.
 

(3) The sense in which Ezra is called a “scribe” will appear from the following. Otherwise, in general, he who is skilled in the divine Law and is an interpreter or teacher of it is called a [image: ], “a sacred scribe.”
 


Question 3: Whether Ezra restored corrupted books.
 

§ 114. (III) The question arises: Did Ezra at the time of the Babylonian captivity at least restore corrupted books, if he did not restore lost ones? Some of the ancients say that he did. Their idea is that Ezra was the restorer of the sacred books not by dictating everything again but by gathering and putting the Scriptures in order into one corpus (parts of which he had found in various places) and also by correcting whatever had been corrupted by the negligence of the scribes because, during the entire time of the captivity, the Law was kept carelessly because the Jews did not have a temple and tabernacle. In his preface to the Psalms, Theodoret says, “Ezra restored the ancient Scripture that had been corrupted at the time of the captivity.” It is in this sense that some accept the statements of Irenaeus, Tertullian, and Clement of Alexandria, whom others make supporters of the prior opinion.
 

We, however, cannot approve this opinion, because: (1) Divine providence kept those books free of corruption (Matt. 5:18). (2) No trace of this corruption can be shown also before the time of Ezra. (3) It is evident from Philo (De egress. filior. Israûl. ex Aegypto) and from Eusebius (De praeparat. evang., bk. 8, c. 2) that up to the time of Philo nothing in the Law was changed and any Jew would have died a hundred times rather than allow the Law to be changed in any way. (4) It is mentioned that Ezra read in the Book of the Law before the Israelites (Neh. 8:2), but it nowhere says that he corrected the Book of the Law. At the time of the captivity, therefore, he guarded the sacred books at his home; but after the captivity, he brought them out to the public, freed them from destruction, and put them into a single corpus, according to the testimony of Athanasius (synopsis, c. De libris Esdr.), Hilary (preface to the Psalms), and Chrysostom (homily 8 on Hebrews). Nowhere, however, did he restore books corrupted by the lack of care of men or by injury of the times.
 


Question 4: Whether Ezra invented new Hebrew letters.
 

§ 115. (IV) The question arises: Did Ezra invent new Hebrew letters, leaving the ancient ones to the samaritans and giving the new ones to the Jews? This is affirmed by: (1) Some of the rabbinic scholars: Gerundensis and Rabbi Suthra, in the tractate sanhedrin. (2) Some of the ancient teachers of the Christian Church: Jerome, in the Prolog. galeat. and in his preface to the Books of Kings. (He was moved by the argument that the last letter of the Hebrew alphabet was similar to the Greek letter T and represented the shape of a cross, which he concludes from Ezekiel 9 in his commentary on this passage.) Today, however, the last letter of the alphabet seems to have no similarity to a cross. Therefore we have new letters. (3) Some of the more recent theologians: Bellarmine (Grammat., p. 11; De verbo Dei, bk. 2, c. 1), Benedictus Arias Montanus (De mensuris), Genebrardus (Chronol. ad ann. 3603, bk. 2), Drusius (Ad loc. difficil. Exod. 5, p. 163), Caspar Waserus (De numism. Hebraeor., bk. 2, c. 3, where he adduces the form of shekels marked with Samaritan letters), Whitaker (De scriptur., p. 102), Scaliger (Animadvers. ad Eusebium, p. 103), Calvisius, and others.
 

However, our blessed Luther ** (with whom Schikartus agrees, Mishpach hammelech, c. 2, th. 5, § 5) ** quite correctly denies this in his preface on Isaiah. He says, “Jerome was a good grammarian but a bad historian when he decided that the Jews lost their letters in the Babylonian captivity.” This judgment of Luther is confirmed by: (1) The authority and majesty of Holy scripture, for they persuade us to assert that the characters with which Moses and the prophets wrote the divine revelation were not lost but that the Jews always used those letters with which God Himself carved the Decalogue with His finger on the stone tablets and with which holy men of God wrote the canonical books.
 

(2) The trustworthiness of Ezra. Ezra is praised as the steadfast preserver and defender of the divine Law (Neh. 8:1). It is not at all likely, therefore, that he wanted to change anything in the characters of Holy Scripture.
 

(3) Historical truth. If Ezra had invented new letters, not he nor Nehemiah nor Josephus would have omitted that from their account of history. Rather, they would have noted this as something worth mentioning.
 

(4) The obviousness and clarity of the matter itself. The names of the letters we have today show they are truly Hebrew. They are Hebrew names, and their meanings fit their shapes well. In our Bibles, some verses of the Psalms and some chapters are distinguished according to the series of letters that are still used today, such as Psalm 25, 34, 37, 112, 119, 145; Proverbs 31, beginning with v. 10; and Lamentations 1. Therefore we still have the ancient letters.
 

(5) The religiosity of the Jews. Josephus testifies (Contr. Apion., bk. 1) how faithfully the Jews guarded their own literature, which did not change at any time. In fact, still today they are so superstitious that they immediately look for mysteries if one or another letter is longer or shorter because of the negligence of a scribe or transcriber. How, then, would they have allowed the whole Hebrew alphabet to be changed? The Masoretes did not at all dare to remove the errors that had crept into the codex of the Bible because of the carelessness of the scribes but merely noted a correction in the margin. Therefore who will believe that those ancients, who were far more observant of the divine Law, changed by human authority characters that came from the prophets, especially from a brutish hatred of the Samaritans?
 

(6) The impossibility of the deed itself. Who will allow himself to be persuaded of the following: That new, unheard-of characters, never seen until Ezra’s time, were invented? That Ezra foisted these upon all the Hebrew manuscripts, upon all Hebrew libraries, upon the canon of every Israelite codex of the Bible? That absolutely all the ancient copies of the canonical books were discarded? That a place for [the new letters] was made among all the Jews scattered throughout the entire world, as well as among the proselytes, the devout and pious monarchs and kings, though Ezra offered neither a divine mandate for this, his undertaking, nor documentation of a divine mandate? That he left no record of this matter for his descendants with which to bulwark and soothe their consciences in rejecting the old authentic letters and accepting new ones?
 

(7) The consequent absurdity. Unless we claim that these letters that we have today were used by the holy men of God who wrote down the divine revelation, the mysteries that both the Masoretic and also Christian interpreters seek in the shapes of certain letters will expire—for example, in the closed [image: ] in the middle of the word in Isa. 9:6. In this example a mystery is acknowledged by Augustine (De civ. Dei, bk. 18, c. 39), Hieronymus de Sancta Fide (Contra Judaeos, p. 28), and Galatinus (De arcan., bk. 4, c. 19; bk. 7, c. 13).
 

(8) The perspicuity of reason. Just as Buxtorf, Tiberias, proves from the fact that the Masoretic scholars correct the errors of [vowel] points that they were not the authors of those points and accents, so also we can infer from the fact that the Masoretes correct the errors of letters that Ezra—who along with Nehemiah, Malachi, and other men of the Great Synagogue was the first author of the Masorah (as Elias Levita witnesses, preface to Rythm. Masoreth hammasoreth)—was not the inventor of the Hebrew letters that we have today.
 

§ 116. We shall be able to satisfy the arguments of the opposing side with little difficulty. The first is the authority of Jerome. However, we respond: (1) Jerome seems to have taken his opinion from 4 Ezra 4:23 and 14:21, which book is fable-filled and apocryphal. Some think that Jerome heard this from the Samaritans, who still today falsely claim that praise for themselves. (2) Jerome assigns the reason for the change to the hatred of the Jews against the Samaritans. Yet, instead, the Jews always worked hard to bring the ten tribes back to themselves. Finally, at the time of Ezra, pure heathenism flourished among the Samaritans. (3) Although we could attribute an invention of Hebrew letters to Ezra, yet the learned describe those as not new but shorthand elements.
 

The second argument is the disagreement of the letter [image: ] [tav] with the shape of a cross.17 We respond. (1) At one time there were many shapes of crosses, as Lipsius, De cruce, shows in detail. The last letter of the Hebrew alphabet, [image: ], still reveals a shape of a gallows or cross. (2) The final letter of the Samaritans’ alphabet, which corresponds to the Hebrew [image: ], has absolutely no resemblance to a cross, as will appear clearly if you compare the shape of this letter (as Bellarmine describes it at the end of instit. Hebr.) with the shape of a cross. To be sure, Gretserus (p. 441) makes the exception that “it is not formed correctly today,” but that is pure conjecture. If the letters of the Samaritans are formed differently from the way they were at the time of Jerome, why would Bellarmine, in his Institutiones, have adduced this and not another shape to prove his opinion? No other author mentions that the original way of writing was changed among the Samaritans. (3) Scaliger himself (in Animadvers. ad Euseb., p. 109) acknowledges that Origen recites this as of someone else’s faith—namely, of a Jew—whom, though in error, Jerome followed.
 

The third argument is the conformity of Jewish shekels with Samaritan letters. But we respond. (1) The shekels generally found in the ruins of Jerusalem prove nothing else than that the Israelites sometimes also used Samaritan letters; however, nowhere do they succeed in proving that these letters are older than today’s. (2) Just as memorial stones cannot demonstrate the purity of any language, neither can those shekels marked with Samaritan letters. You see, it is also not evident whether coins of this kind were minted by public order or by private action. The latter is more probable because no high priest is mentioned on them. (3) Some scholars of antiquity today preserve shekels that are similar in shape and equal in weight to those that Benedictus Arias Montanus describes in De mens.; but those have inscriptions impressed in Hebrew letters. (4) The Samaritan letters seem to owe the beginning of their evolution partly to Hebrew and partly to Syrian script, and this applies to both capital and small letters. Sometimes some strokes are added or lengthened. Letters were cut into, inverted, taken out, or even transposed, as were the third and fourth letters, for example. The fourth letter in Hebrew is the third in Syrian. In the Syrian, capital beth is put in place of peh and peh in place of beth. Therefore as the Samaritan alphabet depends much on the Syrian, so the Syrian in turn depends much on the Hebrew, as one can determine by placing the alphabets side by side. However, in the case of some letters—such as alef, yod, tsade, and qof—there is a complete discrepancy. From this it is understood that our form of the Hebrew alphabet is the oldest and that all the rest came from it.
 


Question 5: Whether the distinction of chapters should be attributed to Ezra.
 

§ 117. (V) The question arises: should we attribute to Ezra the distinction of chapters? Some answer in the affirmative and think that it was because of this that Ezra was called [image: ], or “scribe.” On the other hand, others think that this must rather be attributed to the Masoretic scholars because it is not very accurate but often tears apart related materials. Against this argument, proponents of the former position argue that Ezra had the chief position among the Masoretes and thus ought never be separated from their company. There are those who attribute this to Jewish Christians and who want to prove from Balaeus that this came into public use finally around 1220. They believe that Ezra is called “scribe” because he wrote the Hebrew books of the Old Testament in Chaldaic letters, which were better known to the Israelites at that time, just as Origen did in Greek letters. There are those who suspect that he earned the title “scribe” because of his invention of vowel points and accents. What must be concluded about this we shall see in its own place.
 


[image: ]
 

  6 End of the fourth century.
 

  7 Held in autumn of AD 691. Called by some the Concilium Quinisextum, as being supplementary to the fifth and sixth ecumenical councils.
 

  8 Not Franciscus, but Alphonsus Tostatus.
 

  9 By Augustinus Hibernicus, AD 655.
 

10 Read cum fuerint extra arcam instead of cum non fuerint extra arcam.
 

11 That is, the translators of the Greek Old Testament, the Septuagint.
 

12 Held in AD 397 under the presidency of Bishop Aurelius of Carthage. St. Augustine was in attendance.
 

13 Held in 1439.
 

14 Read interdum Baruch instead of it. Baruch.
 

15 In English Bibles: the “Book of Jasher.”
 

16 In English Bibles: the “Chronicles of the Seers.”
 

17 Here it is argued that in Ezek. 9:4, where the Hebrew for “mark” is simply the letter [image: ], the ancient form of this letter was in the shape of an X or +. See Horace D. Hummel, Ezekiel 1-20, Concordia Commentary (St. Louis: Concordia, 2005), 275.
 



  


CHAPTER VII: ON THE CANONICAL BOOKS OF THE OLD TESTAMENT IN PARTICULAR
 

§ 118. We said earlier in § 65 that our churches are in agreement with the ancient Israelite church and acknowledge these and no other books in the canon of the Old Testament: (1) the five Books of Moses; (2) Joshua; (3) Judges; (4) Ruth; (5) the two Books of Samuel; (6) the two of Kings; (7) the two of Chronicles; (8) the two prior Books of Ezra; (9) Esther; (10) Job; (11) Psalms; (12) the three Books of Solomon: Proverbs, Ecclesiastes, and the Song of Songs; (13) the four major prophets: Isaiah, Jeremiah along with Lamentations, Ezekiel, and Daniel; and (14) the twelve minor prophets: Hosea, Joel, Amos, Obadiah, Jonah, Micah, Nahum, Habakkuk, Zephaniah, Haggai, Zechariah, and Malachi. About these in particular we shall teach some things that will have much importance for a solid understanding of Scripture.
 


Genesis.
 

§ 119. The first Booh of Moses is called [image: ] by the Hebrews from its initial word; the rabbis call it [image: ], “the Book of Creation”; the Greeks, [image: ] [“Genesis”], and this name the Latin Church has kept. The reason for the name is twofold: first, because it describes the “generations of heaven and earth” (as Moses says, Gen. 2:[4]) and, second, because it sets forth the genealogy of the patriarchs (c. 5 and elsewhere).
 

Some think that this same book is called the book [image: ]—”of the upright man” or “of the right and just ([image: ]) men” (Josh. 10:13; 2 Sam. 1:18)—because it describes the history of the patriarchs Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob, whom the Cabalists call with the special title “upright men.” Jerome thinks that that “Book of the Just” is the first Book of Samuel or of Kings because they mention many just men, such as Samuel, David, Nathan, Gad, and others. Some think it signifies the “Book of Life” mentioned in Ps. 69:[28]. Some understand it as the twelve minor prophets who nevertheless lived and wrote many centuries later. Many claim that this was a special book in which were described the lives and accounts of the saints, a book that has not come down to us. We have already mentioned something about this earlier (§ 16).
 

Furthermore, Genesis has fifty chapters and gives a history of 2,368 years, namely, from the creation of the world to the death of Joseph. It can be divided into six sections according to the number of the patriarchs: Adam, Noah, Abraham, Isaac, Jacob, and Joseph. It can also be divided into the history of the time before the flood and after the flood. Jerome tells us in Genes. that there was a prohibition among the Jews that no one should read Genesis 1 or tell it to others before he was thirty years old. Our blessed Luther thinks that there was no need for such a prohibition because all of Scripture was a sealed book for them because of the veil placed before their eyes.
 

The chief reasons why Moses, the lawgiver of the Israelites, wanted to begin his writing with the history of creation and of the patriarchs are these: (1) So that, from the description of those things that he could not have known except by divine revelation, he might acquire authority for his teaching. Augustine, De civ. Dei, bk. 18, c. 40: “Do we believe one who tells the past rather than one who has also foretold things that would happen, which we now see happening?” (2) So that there might be a definite foundation of faith in the Church against the opinions of the heathen about the eternity or origin of the world. (3) In order to teach the people of Israel the majesty of the Creator and move them to obedience. (4) To set before the Israelites their own forefathers as examples of the rewards for godliness and the punishments meted out for wickedness. Eusebius, Praepar. evang., bk. 7, c. 3: “Before he set down the laws, he impressed the lives of their ancestors on the minds of men. Thus after exhorting them with the rewards of the good and the punishments of the wicked to embrace virtue and flee wickedness, he finally put the laws into their midst.” (5) To teach that one must seek or invoke no other God but Him who is the Creator of the world and who with a sure word has revealed Himself to men right from the beginning of the world.
 


Exodus.
 

§ 120. The second Book of Moses is called [image: ] from its second word. The Greeks call it [image: ] [“Exodus”], and the Latins have kept this nomenclature because it describes the departure of the children of Israel from Egypt. It has forty chapters and contains the history of the 142 years from the death of Joseph to the building of the tabernacle. It can be divided into the antecedents, the actual departure, and the consequences; also into the birth and rearing of the Israelite church. Some divide the entire account into the departure of the Israelites and their stay at Mount Sinai. We can set up six parts that make up the total account: (1) The life of Moses and his ambassadorship to Pharaoh. (2) The plagues of Egypt that confirmed Moses’ authority. (3) The exodus of the Israelites from Egypt, their crossing of the Red Sea, and their travels in the wilderness. (4) The establishment of the church and commonwealth after the Decalogue and other forensic laws were published. (5) The sin of the people and their reconciliation with God. (6) The erection of the tabernacle and the preparation of the things pertaining to divine worship.
 


Leviticus.
 

§ 121. The third Book of Moses is called [image: ] by the Hebrews from the first word of the book. The Greeks and Latins call it “Leviticus” because, most of all, it treats the Levitical priesthood and the Levitical or ceremonial laws. It has twenty-seven chapters and contains the history of one month, namely, of the first month of the second year after the departure from Egypt. Jerome, Epistle ad Paulin., writes: “In it almost every syllable breathes the heavenly mysteries because its figures lead us to Christ, the one great High Priest of the New Testament.” With regard to its objects it can be divided into three parts, the first of which treats sacred things; the second, sacred persons; the third, sacred acts.
 


Numbers.
 

§ 122. The fourth Booh of Moses is called [image: ] by the Hebrews from its first word. The Greeks call it [image: ] and the Latins “Numbers” because in it the tribes that left Egypt are counted, and it lists the number of the forty-two dwelling places in the wilderness. At the beginning there is a listing of the men among the people who were fit for military service and, later, of the Levites destined for the public administration of divine worship. It has thirty-six chapters and contains the history of thirty-eight years, nine months, and twenty days: from the first day of the second month of the second year after the exodus to the first day of the eleventh month of the fortieth year after the exodus. It describes the wandering of the Israelites through the wilderness and both the preparation preceding it and their situation following it, at which occasion the lawgiver intersperses examples of obedience honored with rewards and disobedience visited with punishments.
 


Deuteronomy.
 

§ 123. The fifth Booh of Moses is called [image: ] by the Hebrews from its first words. The Greeks call it [image: ], as if to say “the repeated Law,” because, as Irenaeus says (bk. 4, c. 1, p. 223): “In it there is a recapitulation of the entire Law. Consequently, it contains an epitome of the former books.” The fact that the rabbinic scholars call it [image: ], “the repeated reading,” agrees with this name, for it is nothing else but, as they write, “the recollection of prior matters that are written in the other books.” It has thirty-four chapters and contains the history of the final two months of the fortieth year after the exodus. It can be divided into doctrinal matters involving moral, ceremonial, and forensic laws; historical matters; and prophetic matters. Philo, De mundo, thinks that Moses himself gave these five books their Greek names. It is, however, more likely that the Septuagint translators thought up these Greek titles.
 

§ 124. These are the five Books of Moses, or the books written by Moses, and they are included under the number five. Thus the Hebrews call them [image: ]; the Greeks, [image: ]. The Talmudists and Cabalists, from the fact that “light” is mentioned five times in the beginning of Genesis 1, think that those five books were signified because they were like lights and thus may be safely trusted. (See Weidner, preface to Loc. fid. Christ., p. 8.) Nevertheless we must note that Joshua added the final chapter of Deuteronomy after the death of Moses, as we gather from Josh. 24:26.
 

** Some claim that Ezra did this. Josephus asserts that, when Moses was about to die, he wrote his death in the sacred volumes because he was afraid that the Jews would declare that God had taken him up because of his excellent virtues. The Hebrews divide the entire Pentateuch into fifty-two divisions or titles: Genesis into eleven; Exodus into eleven; and Leviticus, Numbers, and Deuteronomy into ten each. They also mark these divisions with their first words, calling the first [image: ] [Gen. 1:1]; the second, [image: ] [Gen. 6:8]; the third, [image: ] [Gen. 12:1]; and so on to the last. All the pesukim—that is, verses—into which the Jews divide the entire Pentateuch number 5,830. **
 

Both the Israelite and Christian churches have always considered these five Books of Moses as canonical. Nevertheless they did not for that reason exclude the rest of the books from the canon, something that the Sadducees (so named from Zadok) once did, who accepted nothing as Scripture except the Books of Moses. As a result of this, Christ proves against them the resurrection of the dead, which they were denying, from Moses (Matt. 22:32). The Samaritans, or Samarites, conspired with the Sadducees in this error, from which the Sadducees also went to the temple of the Samaritans built on Mount Gerizim.
 

On the other hand, Ptolemy18 (after whom the Ptolemites were named) divided the Law of Moses into three parts and, in fact, made the author of one the creator of the world; of the second, Moses; and of the third, the elders of the synagogue. By “creator of the world” he did not understand the true God but some middle divinity between God and the devil. Therefore he was rejecting the entire Law (Epiphanius, Haeres. 33). The Antitactae19 said that it was a law of the second God; therefore they thought it was piety to resist the Law by living wickedly. Simon Magus taught that it was a law of a sinister power.
 


Joshua.
 

§ 125. The Greeks call the Book of Joshua: [image: ], because it contains the history of the things that Joshua, the servant of Moses, had done, things that Joshua himself consigned to writing by God’s will. Augustine (Q. 12 in lib. Judic.) has doubts as to who wrote the Book of Joshua. Some attribute it to Ezra and others to a prophet. The title, however, indicates that Joshua wrote it, a fact that Munsterus confirms in c. 1 of Joshua. You see, it is called “the Book of Joshua” not merely with respect to its object but also with respect to its instrumental efficient cause, as we conclude from Josh. 24:26.
 

** There is a report that Ezra added to the end of the book the things that were written after the death of Joshua. Theodoret thinks that the entire book was taken long after Joshua’s death from an ancient commentary whose title was “the Book of the Just,” taken from the words of Josh. 10:13: “Is this not written in the Book of the Just?” **
 

It has twenty-four chapters and contains the history of the eighteen years from Moses’ death to Joshua’s death. It describes the history: (1) of the entry of the Israelites into the land of Canaan under the leadership of Joshua; (2) of the vanquishing of the Canaanites; and (3) of the distribution of the land among the tribes of Israel. It also can be divided into a history of Joshua’s affairs (1) in war and (2) in peace. It contains 645 verses.
 


Judges.
 

§ 126. The Booh of Judges is called by the Hebrews [image: ] and by the Greeks [image: ]. Nothing certain is evident regarding the intermediate author of this book. In the prologue to this passage, Cardinal Hugh [of St. Cher] writes that “someone has written into the records the activities of the judges of his time. Samuel or Ezra or Jeremiah or Hezekiah gathered this material into a single volume.” This conjecture about Hezekiah is confirmed by the fact that his secretaries are said to have gathered some of Solomon’s proverbs into one book (Prov. 25:1).
 

It is called the “Book of Judges” because it contains the history under the rule of the judges. It describes: the condition of the state of Israel from the death of Joshua to the priesthood of Eli; how, during that time, the Israelites with oft-repeated apostasy frequently departed from God and, because of this, were afflicted by God with due punishments; and how, after their conversion to God at the hand of the judges that were divinely raised up from the various tribes, they again were freed from the power of their foes. Augustine, De civit. Dei, bk. 18, c. 13: “At the times of the judges there alternated among the people of God both humilities of the hardships because of their sins and the prosperities of consolation because of God’s mercy.”
 

It has twenty-one chapters and contains a history of 299 years: forty years from Joshua’s death to the death of Othniel (Judg. 3:11); eighty years from Othniel’s death to the deaths of Ehud and Shamgar (Judg. 3:30); ten years from Ehud’s and Shamgar’s deaths to the death of Deborah (Judg. 5:31); forty years from Deborah’s death to the death of Gideon (Judg. 8:21); three years from Gideon’s death to the death of Abimelech (Judg. 9:22); twenty-three years from Abimelech’s death to the death of Tola (Judg. 10:2); twenty-two years from Tola’s death to the death of Jair (Judg. 10:3); six years from Jair’s death to the death of Jephthah (Judg. 12:7); seven years from Jephthah’s death to the death of Ibzan (Judg. 12:9); ten years from Ibzan’s death to the death of Elon (Judg. 12:11); eight years from Elon’s death to the death of Abdon (Judg. 12:14); twenty years from Abdon’s death to the death of Samson (Judg. 16:31); one year from Samson’s death to the priesthood of Eli. If you add up all these, they total 299 years. This book can be divided into twelve parts according to the number of the judges whose origin, life, and accomplishments it describes. This usage Jerome expresses in these words (Epistle 103 ad Paulinum): “In the Book of Judges there are as many figures as there are princes of the people.” It contains six hundred verses.
 


Ruth.
 

§ 127. Ruth. The author of this book is unknown. It consists of four chapters in which it describes the history of the Moabite woman Ruth, how she was placed into God’s people through her marriage to Boaz, David’s forefather, and in this way was in the genealogy of the Savior. For this reason this history has been especially marked and holds a special place. The Jesuit Sandaeus writes that the Protestants “erased the Book of Ruth from the sacred canon” (in Thema seculare de deserenda Synagog. Protestant., thesis 27). Either he is greatly deceived or lies boldly, for none of us denies that the Book of Ruth is canonical. The opinions of interpreters vary with regard to the time at which the history described in this book occurred. The Chaldean paraphraser says, “Ruth was the daughter of King Eglon of Moab,” who is mentioned in Judg. 3:12. However, no authority of Scripture proves this nor is it likely that a king’s daughter wanted to marry a foreigner’s son, abandon her fatherland and ancestral area, and go off to another land to look for food. Rabbi D. Kimchi, on Ruth 1, and other rabbinic scholars claim that “Boaz, who married Ruth, is the judge whom Judg. 12:8 calls [image: ] (Ibzan),” who immediately followed Jephthah. From a comparison of Matt. 1:5 and the end of this book, Tremellius tries to show that this history occurred at the time of Deborah. Augustine, on the other hand, refers the time of this account to the beginning of the kings (De doctrin. Christ., bk. 2, c. 8). Josephus (Antiq., bk. 5) and Cardinal Hugh [of St. Cher] apply it to the time of the priest Eli, which almost coincides with Augustine. The account of Ruth, however, seems older, for it is written as having occurred in the days of one of those judges who is described in the Book of Judges. In a doubtful matter it is better to suspend judgment than to define something rashly. The account of this book can be divided into the antecedents, act, and consequences of the marriage contracted between Boaz and the widow Ruth. It contains eighty-five verses.
 


The two Books of Samuel.
 

§ 128. The two Books of Samuel. The author of the Glossa ordinaria claims that Samuel wrote the first book up to the part where his death is mentioned (c. 25) and that David added the rest, as well as the second book. There are some who confirm this opinion from 1 Chron. 29:29. Therefore they are called “the Books of Samuel,” first, by reason of their instrumental efficient cause because Samuel wrote a good part of them; second, by reason of their subject matter and object because the history of Samuel is described in the first part of the first book. In the latter part of the first book, as well as in the second book, the activities are told of the first Israelite kings, Saul and David. As a result of this, among the Greeks and Latins they are also called 1 and 2 Kings. Some think that the prophets Nathan and Gad wrote the latter part of the first book and the second book.
 

First Samuel consists of thirty-one chapters and contains the history of eighty years: forty under Eli (1 Sam. 4:18) and forty under Samuel and Saul (Acts 13:21). With regard to the objects that it describes, it can be divided into three parts: the history (1) of Samuel, the last judge; (2) of Saul, the first king; and (3) of David, chosen in place of Saul. Second Samuel consists of twenty-four chapters and contains the history of the forty years under King David (2 Sam. 5:4-5). It can be divided according to the status of the Davidic kingdom, of which it explains: (1) the beginning, (2) the growth, (3) the end. First Samuel has 797 verses; 2 Samuel, 679.
 


The two Books of Kings.
 

§ 129. The two Books of Kings are called by the Hebrews [image: ] [“Kings”]; the Greeks and Latins [call them] 3 and 4 Kings because they reckon 1 and 2 Samuel as Books of Kings also. Various prophets wrote the history of the kings, but we cannot know and define for certain who gathered that [history] into a single volume and compendium. Many attribute it to Ezra.
 

** Procopius of Gaza, Rabbi Kimchi, and Isidore say that Jeremiah gathered this work into a single volume because the last chapter of the Books of Kings agrees in style, words, and story with the last chapter of the Book of Jeremiah. It appears, however, that this volume was gathered by abridging parts of the books of the days of the kings of Judah and Israel and the writings of the prophets Nathan, Ahijah of Shiloh, Iddo the Seer, and Shemaiah, Hozai,20 Jehu, and Isaiah, which were quoted quite frequently in 3 and 4 Kings. **
 

Augustine explains that both are to be numbered with the prophetic books (De civ. Dei, bk. 17, c. 1). First Kings consists of twenty-two chapters and contains the history of 118 years: forty under Solomon (1 Kings 11:42); seventy-eight under the rest of the kings of Judah, because Rehoboam, Solomon’s son, ruled for seventeen years (1 Kings 14:21); Abijam, three years (1 Kings 15:2); Asa, forty-one years (1 Kings 15:10); Jehoshaphat alone, seventeen years (1 Kings 22:52). When we reduce these to a single sum, they total seventy-eight years. Add the forty years of Solomon and this totals 118 years. It describes the history not only of those five kings of Judah but also of the kings of Israel in the specific sense: Jeroboam, who ruled for twenty-two years (1 Kings 14:20); Nadab, who ruled for two21 years (1 Kings 15:[25]); Baasha, who ruled for twenty-four years (1 Kings 15:33); Elah, who ruled for two years (1 Kings 16:8); Zimri, who ruled for seven days (1 Kings 16:15); Tibni, who ruled with Omri for four years; Omri, who ruled alone for eight years—twelve years in all (1 Kings 16:23); and Ahab, who ruled for twenty-two years (1 Kings 16:29). The divisions of this book can be arranged according to the history of these kings. One might divide [1 Kings] not inconveniently into two parts, the first of which describes the kingdom of Israel in flower as it was established under Solomon, and the latter describes its decline under the kings of Israel, specifically speaking, and the kings of Judah.
 

Second Kings consists of twenty-five chapters and contains the history of 320 years. It describes the activities of sixteen kings of Judah: Jehoram, who ruled alone for eight years and for four years with his father, Jehoshaphat (2 Kings 8:17); Ahaziah, who ruled for one year (2 Kings 8:26); Athaliah, Ahaziah’s mother, who ruled for six years (2 Kings 11:3); Jehoash, who ruled for forty years (2 Kings 12:1); Amaziah, who ruled for twenty-nine years, twelve of which were spent in exile (2 Kings 14:[2]); Azariah or Uzziah, who ruled for fifty-two years (2 Kings 15:2); Jotham, who ruled for sixteen years (2 Kings 15:33); Ahaz, who also ruled for sixteen years (2 Kings 16:[2]); Hezekiah, who ruled for twenty-nine years (2 Kings 18:2); Manasseh, who ruled for fifty-five years (2 Kings 21:1); Amon, who ruled for two years (2 Kings 21:[19]); Josiah, who ruled for thirty-one years (2 Kings 22:1); Jehoahaz, who ruled for three months (2 Kings 23:31); Jehoiakim, who ruled for eleven years (2 Kings 23:36); Jehoiachin, who ruled for three months (2 Kings 24:8); and Zedekiah, who ruled for eleven years (2 Kings 24:18). It also recounts the reigns of twelve kings of Israel: Ahaziah, who ruled for [two years] (1 Kings 22:51); Jehoram, who ruled for twelve years (2 Kings 3:1); Jehu, who ruled for twenty-eight years (2 Kings 10:36); Jehoahaz, who ruled for seventeen years, fifteen by himself and two with his son (2 Kings 13:1); Jehoash, who ruled for sixteen years (2 Kings 13:10); Jeroboam, who ruled for forty-one years (2 Kings 14:23); Zechariah, who ruled for six months (2 Kings 15:8); Shallum, who ruled for one month (2 Kings 15:13); Menahem, who ruled for ten years (2 Kings 15:17); Pekahiah, who ruled for two years (2 Kings 15:23); Pekah, who ruled for twenty years (2 Kings 15:27); Hoshea, who ruled as a free man for nine years (2 Kings 17:1), afterward was a tributary of the king of Assyria for nine years, and finally was taken into captivity by that king (2 Kings 17:6). We can divide [2 Kings] according to the series of these kings.
 

First Kings contains 809 verses; 2 Kings has 712.
 


The two Books of Chronicles.
 

§ 130. The two Books of Chronicles. Among the Hebrews there is only one book, which is called [image: ], “The Words of the Days,” because in them are described individually the deeds and activities of the kings of the people of Israel. Munsterus renders this as “The Books of Annals.” That is not bad, for they are indeed annals, as Gellius witnesses (N. A., bk. 5, c. 18): “… when the history of so many years is set down, observing the order of each year so as to all but demonstrate what took place in each year.” The Greeks and Latins divide this book into two books, and the Greeks call this the book of [image: ], as if to say, “of things passed over.” You see, it explains in summary what was omitted from or not fully described in the Pentateuch, the Books of Joshua, Judges, Samuel, and Kings. The Latins, on the other hand, call it the Book of Chronicles, as if to say, “The Chronology.” Luther kept this name in his German translation of the Bible.
 

Concerning the author of these books, nothing certain is known. Rabbi Salomon and Rabbi D. Kimchi, whose Perushim on these books are extant, declare in the beginning thereof that “they were written by Ezra the lawyer.” This they confirm with the argument that the same words that are at the conclusion of Chronicles occur at the beginning of the Book of Ezra. The same Rabbi Salomon writes in his commentary, c. 7: “Ezra had found three books of genealogies from which he assembled this.” Jerome (Epistle ad Paulin.) calls him “the epitome of the Old Testament” and says, “He was so great a man, a man of such quality, that were anyone to wish to take for himself a knowledge of Scripture without him, he would be mocking himself.” He also writes, Prolog. galeatus: “He is the chronicler of all divine history.” The Hebrews place it after the Books of Ezra because they think that Ezra wrote it at the time when the Jewish people had returned to Jerusalem after the Babylonian captivity, something they conclude from the end of his second book. Some think that this is the book mentioned in 1 Kings 15:23; on the other hand, some claim more accurately that it is not that book itself but only an epitome of it.
 

First Chronicles consists of twenty-nine chapters and discusses especially the history before the division of the kingdom of Israel. It contains an account of 2,985 years: from the creation of the world to the kingdom of Solomon. It can be divided into two main parts, the first of which treats genealogies and the latter, the history of Saul and David.
 

Second Chronicles consists of thirty-six chapters and describes the history from the beginning of Solomon’s rule to the return from the captivity, which occurred in the first year of King Cyrus of Persia. It contains an account of 472 years: from Solomon’s rule to the liberation from the Babylonian captivity. It can be divided into two main parts, the first of which treats the growth and flowering of the kingdom of Israel under Solomon; the latter, its development and ruin under the kings of Israel and Judah. Now if we were to consider the Books of Samuel, Kings, and Chronicles together, they contain the historical narrative of how the kingdom of Israel began under Samuel, advanced under David, flourished under Solomon, and failed under Zedekiah, thus lasting almost 565 years.
 


The two Books of Ezra.
 

§ 131. The two Boohs of Ezra are considered as a single volume among the Hebrews according to Jerome (Epistle ad Paulinum) and Lactantius (Instit., bk. 4, c. 11, where he quotes as from the Book of Ezra what is found in 2 Ezra or Nehemiah, c. 9). The same Lactantius (loc. cit.) calls Ezra a prophet, but Augustine doubts “whether he ought to be called a prophet” (De civit. Dei, bk. 18, c. 36). The Greeks and Latins divide it into two books and assign the first to Ezra, the second to Nehemiah.
 

Ezra was a scribe, highly skilled in the Law (Ezra 7:1, 6, 11). Jerome says this was Josedech, whose son was the high priest Joshua. (Cf. Ludovicus Vives, commentary on De civ. Dei, bk. 18, c. 36.)
 

** The first Book of Chronicles calls him Josedech. The Hebrews think he was Malachi, the last of the prophets. **
 

Munsterus wants him to be Nehemiah, whom Ezra 2:63 calls Hattirschata,22 meaning “cupbearer.” Rabbi Aben Ezra says this is a name of dignity in the Chaldean tongue. Tremellius interprets this as “agent” or “ambassador of the king.” Nehemiah was the son of Hecaliah, cupbearer of King Artaxerxes Memnon (Neh. 2:1), who ruled at Susa, the major city of Persia, which was built by Darius Hystaspes (as Pliny, N. H., bk. 6 c. 27, and Athenaeus, Deipnosoph., bk. 12, write) and where Megasthenes and other historians say a famous library was located.
 

The first Book of Ezra consists of ten chapters and contains an account of the 146 years from the edict of Cyrus to the nineteenth year of Artaxerxes Memnon. It describes the account of the return of the Jews from their captivity by the leadership of Zerubbabel and of the rebuilding of the temple, along with the beginning of divine worship amid many difficulties. It has two parts: (1) About the return of the Jews from the Babylonian captivity into their homeland. (2) About the beginning of their divine worship and the state of Israel. Zerubbabel restored the temple; Ezra, the worship; and Nehemiah, the city.
 

The second Book of Ezra, otherwise called Nehemiah, has thirteen chapters and covers the history of the fifty-five years from the twentieth year of Artaxerxes to the reign of the last Darius.
 

** This second book is attributed to Ezra (though it was written by Nehemiah) for two reasons: (1) Because it contains what Ezra and Nehemiah did at the same time. (2) Because, among the Hebrews, both books were connected into a single volume, which was divided into two among the Latins.23 **
 

In it is described the building of the walls and gates of the city, as well as of those things that Nehemiah established beneficially to correct the state of Israel. It can be divided conveniently into those two parts.
 


Esther.
 

§ 132. Esther is called by the Hebrews [image: ], “The Volume of Esther.” Melito (Epistle ad Onesimum, in Eusebius, bk. 4, c. 25), Athanasius (Synop.), and Nazianzen (Carm. de script.) exclude this book from the canon. However, the Hebrews and the other teachers of the early Christian Church unanimously acknowledge that it is canonical. Therefore those we mentioned first seem to be speaking about what was added to it, or the appendix.
 

** Sixtus Senensis (Biblioth., bk. 1, p. 5) thinks that no mention was made of Esther because at those times the authority of this book was not yet firm among all the churches. **
 

Opinions vary regarding the author of this book. Isidore claims that Ezra wrote it, but Eusebius (Chron.) asserts that its author was later than Ezra. The Jew Philo (Chronol.) assigns it to Joachim, priest of the Hebrews, son of the high priest Joshua. The Latin fathers claim that Mordecai wrote it, and Esther 9:20 and 23 favor them.
 

It has ten chapters and contains an account of ten or, as others wish, twenty years. It describes things that happened to the Jews who did not return to their country but stayed in the kingdom of Persia at the time of King Ahasuerus, who in the secular histories is called Xerxes, son of Darius Hystaspes. Especially, however, it treats the story of Esther, who was honored by a royal marriage and through whom the danger that threatened the necks of the Jews was averted by the miraculous providence and guidance of God. Because the book sets forth a comedy,24 as it were, we can divide this account conveniently into protasis, epitasis, and catastrophe.25
 


Job.
 

§ 133. Job. The interpreters, both Jews and Christians, vary greatly about this book. Rabbi Moses Ben Maimon (More Nebuchim, part 3, sect. 22) denies that Job was ever possible [in rerum natura]; therefore he thinks that [Job] is only an example. The Hebrews (Talmud, ordin. 4, tr. 3) do not have the Book of Job in the divine volumes nor do they think that he lived among humans. Ezekiel’s testimony, however, refutes this opinion (Ezek. 14:14), and this is in conformity with what we have in James 5:11. In De verbo Dei, bk. 1, c. 5, Bellarmine tries to draw Luther into agreement with this error because Luther declares (in Conviv. sermon., title De patriarchis et prophetis) that he does “not believe that all things happened as they are told in the Book of Job”26 and also because he says (title De libr. V. et N.T.): “The Book of Job is like the argument of a fable for setting forth an example of long-suffering.”27
 

We respond, however, in this way. (1) The Table Talh was not seen, read, nor approved by Luther but had been changed often, mutilated, and added to by private whim of anyone, something that rightly takes genuine trustworthiness from it. (2) Luther himself warns that the things he said in convivial conversation among his friends must not be considered as articles of faith, as Selnecker relates in the preface to the Table Talh. (3) In the German version of the Bible, [Luther] kept the Book of Job among the canonical books and distinguished it from the apocryphal books. (4) Luther’s words are quoted out of context, for he adds in the same place: “I think the Book of Job is true history.” Also: “Meanwhile, it touches upon the truth of the situation and on the act itself.” (5) Luther only doubts whether Job sets forth everything in external speech or, on the other hand, thought some of it. For in temptations and troubles people generally say few things aloud nor do they generally arrange them in this order. He thinks, therefore, that some learned man at the time of Solomon, or even Solomon himself, put all this into this order. (6) We should accept Luther’s words in regard to both order and method of treatment, for this kind of hysteron proteron [[image: ]] is not at all uncommon in Scripture. (7) Luther does not use the word “fable” for a fictitious narrative, for in the same place he calls it a true history. Rather, he uses it for the subject of comedy in the same sense that the history of Josephus, reduced into the form of comedy, is generally called “fable” and the “arguments of fable.” (8) Let Bellarmine recognize his own words, De verbo Dei, bk. 1, c. 9, § At Hieronymus: “The ancients sometimes use the word ‘fables’ not for fictitious matters but for true narrations, as it is said in the last chapter of Luke [v. 15]: ‘It happened while they were telling stories [fabularentur] ….’ Minucius Felix, at the beginning of the dialogue that he titles Octavius calls a true story of someone’s sailing voyage a ‘fable.’”
 

§ 134. But let us return to the Book of Job. Rabbi Isaac thinks that this Job was Jobab, king of the Edomites, who is mentioned in Gen. 36:34. Although Rabbi Aben Ezra in his commentary on this passage laughs at this opinion, and though Jerome does not approve it (QQ. Hebraic. super Genes.), nevertheless Dr. Zehnerus confirms it with arguments we must not hold in contempt: (1) From the circumstances of places. Jobab lived “in the land of Edom” (Gen. 36:[31]); Job lived “in the land of Uz” (Job 1:1), which was the primary tract of the king of Edom (Lam. 4:21), which is proved by the invasion of the neighboring Chaldeans and Arabs.
 

(2) From the description of the public offices. Moses witnesses that Jobab was illustrious in royal majesty (Gen. 36:33). As testimony that Job was conspicuous because of his great office [dignitas], there is his wealth. This is attributed to him in such abundance as scarcely can fall to the lot of a private citizen (Job 1:2ff.). Then there is that praise that he is called “the greatest of all the people of the east” (Job 1:3). There is his dignity, because the princes rose for him (Job 29:[8-9]); his garb, because he was crowned with a diadem (v. 14); and his office, because he “delivered the poor who cried and the orphan who had none to help him” (v. 12). Suidas calls him “an ancient nobleman from the east, famous and celebrated.”
 

(3) From the similarity of names. As Moses lists among the children of Esau the name of a certain Eliphaz who begat Prince Teman, the founder of the town bearing his name (Gen. 36:10, 15), so also in the account of Job there is a repetition of the same name, Eliphaz the Temanite. The name of Job seems to be a contraction of Jobab.
 

(4) From a reckoning of the time. We seem to be able to conclude from Job’s long life span that he was older than Mosaic times, for his age rises far higher than the limit set by Moses (Ps. 90:10). Job lived for 140 years after the plagues, and he had lived for many years before because he had fathered seven sons and three daughters. Isidore (De vit. et mort. Patriarch., c. 24) writes that Job lived for 248 years, an age that no one reached at the time of Moses.
 

(5) From the judgment of various authors. In Tobit 2:1528 the friends and kinsmen of Job are honored with the name “kings.” The Septuagint translators, after the conclusion of Job 42, call him “King Jobab” in clear language. Their words read as follows:
 


This is translated from the Syriac book: He dwelt in the land of Ausitis, on the borders of Idumaea and Arabia. His name previously was Jobab, and having married an Arabian woman, he begot a son whose name was Ennon. Now he himself was a son of his father, Zare, one of the sons of Esau, and his mother’s name was Bosorrha, so that he was the fifth [generation] from Abraham. Now these were the kings who reigned in Edom, over which country he ruled. The first was Balak, the son of Beor, and the name of his city was Dennaba. And after Balak, Jobab, who is called Job.

 




 

And later: “Now the friends who came to Job were Eliphaz, of the sons of Esau, the king of the Thaimanites; Baldad, the prince of the Saucheans; and Sophar, the king of the Menaians.” (All this is not extant in the Hebrew and was not added by Aquila and Symmachus but only by the Septuagint translators and Theodotion.) With these words, they explain that Job lived within the borders of Edom and Arabia; that he was the great-grandson of Esau; and that he was the fifth generation of Abraham; that he was the king of Edom; and that earlier he had been called “Jobab”; finally, that each of his friends—Eliphaz, Bildad, and Zophar—bore the title “king.” Aristeas, a pagan writer and contemporary of Ptolemy Philadelphus, king of Egypt, certified almost the entire account of Job and published for memory that Job not only had to be born of the descendants of Esau but also was known as Jobab before the calamity befell him. Philo mentions that Job married Dinah, the daughter of Jacob, whom Shechem had ravished earlier. Eusebius points out that even before the Law of Moses many were justified (Demonstr. evang., bk. 1, c. 5). After mentioning Abraham, he adds the example of Job, his great-great-great-grandson, and says: “Why, even Job, according to the witness of Scripture, is presented before the time of Moses as a man who was just and true, blameless, a stranger to all evil. For Moses is counted in the seventh generation from Abraham, but Job is in the fifth, so he precedes Moses by two generations.” Ambrose, commentary on Romans 9, claims that “Job was from the sons of Esau, the fifth generation from Abraham.” He also confirms that many of the offspring of Esau were converted to the true faith and were saved by Job’s example. Augustine, De civit. Dei, bk. 18, c. 47:
 


If they (the Jews) deny that anyone belonged to God besides the Israelites, they were easily refuted by the holy and wonderful man Job, who was not a proselyte, that is, who was a stranger to the people of Israel. He was born of the Idumaean race, grew up there, and also died there. He is so praised by the divine Word that no man of his times is equated with him as regards justice and piety. Although we do not find his dates in the Chronicles, nevertheless we conclude from his book, which the Israelites have accepted into canonical authority because of its merit, that he was in the third generation after Israel.

 




 

In his commentary on Genesis 22, Luther seems to state something diverse from this opinion, but in his comments on Genesis 36, where he explains his genealogy of the kings of Idumaea, he does not totally reject the opinion of Ambrose and Augustine but witnesses that “there were many guesses about him, and this one fits into history beautifully.” In his Chronic., Luther put Job or Jobab, the son of Zerah, grandson of Raguel, among the descendants of Esau.29 In the German Bible, [Luther] notes at Job 1 that Job is the King Jobab of Edom of Genesis 36.30
 

§ 135. To this opinion is opposed: (1) The difference in the writing, because “the one name is read as being written with an alef in the front, the other with a yod.” With this argument, Lyra declares that he has withdrawn himself from this opinion.
 

We can respond, however, that this permutation of letters is common in one and the same language of the Hebrews and that there is a far greater proclivity for this in those names that pass from Hebrew into Arabic, Idumaean, and similar dialects. Furthermore, it was not unusual for the holy fathers to change their own or their families’ names when fortune changed, as we see from the example of Abraham (Gen. 17:5) and Naomi (Ruth 1:20). Therefore it could have happened that he who was named Jobab with a doubled middle letter when his situation was prosperous was later called only Job with a shorter cutoff word when he was reduced to extreme anguish because of his adverse fortune. But even if no good reason could be given for the changed name, nothing would weaken that opinion, because many double names are found in Scripture.
 

(2) The authority of Jerome, who repudiates this opinion in Trad. Hebraic. super Genes. We can respond, however, that Jerome followed the rabbinic scholars who frequently, knowingly, and willingly imposed on him, as Capnio shows (Rudim. Hebr., bk. 2). Moreover, from his Epistle ad Evagrium, in which he numbers Job of the seed of Esau among the priests before the tribe of Levi, and from the preface attached to the Book of Job that was translated completely to the word according to the appendix [to the Book of Job] of the Septuagint translators, it is quite clear that Jerome was not totally opposed to this opinion.
 

§ 136. Meanwhile, we do not deny that in other places, especially in QQ. Hebr., vol. 4, f. 96, Jerome, as well as Lyra, on Job, claim that “Job was a relative of Bileam and that the origin of both goes back to Nahor, brother of Abraham,” because Job is said to have lived in the land of Uz (Job 1:1). Uz is said to have been the son of Nahor (Gen. 22:21). That region, however, seems to have received its name immediately after the flood, not from some later contemporary of Abraham but from Uz, son of Aram, grandson of Shem (Gen. 10:23). Although Rabbi Aben Ezra denies that Job is Jobab, the king of the Edomites whom Moses mentions, yet he claims that Job belonged to the family of Esau, using the argument of the things contained in Lam. 4:21. As we already have said, there are some who want the name Job to be a contraction of Jobab. Some, however, draw it from the Hebrew [image: ], which means “sage” or “wise man,” but they interject the initial letter from the name “Jehovah,” lest he be considered a secular wise man. Some say that it comes from [image: ], which means “to hate,” because Job was a hater or foe of every wickedness and unrighteousness.
 

§ 137. The opinions regarding the author of this book also vary greatly. Origen says that “Moses found the Book of Job at the house of his father-in-law, Jethro, in Midian and brought it to the attention of the children of Israel that they might learn patience from it” (bk. 1, on Job). Regarding this, Sixtus Senensis treats the matter in greater detail (Biblioth., bk. 1, p. 9). We have mentioned earlier, however, that it is most likely that Moses is the earliest writer among all the canonical books and that God Himself made the majestic beginning of canonical writing in the publishing of His Law. Rabbi Salomon and others of the Hebrews attribute the writing of this book to Moses. You see, if Job were the author of this book, the first of the sacred writers would not be Moses, but Job would be older than Moses, and this book would not have been accepted into the canon because Job was not an Israelite but an Edomite, and this book would not have been written in Hebrew but in Arabic.
 

** Some think that the friends of Job or one of the prophets wrote it. Rabbi Levi Ben Gerson writes in his commentaries on Job that at one time there were those who rejected the last eleven chapters of this book (that is, from c. 32 to the end) because at the end of c. 31 it says in the Hebrew: “The words of Job are finished.” However, the same Rabbi Levi disapproves of their opinion and says that that short verse must be referred not simply to the end of all of Job’s conversations but only to the end of the discussions that he had with his three friends, after which follow his conversations with the fourth of his friends, Elihu. **
 

Some, on the other hand, do attribute this book to Job himself because he pursues a lofty type of speech and surpasses all the prophets in the heroic gravity of his speaking. Also, his diction has much in common with the Syriac and Arabic languages.
 

** After the happy outcome of his tribulations, he completed his victories by writing by himself what he especially had wanted in his calamity, c. 19[:23]: “May someone grant me that my words may be written!” etc. Chapter 31[:35]: “May someone grant me that the Almighty may hear my desire!” **
 

We can reconcile both opinions, however, in this way: Job wrote the account of his activities in Arabic, indications of which still exist in some chapters of this book, especially in the conversations of his friends. Moses, however, translated it into Hebrew and added the beginning and the end. In this sense we can also accept Origen’s statement. On the same basis we can explain the argument taken from the difference in style, which is opposed to this opinion. In Moses, they say, the native peculiarity of the Hebrew language shines out. This makes his speech so clear and attractive that Numenius, the Pythagorean philosopher, calls Plato, the master of Attic eloquence, “the Attic Moses” because of his imitation of the smoothness of Moses. Job, on the other hand, has a familiarity with Syriac and Arabic and pursues a lofty kind of speech with the result that he excels all the other prophets, even Isaiah himself, in the heroic gravity of his speaking. As a result, because of the reading of Job 1, Jerome admits that he hired the teacher from Lydda for no small price. Also Luther states that in his German translation of Job he labored and perspired so anxiously that, though he used the works of Philippus and Aurogallus, nevertheless he often could barely translate three short lines in four days. From this they conclude that it was not Moses but Job himself who, after his divinely gained liberation, consigned his history to writing and transmitted it to posterity. The distinction we mentioned earlier, however, between the first rudiments of this book and the perfect elaboration of it seems to be able to satisfy this doubt.
 

The Greeks divide the volume of Job into thirty-two chapters; the Latins, into forty-two. There are also some among the Greeks who divide it into twenty conversations in this order: of God to the devil, one; of Job to his friends, nine; of Eliphaz to Job, three; of Zophar to Job, two; of Bildad to Job, three; of Elihu to Job, one; and of God to Job, one.
 

§ 138. Nothing is found in Holy Scripture about the name of Job’s wife. The Chaldean paraphraser and Philo, in Antiq. biblicis, think she was Dinah, daughter of Jacob. This opinion fits the hypothesis that Job was King Jobab of Idumaea. After Shechem had raped Dinah in the bloom of life, namely, when she was sixteen years old, she remained unmarried at her father’s house for some time. Later, when she was older, she was given in marriage to Job. The Septuagint translators and Jerome claim that Job’s wife was of the Arabic people. Some people reconcile these opinions in this way: Just as Moses took an Ethiopian wife after the death of Zipporah the Midianite, so Job married an Arabian woman after Dinah’s death and by her had his son Ennon. Augustine, on Psalm 55, discusses her in this way: “The tempter was admitted and took away everything he had. He alone remained, deprived of his resources, of his family, of his sons, but filled with God. His wife, to be sure, had been left. Do you think it was merciful of the devil to have left him his wife? The devil knew through whom he had deceived Adam, and he left her as his helper, not as her husband’s comforter.”
 

§ 139. But the devout ancients honor Job himself with fine praises. For though at the first coming of temptation he suffered something human and from impatience cursed the day he had been born “because of an excess of tribulation,” as Justin says (Resp. ad orthod. q. 15. p. 242), yet afterward he acknowledged this transgression of his in true repentance, placed his hands over his mouth, and sang a recantation. During the midst of his calamity, which the Hebrews say lasted twelve months but Suidas extends to seven years, he strongly overcame every reviling of the devil, his wife, his kinsmen, and even of his own flesh with heroic faith. Eusebius calls him “thrice-blessed” ([image: ], bk. 1). Suidas discusses him in this way (f. 412):
 


He alone is of noble blood from birth to death. He is the famous one and the one who is much desired ([image: ]). He carried the final and ultimate prize of his tribulations, that along with Christ he rose and once again saw this world. This happened not according to the fable of Hercules and of Admetis, the deceased wife of Alcestis, whom the renowned victor Hercules on three successive nights ([image: ]) raised up for her husband, but because of the inexplicable power of our Savior, who despoiled Orcus and snatched up the dead from the underground places, who sits at the right hand of His Father along with His clients in His human nature [[image: ]],31 who governs all created things, both visible and invisible.

 




 

Suidas took this from the appendix that the Septuagint translators added to the Book of Job, in which they say: “Job died an old man at an advanced age, but it is written that he would rise again with those whom the Lord raised.” From this it appears that they took the prophecy of Job 19 in the sense that Job would rise with the Savior before the universal resurrection.
 

Chrysostom says that at his own time (when pilgrimages to holy places had begun to become common) “many people made long pilgrimages from across the sea, from their countries, to Arabia to see that hidden place and, having seen it, to kiss the ground on which Job had won his victories over his tribulations and a cross more precious than all of gold” (Ad Antiochenos, homily 5). In fact, the fame of that glorious struggle and the happy reversals that followed it spread not only to the kinsmen of Job but also to many nations far and wide. Consequently, Aristeas, Alexander Polyhistor, and other heathen writers wanted this to be put into their own books. Eusebius discusses this as follows (Praeparat. evangel., bk. 9, f. 251):
 


In his Historia Judaica, Aristeas affirms that Job was of the children of Esau and lived in Edom and Arabia and was renowned for both righteousness and wealth. He had seven thousand sheep, three thousand camels, five hundred yoke of oxen, five hundred asses. In addition, he owned 625 acres [mille … jugera] of land. This Job, who had earlier been named Jobab, was tested by serious disasters. First, thieves stole his beasts of burden, then his sheep perished from fires cast down from the sky. Finally, his children died in the collapse of his house, and on the same day, his entire body was covered with boils. When he was in such suffering, King Eliphaz of the Temanites, Prince Bildad of the Shuhites, and King Zophar of the Minaei came along with Elihu, son of Barachel the Buzite, to comfort him. Job responded to them that he was freely prepared to suffer everything in such a way that he would never be removed from his devotion to God. Thus because of his greatness of heart, he was cured of his illness and became richer than he had been before. This is what the Polyhistor has said.

 




 

§ 140. The Christian Church has always held the Book of Job in high regard. Jerome speaks about it as follows (Ad Paulinum, vol. 3, f. 7): “It determines all the laws of dialectic with its proposition, assumption, confirmation, conclusion. Every word in it is filled with feelings.” Suidas (loc. cit.) says that it sings far more sweetly than the Homeric and Platonic nightingales and embraces “an inquiry into the nature of the entire region, the natural orders of animals and birds, and some brilliant tales.” The summary of the whole book is whether God afflicts even the devout. This Job affirms, but his kinsmen deny it.
 

It has forty-two chapters, and we can divide it as we do drama into introduction [protasis], tension [epitasis], and happy reversal [catastrophe], yet in such a way that nothing is taken away from historical truth. Some divide it into dialogue and epilogue. In the dialogue, the persons who speak are God, Satan, Job, Job’s wife, and four of his kinsmen: Eliphaz, Bildad, Zophar, and Elihu. It is counted quite deservedly among the poetic books of the Old Testament, for Jerome (preface to Job) witnesses that “this book from the beginning of the third chapter to the sixth line of the last chapter consists of hexametric verses of spondees and dactyls,” though the nature of this meter is unknown to us today.
 


The Psalter.
 

§ 141. The Hebrews call the Psalter [image: ], the “Book of Divine Praises.” The Greeks call it [image: ], so called from the musical instrument. Hilary (preface to Psalm 1), Chrysostom (homily 1 on Psalm 50), and Lyra (on Psalm 1) claim: “There was not one author, even David, of this book, but there were many other authors, some of whom lived long before David. These latter took their hymns from the schools of the ancient patriarchs and left them untitled and unsigned. Some, on the other hand, lived after David.” Consequently, there are some who divide all the psalms with regard to their authors into three classes. To the first class they assign the 124 psalms that they know David himself wrote. To the second they assign the twelve whose authors are the sons of Korah. And to the third, they assign the twelve whose author is Asaph. Along with these we must count the one psalm of Moses, namely, Psalm 90, and the one by Ethan the Ezrahite, Psalm 89. When all these are collected, they add up to 150. Some say that there were ten authors of this book: David, Solomon, Moses, Asaph, Ethan, Heman, Jeduthun, and the three sons of Korah.
 

** Jerome (Ad Cyprian.) claims that Moses wrote eleven psalms, that is, from Psalm 90, whose title is “The Prayer of Moses, the Servant of God,” to Psalm 100, which has the title “in confession.” Thirty-nine psalms are untitled, and seven of these are quoted in David’s name in Holy Scripture: Psalm 2 in Acts 13[:33]; Psalm 117 in 2 Kings 22; Psalm 100 in 1 Chronicles 16; and Psalms 105, 106, 117, and 135 in 1 Ezra [3:10-11]. In his Epistle ad Sophronium et Cyprianum, Jerome follows the opinion of Athanasius and claims that those people are wrong who think that all the psalms are David’s and not those in whose names they are written. According to this opinion, therefore, there will be ten authors of this volume whose names are set down in the titles to the psalms: (1) David, (2) Solomon, (3) Moses, (4) Asaph, (5) Ethan the Ezrahite, (6) Heman the Ezrahite, (7) Jeduthun, (8) the three sons of Korah. **
 

Augustine, however, believes that they should all be attributed to David (De civ. Dei, bk. 17, c. 14). He says:
 


With regard to the psalms, there are some who want David to have composed those that were written in his name. There are also those who think that he did not write them with the exception of those that are titled “of David.” On the other hand, those that have “to David” [or “for David”] in their titles were written by others who assumed his persona. This opinion the Savior Himself refutes in the Gospel when He says that David himself said in the Spirit that Christ was his Lord because Psalm 109 begins thus: “The Lord said to my Lord.” And, indeed, this psalm does not have “of David” but “to David” in its title, as do many others. It seems to me that those follow a more credible line of reasoning who attribute all 150 psalms to his work and say that he prefixed to some even the names of other men who prefigured something related to the matter. They claim that he wanted the name of no man in the titles of the rest, just as God inspired him with the arrangement of this variety, which, though hidden, nevertheless is not senseless.

 




 

Some think32 that after the Babylonian captivity Ezra gathered into a single volume those psalms that had been scattered here and there. In his Synops., Athanasius claims that the friends of Hezekiah did this before the captivity, declaring that they collected only 150 of the psalms of David, which he claims numbered 3,000.
 

§ 142. In all, there are 150 psalms. What is added in the Greek codices as Psalm 151 is not in the canon, as we shall show in its own place. Regarding the number of the psalms, we have these words of Leoninus: “David sings in order three times fifty psalms. Of these, he sings 1,606 verses.” The Hebrews and Greeks agree on the total number of the psalms, both of whom count 150. But the Greeks (whom the Latins follow) connect two separate psalms: Psalms 9 and 10. Consequently, Psalm 11 according to the Hebrews is Psalm 10 according to the Septuagint translation and the Latin version. Psalms 114 and 115 according to the Hebrews the Latins again connect and, in turn, divide Psalm 116 into two psalms. Furthermore, so that the Latins may complete the number of psalms at 150, toward the end they divide one psalm, which is Psalm 147 to the Hebrews, into two. It appears that this error of the Greeks and Latins stemmed from the fact that Psalm 10 is untitled and that the letter yod, which is the smallest of the Hebrew letters, is the only mark separating it from Psalm 9. Thus because the Greeks did not observe that letter, they drew the two psalms into one, and the Latins followed them. Genebrardus struggles hard to support the numbering of the Latin Vulgate version. He relies, however, on false hypotheses, for he believes that Rabbi D. Kimchi first made this separation in the Hebrew text three hundred years earlier, though we find the same thing in Jerome’s Hebrew Psalter, which is claimed to be of the same time as those psalms, and not without reason. The diversity of the themes in Psalms 9 and 10 shows that they should be separated, for Psalm 9 speaks of foreign enemies and Psalm 10 of native and domestic foes.
 

§ 143. With regard to the subject matter, we can list seven kinds of psalms. In the first five, God speaks to us, which happens: (1) through information, whence come the informative psalms; (2) through consolation, whence the consolatory psalms; (3) through exhortation, whence the exhortatory psalms; (4) through preaching, whence the prophetic psalms; and (5) through a narrative of the past, whence the historical psalms. When we speak with God, this happens: (1) through prayer, whence the petitioning psalms; and (2) through the giving of thanks, whence the psalms of thanksgiving.
 

The Hebrews divide the psalms into five [image: ] (“books”) or parts (see Jerome, Epistle 134 ad Sophronium). The first book has the first forty-one psalms; the second has thirty-one, from Psalm 42 to Psalm 73; the third, seventeen, from Psalm 74 to Psalm 90; the fourth, also seventeen, from Psalm 91 to Psalm 107; the fifth, forty-three, from Psalm 108 to Psalm 150.
 

§ 144. The Nicolaitans and Gnostics formerly used to repudiate the psalms of David and called them “human songs,” as Philaster witnesses (Catal. haeres., c. 127). Regarding [Paul] of Samosata, Eusebius writes (Hist. eccles., bk. 7, c. 25) that “he took those psalms that were being sung to Christ as ideas recently thought up by the Church.” However, the teachers of the early Church with unanimous agreement accepted this book as canonical and honored it with great praises. Athanasius (Epistle ad Marcellin.) calls it “the epitome of all Scripture.” Basil (on Psalm 1) calls it “a compendium of all theology, the common medical office of souls, the common repository of good teachings, useful to everyone according to his will.” Augustine calls it “the teacher of little children, the adornment of youth, the comfort of old age, the register and summary of every page of theology.” Luther calls it “the little Bible and the epitome of the Old Testament.” Elsewhere, he wrote this brief poem on the dignity and usefulness of the Psalter:
 


What the sun is in the heaven, I think
In all the sacred writings are the Psalms of David, king.
The sun is leader of the planets, repeller of the dark.
It nurtures everything with heavenly light and heat.
Thus the strings of David drive darkness from the mind
And with their living message bring love to souls ….33

 




 

The Psalter, then, is a golden necklace, woven and composed of three things: (1) of the gold of doctrine and instruction, (2) of the pearls of comfort, (3) and of the jewels of prayer.
 

** The Psalter is: (I) The epitome and compendium of all Holy Scripture, which is clear: (1) from the scope and goal of Scripture, which is Christ, and (2) from the distribution of Scripture into Law and Gospel—both are treated in the Psalter.
 

(II) The catalog and summary of theological commonplaces. In this respect we compare it with a piece of jewelry in which are: (1) the gold of comfort in the truth of doctrine; (2) the silver of proof against the errors of heretics; (3) the gems of admonition to virtues—the love of God, thanksgiving, and a love for one’s neighbor; (4) the pearls of consolation. Babylas, from Ps. 116[:7]: “Return, O my soul, to your rest.”
 

(III) A repository of illustrations. In this respect it is compared with a highly polished mirror. Set forth in it are: (1) An example of the Church Militant, which is subject to the cross. (2) The example of true repentance. Origen, from Ps. 50[:16]: “To the wicked, God said ….” Mauritius, from Ps. 119[:137]: “Righteous are You, O Lord.” Bernard, from Ps. 51[:17]: “I have lived recklessly. I have nothing to return to the Lord except that He does not despise a contrite heart.” (3) A mirror of faith and constancy.
 

(IV) It is a manual and handbook. **
 

The Psalter is: (1) A theater of the works of God, for the things for which we must watch are exhibited within it. (2) A rich meadow filled with roses, where we gaze at the many lovely flowers. (3) A paradise that has not merely the bare fragrance of the flowers but also the fruits. (4) A broad sea in which lie precious pearls that only those can find who endure its tempestuous storms. (5) The school of heaven in which we speak with God, our teacher. (6) The compendium of the entire Scripture. (7) A mirror of divine grace that reflects the pleasant face of our kind Father. (8) A most careful anatomy of our soul that indicates all the states and affections of the soul and the remedies for those affections.
 


The Proverbs.
 

§ 145. The Proverbs of Solomon are called by the Hebrews [image: ], the “Parables or Proverbs of Solomon.”
 

** Solomon, also called Jedediah and Koheleth, wrote three books in accord with the number of his names. Nevertheless the latter part of this book (from c. 25 to the end) was copied from other books by Sebna and other scribes of King Hezekiah of Judah. **
 

The Greeks call them [image: ], “Proverbs,” because they contain adages, parables, comparisons, and outstanding statements encouraging everyone to the virtues described in the Decalogue. It contains thirty-one chapters. It can be divided with regard to its efficient cause into the proverbs of Solomon and of other wise men, or with regard to its object and subject matter into: (1) general and specific statements—political, economic, ethical, and mixed; (2) into rules about faith and behavior.
 

Solomon is commonly claimed to be the author of this book, yet some think that this book was collected by some other person from the statements of Solomon. We could justifiably call it “The Book of Duties” or “Holy Ethics” because it contains useful rules of life about the duties of the devout toward God and men. In addition, because this Book of Proverbs mentions the Son (30:4), Franciscus Davidis (Disp. Albana tt. ij, letter A), the ministers of Transylvania (bk. 2, c. 10), and Johannes Sommerus (Refut. Carol., p. 41) reject it “among the apocryphal books” in which we cannot safely place our confidence. Against these heretics, however, we set forth the unanimous consensus of the Israelite and Christian Church that never doubted the canonicity of this book. It contains 915 verses.
 


Ecclesiastes.
 

§ 146. Ecclesiastes is called by the Hebrews [image: ], the feminine participle from the root [image: ], “he gathered.” Rabbi D. Kimchi believes that Solomon is so called because his soul had gathered an abundance of arts and wisdom for him. The feminine form has to do either with “wisdom,” through which Solomon called together the people to himself and addressed them regarding necessary and useful matters, or with “the soul,” which is the nobler part of man. In Eccles. 1:2 it is construed with the masculine. The Greeks call it [image: ], “The Preacher,” because it speaks to the multitude generally, not to any one person in particular, as does Proverbs, according to Jerome’s observation.
 

The author of this book, by consensus of all, is Solomon, who undoubtedly set forth these teachings to his court either at table or in friendly conversation, as we gather from 1 Kings 10:8. Many of the Hebrews say that Solomon wrote this book in repentance after having lived a profligate life. Others say that with a prophetic spirit he foresaw the division of his kingdom under his son Rehoboam and was drawn into a contempt for fickle vanity. (See Ludovicus Vives, Augustini de civ. Dei, bk. 20, c. 3.)
 

Ecclesiastes has twelve chapters. Its author explains the sum and goal of the entire book in the last chapter, v. 8, namely: “Everything in the world is vanity.” Thus there is nothing more useful and necessary than to “fear God and keep His commandments” (v. 13). There are, then, two chief parts: the first, concerning the vanity of human affairs and pursuits in the world; second, regarding the stability and usefulness of piety and the fear of God.
 

§ 147. Philaster (Catal. haeres., c. 132) mentions that some heretics threw Ecclesiastes and the other books of Solomon out of the canon. In De verbo Dei, bk. 1, c. 5, Bellarmine accuses Luther of undermining the canonical authority of this book because [Luther] says in Conv. serm., title De lib. V. et N. T.: “The author of the book that is called Ecclesiastes seems to me to lack boots and spurs and rides only in slippers, as I myself used to do when I was still in the monastery.”34
 

We respond. (1) We stated earlier what one must decide about the Table Talh. (2) Luther’s words are being cut off as they are quoted. (3) Bellarmine, that copyist, has taken what Luther said about the Book of Ecclesiasticus or Sirach and applied this foolishly to the Book of Ecclesiastes. You see, Luther states clearly that he is speaking about that book that speaks out against tyrants, which Sirach made at the time of the Maccabees, which includes teachings about household responsibilities, which was collected from the library of Ptolemy Euergetes (all of which fits Sirach rather than Ecclesiastes). (4) Luther elucidated Ecclesiastes with a learned and useful commentary. Far be it from him to undermine its authority. (5) In his German Bible, Luther clearly counts this among the canonical books and separates it from the apocryphal books.
 

Bellarmine will never be able to prove, therefore, that Luther undermined the canonical authority of Ecclesiastes. Rather, let him see how he can excuse the fact that a certain English Papist doctor in 1566 published a book entitled Comitia Parlamentaria, in which he tells a story about someone who had read the Book of Ecclesiastes and said that it was harmful. The doctor bears witness that he had heard this with his own ears. Heskinsius does not contradict him at all but says, “This was a man to be respected, serious, prudent, devout, not unlearned,” and he adds: “Hence it becomes quite clear how perilous a matter it is for laymen to read Scripture.” Heskinsius himself makes this judgment about Ecclesiastes: “What frightens a person away from wisdom more strongly than the Book of Ecclesiastes? How shamefully the author seems to abuse wisdom, an outstanding gift of God, in this book!”
 


Song of Songs.
 

§ 148. The Song of Songs is called by the Hebrews [image: ], which in the Hebrew language means “an outstanding or exceptional song.” The Greeks call it [image: ], “Song of Songs,” and also connect a mention of the author—that it was written by Solomon. First Kings 4:32 relates that Solomon composed many songs, but none of these is extant today except this one, which was more excellent than the rest.
 

The interpreters differ regarding the aim [scopus] of this book, yet it is certain that it does not discuss marital love, much less excessive marital love. The Hebrews say: “Heaven forbid! Heaven forbid that this be a song about obscene things! Rather, it is a metaphor ….” Otherwise, “if it were not of great dignity, it would not be written in the catalog of the Holy Scriptures.” (I) Many of the ancients relate it to the spiritual marriage between Christ and the Church, as well as that of Christ and any faithful soul. Augustine, De civ. Dei, bk. 17, c. 20: “The Song of Songs is a spiritual pleasure of holy minds in the marriage of the King and the queen-city, that is, of Christ and the Church. This pleasure, however, is wrapped in allegorical veils so that the Bridegroom might be desired more ardently and be seen with greater joy.” (II) Some think that in this book there is described the ardent affection of the king for the state of Israel and vice versa. (III) Luther relates it to the affection of the people of Israel toward God.
 

It has eight chapters and consists of constant dialogue.
 

§ 149. Some of the ancient heretics used to say that the Song of Songs “was written not by the Spirit of God but by the heavy breath of lust,” according to Philaster (De haeres., c. 133). Beza attributes the same opinion to Castalion. This book was taken into the canon, however, by the common approval of both the Israelite and the Christian Church. In fact, among the ancient Hebrews, so great was their reverence for this book that they forbade anyone to read it—along with the beginning of Genesis and the beginning and end of Ezekiel—before his thirtieth year. The Christian interpreters seem to stand in the footsteps of those who think that the explanation of this song is not to be attained in youth but must be reserved for the solace of Christian old age and the provision [viaticum] of a devout departure. As examples, we have Bernard, Thomas Aquinas, and Jean Gerson, who spent the last days of their lives meditating upon and explaining this book.
 

§ 150. The common judgment of theologians attributes those three books we just listed—Proverbs, Ecclesiastes, Song of Songs—to Solomon (as we said earlier). Yet there are some who claim that the prophet Isaiah gathered the statements of these three books from the proverbs and songs that Solomon had composed and that had been preserved in the Israelite church until Isaiah’s time.
 

Proverbs was written especially for the young man, Ecclesiastes for the man in full bloom, and Song of Songs for the old man. Origen (prolog to Homil. in cant., vol. 1, f. 71), Jerome (on Ecclesiastes 1), Theodoret (preface to his commentary on Song of Songs), and others of the ancients compare summaries of these books with the three parts of philosophy. Because according to the Stoics and Platonists all philosophy is divided into three parts—namely, physics, ethics, and dialectics (by which the Platonists understand metaphysics)—therefore they say that in Proverbs there is set forth the ethical part of philosophy, that is, useful discipline concerning behavior. In Ecclesiastes there is set forth the physical part of philosophy, indicating the nature of those things perceived by the senses and teaching the vanity of this present life and all things that are seen here, so that as we recognize their fluctuating and fragile character we may spurn them as fleeting, passing things and acknowledge that what is to come is firm and will endure forever. In the Song of Songs there is set forth theology and the metaphysical part of philosophy, which denotes the mystic union of bride and Bridegroom.
 


Isaiah.
 

§ 151. The prophetic books, so called because the prophets wrote them at God’s command, follow the Mosaic or legal books, the historical books, and the doctrinal or poetic books in the canon of the Old Testament. Four major and twelve minor prophets are counted.
 

Among the major prophets, Isaiah is set in the first position, and he is nineteenth in the order of the canonical books. He is set in the first rank, however, not because he is older than the rest, because chronology shows that Jonah, Hosea, and Amos were earlier in terms of time. Rather, he occupies the first place because of the dignity of his prophetic declarations and because his prophecy is longer than all the rest. Some add this reason: because he was related to the Messiah not only by faith but also by a kinship of blood. He is called [image: ], as if to say, “the Salvation of the Lord,” whose message Isaiah indeed included in his addresses. Isaiah is called “the son of Amoz” (Isa. 1:1), and the rabbinic scholars claim in this regard that he was the brother of Amaziah, king of Judah, and father-in-law of Manasseh. He began to prophesy in the 3,160th year of the world, seven hundred years before the birth of Christ, while King Uzziah of Judah was still ruling, and he lived to the last days of Hezekiah (Isa. 1:1; 39:3). Therefore he was nearly a contemporary of Hosea, Amos, and Micah and spent the course of his life under four kings of Judah: Uzziah, Jotham, Ahaz, and Hezekiah (as is evident from the aforementioned passages).
 

** Of all the prophets, Christ selected this one to expound publicly in the synagogue of His own country because Isaiah sets forth his prophecies about the Messiah so clearly that he seems to act as an evangelist rather than a prophet. **
 

Augustine writes about him (De civ. Dei, bk. 18, c. 29): “Isaiah, along with his rebukes of iniquities, his commands of righteousness, and his predictions of an evil future for a sinful people, also prophesied much more than the rest about Christ and the Church, that is, about the King and the city that He founded, so that there are some people who have called him an evangelist rather than a prophet.” Augustine means Jerome, who writes this about him (Epistle ad Paulin.): “To me, Isaiah does not seem to compose a prophecy but the Gospel.” In the introduction to his commentary on Isaiah, Jerome writes: “I shall explain Isaiah in such a way that I shall reveal him not only as a prophet but also as an evangelist and an apostle.” Also: “This present writing contains all the mysteries of the Lord.” Also: “Whatever there is of Holy Scripture, whatever human language can speak, whatever mortal senses can accept, these are contained in this book.” Jerome again writes (Epistle ad Paulum et Eustochium): “Isaiah was a noble man, clear in expression, of urbane eloquence, who admitted no uncouth speech.”
 

** Jerome also says that Isaiah included in this book whatever human language and the mortal senses are capable of accepting about physics, ethics, logic, and the mysteries of Holy Scripture and that he did this with greater charm and eloquence and urbane elegance of diction than did the rest of the prophets. **
 

Amphilochius calls him “an outspoken person” (Opera, p. 94). In Seder Olam the Hebrews say that Isaiah was born of royal blood and that his own kinsman, the idolatrous King Manasseh, sawed him in two with a wood saw after he had taught in his office for sixty years. Of the Christian theologians, Epiphanius (De vitis Patriarch., c. De Esaia) and Jerome (Ad Paulum et Eustochium) make the same claim. They try to confirm this from Heb. 11:37.
 

Isaiah’s prophecy covers sixty-six chapters and can be divided into introduction, narrative, and conclusion. The narrative contains things both legal and evangelical. The legal material can be recounted according to the series of the four kings under whom he taught. Athanasius says about Isaiah: “The majority of his prophecy is Gospel tidings with respect to the coming of the Word in the flesh and the sufferings that He took upon Himself for our sakes.” He concludes his prophecy with an address about the final judgment and the eternal punishments of the wicked, because of which Augustine writes: “This prophet ends his book at that point when time [seculum] will end” (De civ. Dei, bk. 20, c. 21).
 


Jeremiah.
 

§ 152. Jeremiah is called [image: ], “the elevated and exalted of the Lord.” He prophesied under Josiah, Jehoiakim, and Zedekiah.
 

** He was deported into Egypt along with the rest of the people of Judah by Johanan, son of Kareah. He died in Tahpanhes, stoned by his own people, and was buried there. **
 

Alexander Polyhistor writes this about him:
 


At the time of Jehoiakim, Jeremiah prophesied, whom God had sent. When he found the Jews sacrificing to a golden image whose name was Baal, he foretold that a disaster would overcome them because of this. As a result, Jehoiakim commanded him to be burned alive. [Jeremiah] also said that those whom the Assyrian king had captured would make pits of the same wood near the Tigris and Euphrates. King Nebuchadnezzar heard this, took along King Stibar of the Medes to help, and overthrew first the cities of the Samaritans—Galilaea, Scythopolis, and Galatis—with 180[,000] foot soldiers, 120,000 cavalry, and 10,000 chariots. Next, he captured Jerusalem and took the king of the Jews alive and deported to Babylon the gold, silver, bronze, and everything else that had been in the temple with the exception of the ark and the tablets of the Law.

 




 

Ludovicus Vives (commentary on Augustine’s De civ. Dei, bk. 18, c. 25) quotes this from Alexander.
 

Augustine himself writes this about the times when Jeremiah prophesied (De civ. Dei, bk. 18, c. 33): “Jeremiah prophesied while Josiah was ruling in Jerusalem, Ancus Martius was ruler among the Romans, and the captivity of the Jews was approaching. His time of prophesying reached to the fifth month of the captivity, just as we find in his writing.” Augustine writes regarding Jeremiah that “Plato heard him teach in Egypt” (De doctr. Christ., bk. 2, c. 28). Later, however, he realized that this was false and retracted it (Retractat., bk. 2, c. 4), and in De civit. Dei, bk. 8, c. 11, he writes: “Plato was born a hundred years after Jeremiah.” A true reckoning of the chronology shows that there were about two hundred years between the births of Jeremiah and Plato. In De civit. Dei, bk. 18, c. 37, Augustine again teaches, correctly, that Plato was born not long after Ezra because Ezra died in the thirty-second year of Artaxerxes (as Nauclerus witnesses, vol. 1, generat. 54). Ezra died in the eighty-sixth Olympiad, and Plato was born in the eighty-eighth Olympiad, according to Apollodorus (Chronica). Whatever the situation may be, it is certain that Plato read the Books of Moses and of the prophets and transferred many things from them into his own books, as Eusebius proves (Praeparat. evangel., bk. 11).
 

Jeremiah’s prophecy covers fifty-two chapters, which can be divided into introduction, which explains Jeremiah’s calling to the prophetic ministry [munus]; narrative, which contains the prophecy itself, directed partly to the Jews and partly to the foreign enemies of the Jews, namely, the Gentiles; and conclusion, which includes a summary of the history of the city captured and the kingdom overthrown by the Chaldeans.
 


Lamentations.
 

§ 153. The Hebrews call Lamentations [image: ] from its first word. The rabbinic scholars in their commentaries call it [image: ], “complaints,” and the Greeks, [image: ], “Lamentations,” because of its subject matter. Rabbi Salomon thinks that this is the book that the king of Judah read from the beginning, then threw into the fire (Jer. 36:23). This, however, we can refute from c. 45 [of Jeremiah]. It contains the pathetic, mournful complaints about the wretched condition of the state of Israel into which it fell after the death of King Josiah. In the place of the introduction, the Septuagint translators present a summary of this book in these words: “After Israel had been led into captivity and Jerusalem was deserted, it happened that the prophet Jeremiah sat down, wept, and mourned over Jerusalem with this lamentation. He sighed bitterly, cried out, and said,” etc.
 

In the Hebrew text, Lamentations was written in this order: the first verse begins with [image: ], the second with [image: ], and so on to the end, keeping intact the order of letters of the Hebrew alphabet. In the third chapter, the first three verses begin with [image: ], the second three with [image: ], and so on, with each succeeding three verses keeping the pattern to the end of the alphabet. In the introduction to his commentary, Jerome believes that a mystery is not lacking here. The book consists of five chapters, which we can divide into lamentation and prayer.
 


Ezekiel.
 

§ 154. Ezekiel, [image: ], means “strength of God.” Theodoret (commentary on Ezek. 1:3) notes that he could boast of two gifts: both “priesthood and prophecy.” He prophesied at the same time as Jeremiah, but he lived in the city of Babylon, while Jeremiah lived in Jerusalem. The author of the preface to Marsilius Patavinus’s Defens. writes the following about him:
 


By revelation of the Holy Spirit he foresaw the four Gospels about six hundred years before Christ’s incarnation. He uttered a perfect prophecy of the four Gospels with a similitude of four animals, the first of which was a man; the second, a lion; the third, a calf; and the fourth, an eagle. In each of these, each mystery regarding Christ is figured: in the face of a man, His birth in the flesh; in that of the lion, the roaring of the preaching of the Gospel or the mystery of His resurrection; in that of the calf, the eternal priesthood; in that of the eagle, the mystery of spreading His divinity, which had to be published to the Church throughout the world.

 




 

Gregory’s statement is in harmony with this: “Our Redeemer: a man by His birth, a calf by His death, a lion by His resurrection, an eagle by His ascension.” Nevertheless others explain that prophetic vision in other ways. (See Justin, Quaest. et resp. ad orthod., q. 44, p. 325.)
 

** Ezekiel died in Chaldea at the hands of a leading man of his own people whom he had reproached because of his idolatry. After his slaying, he was buried in the land of the Spyrii [Spyriorum] in the district of Maur in the tomb of Shem and Arphaxad, the ancestor of Abraham. **
 

According to Jerome (Epistle ad Paulin. and the introduction to bk. 1 of his commentary on Ezekiel), among the Jews, no one is allowed to read the beginning of Genesis or the Song of Songs or the beginning and end of Ezekiel until he has reached the age of the priestly ministry, that is, his thirtieth year.
 

It has forty-eight chapters in which we have, with the exception of a prologue, a prophecy partly rebuking, partly comforting.
 


Daniel.
 

§ 155. Daniel, [image: ], “the judgment of God” or “judged by God.” If what the rabbinic scholars say here and there about Daniel’s prophecy is true, it was taken into the canon after the Babylonian captivity but not without some hesitation. After it could not be excluded, however, it was thrown back into the last class of writings of the Old Testament. The Hebrews put Daniel among the [image: ], or holy writings, and they argue at great length whether one ought to include his prophecy among the immediate works of the Holy Spirit or ascribe it to the common and ordinary gift of prophecy. Regarding this matter, one can look at Rabbi Samuel Valerius (introduction to his commentary on Daniel) and Rabbi Joseph Albo (Fundam., bk. 3, c. 10). On the other hand, Galatinus (De arcan., bk. 4, c. 14) correctly advises that we must consider him a prophet. In Dan. 9:23 and 10:11 he is called [image: ], “a man of desirable things,” so to him may be attributed a name in proportion to the subject matter that was revealed in him. He is also called “a man most desired,” to show that he is especially dear to God. Jerome (Epistle ad Paulin.) calls him “the polyhistor [“very learned man”] of the whole world.” Epiphanius mentions that his father was called Sabaea (Haeres. 55).
 

** The first part of the book—that is, from the beginning to those words of c. 2: “The Chaldeans said to the king of Syria,” etc.—is told in Hebrew. The second part, which runs from there to the vision of Belshazzar’s third year (that is, to the end of c. 7), is written in Hebrew letters but is written in Syriac, that is, in Chaldaic. The third part, to the end of c. 12, is again written in Hebrew. **
 

It consists of twelve chapters, the first six of which contain historical material; the latter six, prophetic.
 


The minor prophets.
 

§ 156. There are twelve minor prophets, so called because their writings are shorter than those of the prior four, who are consequently called major prophets. Augustine, De civ. Dei, bk. 18, beginning of c. 29: “These twelve prophets are called minor because their discourses are short in comparison with those who are called major because they wrote more extended volumes.”
 


Hosea.
 

The first among the minor prophets is Hosea. Although his prophecy has more chapters than that of Daniel, yet he yields to Daniel in length. [image: ] means “savior,” and he is so called because he announced salvation to the house of Judah and was supposed to be a type of Christ, the Savior. In Synops., Dorotheus notes that he was born in the town of Belemoth of the tribe of Issachar; Drusius (on Hosea, part 3) reads “Bethshemesh,” which he lists among the cities of that tribe (see Josh. 19:22). Jerome approves this and writes: “Hosea was born of the tribe of Issachar in Bethshemesh.” These words are quoted in the Glossa ordinaria on Josh. 1:1. His father is called Beeri (Hosea 1:1), but his estate and situation are unknown. The rabbinic scholars have the rule: “When the name of his father is expressed in the beginning of any prophet, we take it to mean that the father was a prophet.” This rule, however, has not been proved with sufficient strength.
 

Hosea prophesied before the Babylonian captivity at the time of King Jeroboam under four kings of Judah: Uzziah, Jotham, Ahaz, and Hezekiah. He was a contemporary of Jonah (2 Kings 14:[25]), of Isaiah (Isa. 1:1), of Amos (Amos 1:1), and of Micah (Mic. 1:1)—all of whom foretold destruction for the kingdom of Israel. Jerome speaks as follows regarding this prophet’s style (Prolog. super duod. prophetas): “Hosea is chopped up and speaks as if in [individual] statements.” Augustine, De civit. Dei, bk. 18, c. 28: “The more deeply the prophet Hosea speaks, the more difficult it is to penetrate him.”
 

The book has fourteen chapters, and we can divide it into the title and the prophecy itself, which uses both invective and comforting discourse.
 


Joel.
 

§ 157. Joel. Some translate [image: ] as “beginning,” others as “the descent of the Lord.” He was born and buried in Canaanite land, in the district of Beth-horon, the son of Pethuel ([image: ]), which they translate as “the breadth” or “entry of the Lord” or “God who opens.” He was of the tribe of Reuben. Because he makes no mention at all of Israel and the ten tribes, it is assumed from this that whatever the prophet says is related to the kingdom of Judah and Jerusalem. Jerome claims that he prophesied at the same time and under the same kings as did Hosea. There are some who believe that he followed Isaiah and Hosea, who foretold the devastation of the kingdom of Judah at the hands of the Babylonians, and that he began to prophesy, after the devastation of the kingdom of Israel that Hosea predicted, concerning the kingdom of Judah that would soon be destroyed by the Babylonians. All the circumstances of time show that he prophesied at the time of King Hezekiah.
 

The book has three chapters, which contain partly an exhortation to repentance and partly the comfort offered to those who repent.
 


Amos.
 

§ 158. Amos ([image: ]) means “burden.” He is called this because he is a vehement prophet who foretold to the people a harsh burden, that is, serious punishment, because of their wickedness. In his German preface, Luther renders it “burdened with rebukes.”35 Because of this, he immediately says in the inscription [image: ], as if he were saying “heavy words,” “which the land does not endure,” as Amaziah would say in false accusation (Amos 7:10). Jerome translates it as [image: ] [“bearing”]. The Latin prologue on this prophet says that he is called “burdened” because he “is filled with spiritual grace.” Yet it is inappropriate to call grace a burden. Rabbi Phinees gives as an explanation for his name that “he had a burdened or hindered tongue.” This comes, however, from an uncertain tradition.
 

Amos was born in the town of Tekoa in the tribe of Judah, which was six miles south of Bethlehem. Although he was a shepherd, he became a prophet (Amos 1:1; 7:14). He prophesied at the time when Uzziah, otherwise called Azariah, was ruling the kingdom of Judah and when Jeroboam, son of Joash, was controlling the government of the kingdom of Israel. Therefore he was a contemporary of Isaiah and Hosea but was later than Jonah with regard to time.
 

** Jeroboam, whom [Amos] had rebuked because of the two golden calves, killed him by piercing his temples with a spike. **
 

The principal theme of the prophecy is that it foretells the overthrow of the kingdom of Israel, for he specifically prophesied to the kingdom of Israel or the ten tribes, as is apparent from Amos 1:1; 3:1; 4:1; 5:1. He expresses few words regarding the kingdom of Judah, and these in passing (Amos 2:4; 6:1).
 

It consists of nine chapters altogether, which can be divided into two parts. The first is the general inscription (Amos 1:1). The second is the prophecy itself, which contains the threats of the Law directed partly against the foes of God’s people (Amos 1:[2]-2:[3]), partly against the people of Judah (Amos 2:4-5), partly against the Israelites (Amos 2:6-9:[10]), and, finally, consolations of the Gospel (Amos 9:11-15).
 


Obadiah.
 

§ 159. Obadiah ([image: ]) means “servant of God” or “God’s handiwork,” from the root [image: ] and [image: ], which is contracted from [image: ] [“Jehovah”]. It is not clearly evident as to his tribe and when he prophesied. Some make the probable claim that he lived around the beginning of the Babylonian captivity and addressed the people of Judah who had not yet been taken to Babylon. He is not the Obadiah mentioned in 1 Kings 18:3 because, with regard to time, he came later and was almost a contemporary of Jeremiah.
 

** Before he had begun to prophesy, he had reached the rank of semicenturion or “captain of fifty” under King Ahaz of Israel. After two semicenturions had been consumed by fire from heaven, King Ahaz had sent him to arrest the prophet Elijah, but he deserted the king, took up with the prophet, and became his disciple. Some of the rabbinic scholars claim that he was a proselyte from Edom because the little book of his prophecy was written especially against the Edomites, that is, the Chaldeans and heathen who afflicted Israel. **
 

It contains a single chapter that has two parts. The first is of the Law, in which he predicts the final destruction of the Edomites, who were rejoicing over the disaster that had befallen the people of Judah, and convicts them for their sins as the cause for their destruction. The latter part is of the Gospel, and in it he prophesies the spiritual liberation of the true Israelites, which Christ would accomplish. Some entire statements against the Edomites are common also to Jeremiah 49 and Ezekiel 25.
 


Jonah.
 

§ 160. Jonah ([image: ]) means “dove,” and the reason for this name is not clear. He belonged to the nation of Judah and was born at Gath Hepher, a city in the tribe of Zebulun (Josh. 19:13).
 

** Epiphanius says he was born in Gath or in Havathamaum in the tribe of Dan, not far from Azotus, a city of Palestine, near the sea. [Epiphanius] also says he was the widow of Zarephath’s son, whom the prophet Elijah raised from the dead in Zarephath of Sidon and whose mother later said to him: “Now I know that you are a man of God and that [the Lord’s word] in your mouth is the truth” [1 Kings 17:24]. For this reason, he says, the boy was called “the son of Amittai,” that is, “the son of truth,” because the truth was again brought out into this light when the prophet Elijah was speaking. **
 

Jonah’s father was Amittai [Jon. 1:1]. Jonah prophesied at the time when Jeroboam, son of Joash, was king of Israel and Phul Belochus ruled in Assyria and Babylon, as we gather from 2 Kings 14:25, where Jonah’s prophecy is mentioned. God sent him to Nineveh, the chief city of the Assyrian monarchy (Gen. 10:11). Because at first he refused this call, he was enveloped in peril. After being divinely freed from this, he faithfully fulfilled the duties of the calling entrusted to him, and with his preaching of repentance, he brought the people of Nineveh unharmed out of the imminent destruction he had prophesied for them.
 

The book consists of four chapters and has two parts: (I) The account of Jonah turning his back and refusing his divine call, for which God punished him (Jonah 1) but later freed him miraculously (Jonah 2). (II) The account of Jonah accepting the repeated call and, by his prediction of imminent destruction, bringing the Ninevites to repentance (Jonah 3). This bothered him, but the divine oracle restrained him (Jonah 4).
 

Jerome is greatly surprised that the Septuagint translators translated “forty days” (Jon. 3:4, etc.) as “three days” because in the Hebrew they have no commonality of syllables, accents, or words. Augustine struggles mightily to explain these difficulties and is unable to extricate himself sufficiently (De civ. Dei, bk. 18, c. 44). We give the simple response, however, that the Greek text here is corrupt because some copies do have “forty.”
 


Micah.
 

§ 161. Micah ([image: ]) means “humiliated.” He came from the city of Mareshah in the tribe of Judah (Josh. 15:44). He prophesied at the time of Jotham, Ahaz, and Hezekiah, the kings of Judah, as is evident from the inscription (Mic. 1:1), and was a near contemporary of Isaiah, with whom he agrees in many matters. Therefore he was different from that Micah who foretold the death of wicked King Ahab (1 Kings 22:8; 2 Chron. 18:7), for he came a long time after him.
 

The book has seven chapters that contain both addresses of the Law, in which he predicts the overthrow of the kingdoms of both Judah and Israel because of their wickedness and idolatry, and the comforts of the Gospel regarding the coming of the Messiah and the spiritual liberation He would provide, a type of which was the corporeal liberation from the Babylonian captivity. Before all the prophets, [Micah] has the singular distinction of naming the place of the Lord’s birth (Mic. 5:2).
 


Nahum.
 

§ 162. Nahum ([image: ]) means “preacher or teacher of repentance” or “comforter.” It is not evident as to when he lived and prophesied. From the circumstances, we can draw the probable conclusion that he lived before the Babylonian captivity, around the end of the kingdom of Hezekiah, and that he was a contemporary of Micah, ninety years after Jonah. His native city was Elkosh, an unknown city (Nah. 1:1). Some think that Elkosh was a district in the tribe of Simeon. He preached destruction to the Assyrians, who were going to afflict the Lord’s people, but especially to the city of Nineveh, the metropolis of the Assyrian kingdom. Although the Ninevites had repented at the time of Jonah, through which they had escaped the punishment divinely foretold them, later they nevertheless returned to their old wickedness, zealously practiced every kind of evil, insulted God, and grievously afflicted His people. Consequently, they finally fell into their long-deserved punishment.
 

The book has three chapters that contain both the prophecy of the destruction of the Assyrians (Nahum 1) and his explanation of the reasons for it (Nahum 2-3).
 


Habakkuk.
 

§ 163. Habahhuh ([image: ]) means “embracer,” “comforter,” or “wrestler.” Where and when he lived are not expressed. From the circumstances, we draw the probable conclusion that he lived around the time of Jeremiah or a little earlier, because he prophesies concerning the Babylonians, who were going to destroy the kingdom of Judah. In the apocryphal additions to Daniel, [Habakkuk] is mentioned as having brought food to Daniel in the lions’ den.
 

The book has three chapters that contain: (1) the complaint about the serious sins of the people of Judah; (2) the prophecy of the punishments that would come at the hands of the Chaldeans; (3) comfort regarding their coming liberation; and (4) an exhortation to patience and prayers, whose form he prescribes.
 


Zephaniah.
 

§ 164. Zephaniah ([image: ]) means “the Lord’s secretary” or “the examiner for the Lord.” He was the son of Cushi, the great-great-grandson of Hezekiah. He prophesied at the time of Josiah, king of Judah, and was a contemporary of Jeremiah, according to Augustine (De civit. Dei, bk. 18, c. 33). Ludovicus Vives, commentary on this passage [of Augustine], says regarding Zephaniah: “The Hebrews say that he was a prophet and the son, grandson, and great-great-grandson of prophets, for his father was Cushi, his grandfather was Gedaliah, his great-grandfather was Amariah, his great-great-grandfather was Hezekiah, all prophets. For they say that all the forefathers whom someone names in the title were also prophets.” This rule of the rabbinic scholars, however, is uncertain.
 

Zephaniah prophesied chiefly about the overthrow of the kingdom of Judah. The book consists of three chapters, the first of which is a threat containing the prophecy of visitation by the Chaldeans; the second, an exhortation to repentance; and the third, a mixture of warning and consolation that contains a prophecy about the calling of the Gentiles and the extension of the Church that was to be awaited at the time of the Messiah.
 


Haggai.
 

§ 165. Haggai ([image: ]) means “festal” or “celebrating a feast” or “diligent.” He began to prophesy after the Babylonian captivity, in the second year of King Darius of the Persians, as is evident from Ezra 5:1 and Hag. 1:1. The greatest historians say that this Darius was the son of Hystaspes. The predecessor of this Darius, King Cambyses (whom Ezra calls Ahasuerus and Artaxerxes [Arthasasta]), had hindered the restoration of the temple. This Darius, however, finally gave the Jews the power to rebuild the temple. Because the Jews were remiss and lazy in this work and were more concerned about rebuilding their own private dwellings than the temple, God summoned up this prophet, Haggai, and two months later his colleague, Zechariah, both of whom rebuked this yawning of the people and prophesied about the excellence of the second temple that would be gained for it through the coming of the Messiah.
 

This book has two chapters, the first of which is an exhortation to go through with the building of the temple, and the second of which is a consolation regarding the preservation of this temple until the coming of the Messiah.
 


Zechariah.
 

§ 166. Zechariah ([image: ]) means “the memory of the Lord” or “mindful of the Lord.”
 

** His visions are not much different from those of Daniel. **
 

He was the son of Berechiah, grandson of Iddo. Because the names fit, some think that he was the man of whom Christ says that the Jews killed him between the temple and the altar (Matt. 23:[35]). The more correct claim, however, is that Christ is speaking about Zechariah, the son of Jehoiada, whom Scripture says the Jews stoned in the court of the temple, that is, between the temple and the altar of the burnt offerings (2 Chron. 24:21). This Jehoiada was also called Berechiah.
 

This Zechariah of ours prophesied also after the Babylonian captivity and was given to Haggai as a colleague after Haggai had already been preaching for two months. The book consists of fourteen chapters in which are contained: (1) an exhortation to the people from the Babylonian captivity that they should repent genuinely (Zech. 1:1-7); (2) the mention of visions through which they are advised about the blessings they already have received and that are yet to come (through c. 7); (3) instruction about true fasting and the true worship of God (through c. 8); (4) a prophecy about the complete destruction of the enemies of the people of Israel, about the coming of Christ, and about His blessings to the Church (to the end of the book).
 


Malachi.
 

§ 167. Malachi ([image: ]) means “messenger” or “angel.” The rabbinic scholars think that this Malachi is Ezra, whose canonical book is extant, which they conclude from the fact that he reproves the same sins that Ezra rebuked. Augustine, De civit. Dei, bk. 20, c. 25: “There are some who believe that the prophet Malachiel or Malachi, who is also called ‘the angel,’ is also Ezra the priest whose other works have been taken into the canon. Jerome says that this is the opinion of the Hebrews concerning him.” This argument, however, is not strong. Some think that the name Malachi is not a proper name but the common title for all the prophets and that we can take this name to mean Haggai, who is also called “the angel of the Lord” (Hag. 1:13). This, however, is just as uncertain as the notion that this was Ezra.
 

** There are some who think that this was the angel who came down from heaven and took on human form to prophesy to Israel what God had commanded. Jerome attributes this idea to Origen. Epiphanius, on the other hand, writes that he was born in the town of Sopha in the tribe of Zebulun and that he was given the name “Angel” because he was endowed with an excellent form and blameless behavior. **
 

This Malachi was the last prophet of the Old Testament, whom, in the order of the New Testament, John the Baptist followed as the forerunner of the Messiah. This Malachi of ours prophesied about John in 3:1 and 4:5. Augustine, De civit. Dei, bk. 17, c. 24: “During that entire time from when the Jews returned from Babylon and after Malachi, Haggai, and Zechariah, who prophesied at that time, and Ezra, they did not have prophets until the coming of the Savior.”
 

The book has four chapters that we can divide into two parts. The first of these is the rebuke in which the priests and the people are charged both because of their negligence and deceits in divine worship and their greed in the sacrifices and because of their violation of the marriage laws and because of their blasphemies (Malachi 1-2). The second part is consolatory, in which the coming of the Messiah, as well as of His forerunner, John the Baptist, is foretold (Malachi 3-4).
 

§ 168. These are the “twelve minor prophets,” as they are called. The Hebrews put their prophecies into a single book, which they call [image: ], as if to say, “the Book of the Two and Ten.” For the Chaldeans, ‘“[image: ] has the same value as [image: ] (“two”) has among the Hebrews. And [image: ] corresponds to the Hebrew [image: ] (“ten”). The Greeks call it [image: ] [“the Book of the Twelve Prophets”].
 

In addition to this distribution by which the prophets are divided into major and minor, there also occurs that distribution by which all of them together are grouped into three classes. To the first belong those who prophesied before the Babylonian captivity: Isaiah, Jeremiah, Hosea, Joel, Amos, Obadiah, Jonah, Micah, Nahum, Habakkuk, and Zephaniah. To the second belong those who prophesied during the actual captivity: Ezekiel and Daniel. To the third group, those who prophesied after the captivity are to be referred: Haggai, Zechariah, and Malachi.
 

Andreas Osiander claims that there once were three kinds of prophets (bk. 1, Annotat. on Jeremiah, c. 11). The first was of those who, whenever the situation would demand it, would have oracles, visions, or prophetic dreams. Such men were Moses, Samuel, and others. In the early times these were called “seers” or, by the Jews, commonly, “the earlier prophets.” The second class was of those who, though they could never of their own choice tell their oracles, visions, or prophetic dreams, would nevertheless prophesy as often as it seemed good to God to teach, rebuke, or admonish His people through these prophets. These the Jews commonly called “the later prophets” because the greatest part of them came after Solomon and under the idolatrous kings—as, for example, Isaiah, Jeremiah, Ezekiel, and the twelve they call the minor prophets—since the former, better kind almost ceased around the time of David. The third is the class of those who, though they never had oracles, visions, or prophetic dreams, nevertheless learned from the prophets of the above-mentioned class as from erudite teachers. Having been taught by the inner anointing of the Holy Spirit, they have a correct understanding of the prophetic writings; they know how to explain them to others and how to give good advice from them to those who ask. They are able to have a clear view of what necessarily follows from a correct reasoning from their statements. In the old days these were called “the sons of the prophets.” When Paul writes to the Corinthians, he simply calls them “prophets.”
 

§ 169. Those called “prophets” in the specific sense had as their responsibility: (1) To know and foretell the future long before it would occur (Deut. 18:22). Hence Justin (Tryphon., p. 175) says that the prophets are “blessed men, righteous, lovers of God, dear to God Himself, speaking and foretelling what had to be fulfilled in the future by the inbreathing of the Holy Spirit.” (2) They had to reveal the will of God to men, for as Lactantius explains (Instit., bk. 1, c. 4), the prophets were sent “to be the heralds of His majesty and the correctors of human corruption.” Thus Augustine calls the prophet “the declarer of God’s words” (Q. 17 in Exod.). (3) They had to interpret secret matters that otherwise no one could understand easily. Thus the office of the prophets was being performed by Joseph before Pharaoh (Genesis 41) and by Daniel before Nebuchadnezzar (Daniel 2). (4) They had to advise the people in secret, doubtful, and perplexing matters (1 Sam. 9:19; 25:6). (5) They had to be on watch always, lest the church and state fall into some harm. You see, they once were called “seers” not only because they would see what was going to happen and because what they were prophesying was as certain as if they had seen it before their eyes (which Chrysostom, in vol. 1, col. 718, gives as the reasons for this title) but also because they were set up like a mirror and had to keep watching and seeing what was going to happen with regard to the church and state (Ezek. 3:2). (6) Their special and most important function was “to prophesy all things concerning Christ that we believe have been fulfilled and that we discern are being fulfilled and that we trust will be fulfilled,” as Augustine says (De civit. Dei, bk. 7, c. 32). For he also says that everything that is contained in their books was said either about Christ or for Christ’s sake (Contra Faustum, bk. 12, c. 7). This he proves throughout bk. 18 of De civit. Dei, as did also Justin (Dial. cum Tryphon.), Tertullian (Contra Judaeos, bk. 9), Cyprian (Contra Judaeos), Chrysostom (Adv. Jud., homily 4), Nicetas (Thesaurus, bk. 3, c. 1), Lyra (Contra Judaic. perfidiam), etc.
 

§ 170. Therefore all the things that occur in the writings of the major prophets as well as of the minor prophets can be divided into two general headings, namely, that some are historic and some dogmatic. The dogmatic material involves either the Law or the Gospel. That related to the Law contains exhortations with connected promises or dissuasions with connected threats, some of which concern the people of God in the kingdoms of Israel and Judah and some, on the other hand, that concern the enemies of God’s people: the Babylonians, Assyrians, Edomites, Moabites, etc. To the Gospel portion pertain prophecies about Christ, whose birth, teaching, miracles, suffering, death, resurrection, ascension, etc., they foretell with clear and lucid language.
 

§ 171. However, some heretics formerly called the canonical authority of the prophetic writings into doubt. (Bishop Theodore of Mopsuestia used to say, “The prophets never prophesied anything about Christ,” as we conclude from fragments of his commentaries, which are listed in V. Synod. collat. 4. According to Eusebius [Hist. eccles., bk. 5, c. 13], Apelles used to say that, inspired by a contrary spirit, they foretold many things as uncertain because they seemed to have proposed some contrary things as far as their appearance is concerned. The Ebionites would not admit the prophets except Moses, in whom they would accept some things and reject some, as they wished. Extremely close to these are the Photinians who indirectly tear apart the authority of the prophetic writings.) [The heretics] do this despite the fact that by the unanimous approval of the Israelite, as well as the Christian, church these prophetic writings have been accepted into the canon; also, Christ and the apostles clearly confirm this in the New Testament. It is beneficial, therefore, to note carefully what statements of the prophetic writings the evangelists and apostles, as well as Christ Himself, cite in the New Testament because such citations provide manifest testimony about the divine and canonical authority of those writings.
 

§ 172. Of the same grain—or, rather, chaff—with those foes of the prophetic writings are those who formerly rejected all the books of the Old Testament as if some evil god dictated them. Such were the Simonians, the Basilidians, and the Marcionites (in Irenaeus, bk. 1, c. 20, 22, 29); the Manichaeans (in Epiphanius, Haeres. 66; Augustine, De utilit. credendi contra Manich., c. 2; and Eusebius, Hist. eccles., bk. 5, last chapter); and the Bogomiles (in Euthymius, Panopl., part 2, title 23, c. 1). Antoninus (part 4, title 2, c. 7) attributes the same error to the Albigensians, but he does them an injustice. In the previous century, the Anabaptists in the conference held at Franckenthal decided that one must not admit the Old Testament books into a debate of faith in any other way except to the extent that they are in harmony with the New Testament. The Photinians stand in the footsteps of the Anabaptists because they also attribute too little to the books of the Old Testament. Socinus, De auctorit. script., p. 16:
 


It is certain that no one can by any reason or means accept the Christian religion unless he at the same time confess that the prophecy concerning Christ and things pertaining to Him and (because of it) to the Christian religion became known by its revelation. [He must also confess] that at least some [of these] things present another understanding than that which appears and that this is the sort of thing about which no one could indeed suspect anything without that revelation.

 




 

In Refut. Carol., p. 54, Sommerus proposes this sort of canon: “Whatever is transferred from the Old Testament to the New is indeed carried over in the same words [verba]. But in actuality [res] it has nothing except a likeness, and this is often slight.” Page 55: “Even if David did write something about Christ and the spiritual reality [res] of the New Testament, nevertheless he did not realize this.” Theophil. Nichol., Adversus Miedzibozium, p. 68: “To be sure, we accept this testimony of the prophet, but it would have had greater impact had the apostle spoken.” Ostorodus calls the Old Testament “imperfect, but the New is perfect,” and, therefore, he concludes that the former takes second place to the latter (Instit. Germ., part 3, c. 28, p. 187). As regards shadows, ceremonies, sacrifices, and forensic laws, the Old Testament is true, but the moral law and instruction regarding the Messiah are the same in both. The grades are rather of clarity than of authority in both Testaments. Schmaltzius, Refut. Smiglec., p. 79: “It is of little concern what a prophet of the old covenant says about the worship of God.” Again Schmaltzius, Contra Frantz.: “Why is it so strange if a person who discusses the Christian religion particularly presses passages of the new covenant, because it is certain that that religion must be proved especially and principally from them and because whatever is brought to that religion from the Old Testament does not do so much to confirm it or create faith in it as to illustrate and commend it?”
 

§ 173. To this error we oppose an argument of this kind: Whatever Scripture is such that (1) it is God-breathed, (2) Christ commands that we search it, (3) Christ and His disciples cite it and confirm their teachings from it, (4) and it contains the Church’s foundation, this Scripture is canonical and has equal authority with the books of the New Testament.
 

But the Holy Scripture of the Old Testament is such that: (1) It is God-breathed. See 2 Tim. 3:16 where we conclude that the passage is speaking about the books of the Old Testament, too, not only from the known universal “all Scripture,” namely, Holy Scripture (from v. 15), but also from the circumstance of time, because at the time of Timothy’s infancy, little or nothing of the New Testament had been committed to writing.
 

(2) Christ commands us to search it (John 5:39) and adds this eminent statement that it testifies of Him and that we can find eternal life in it. In Luke 16:29 He commands that we hear Moses and the prophets and states that we can avoid the torments of hell if we listen carefully to them and accept their instruction.
 

(3) Christ and the apostles quote the Scripture of the Old Testament and prove everything they teach from it (Luke 24:27; Rom. 3:21; Acts 10:43; 26:[22]; etc.).
 

(4) It contains the foundation of the Church. Eph. 2:20: “You are built upon the foundation of the apostles and prophets.” Certainly, Socinus (Tract. de loco Matth. 16, p. 66) says that “prophets” must be taken in this statement of the apostle to mean those New Testament prophets who are mentioned in Eph. 4:11 and 1 Cor. 12:28. He writes: “They would disclose certain hidden things that had to do with the Christian religion. From this they could increase and confirm the faith of their hearers. The name ‘foundation’ is applied to them in no other sense than that they were among the first who announced and confirmed the Christian religion.” The apostle is speaking here, however, about the universal foundation of the Church both in the New and in the Old Testament, that foundation upon which the faith of both Jews and Gentiles rests, as we can conclude from what comes before and after the passages cited. He establishes the apostles and prophets as the foundation, that is, with respect to their teaching, just as in Rev. 21:14 the wall of the holy city is said to have “twelve foundations, and on them the names of the twelve apostles of the Lamb.” So because the teaching of the prophets agrees exactly with the teaching of the apostles (Acts 26:22; Rom. 3:21), therefore in the description of this foundation of the Church the prophets are joined with the apostles. What of the fact that in De auctor. Script., p. 5, Socinus writes that the New Testament clearly confirms the Old? How, then, will they not have the same authority?
 


[image: ]
 

18 A Gnostic, disciple of Valentinus, who lived in the second century after Christ’s birth.
 

19 An antinomian, Gnostic sect mentioned by Clement of Alexandria, Stromata 3.4 (ANF 2:387).
 

20 The Vulgate at 2 Chron. 33:19 takes the Hebrew word [image: ], often translated as “Seers,” as a proper noun.
 

21 Read “2” instead of “22.”
 

22 Luther’s German Bible and the Vulgate at Ezra 2:63 treat the Hebrew word [image: ] as a proper noun.
 

23 Cotta’s edition places this paragraph here. Preuss’s edition inappropriately places it earlier in § 131.
 

24 That is, a story presenting a conflict that ends happily. Not necessarily humorous.
 

25 That is, introduction, increase of tension, and resolution.
 

26 Cf. StL 22:1415 (Table Talh).
 

27 Cf. StL 22:1422 (Table Talh).
 

28 Cf. Douay-Rheims version of the Bible. In Luther’s translation, this is v. 14.
 

29 WA 53:58.
 

30 WA DB 10/1:9.
 

31 Lit., “with that which was assumed.”
 

32 Beginning here, the Preuss and Frankfurt/Hamburg editions have a repetition of the rest of this paragraph. Instead of “Some think,” the repetition begins with “Chrysostom thinks.”
 

33
Quod sol in coelo est, inter tot biblica scripta / Davidis psalmos regis id esse reor. / Sol planetarum ductor caligine pulsa / Omnia coelesti luce, calore fovet. / Sic mentis tenebras pellunt Davidica plectra / Atque animas vivis alloquiis amant etc.
 

34 StL 22:1411 (Table Talh).
 

35 Cf. AE 35:320; WA DB 11/2:227.
 



  


CHAPTER VIII: ON THE APOCRYPHAL BOOKS OF THE OLD TESTAMENT IN PARTICULAR
 


The apocryphal books of the former class.
 

§ 174. We said earlier (§ 67) that the apocryphal books of the Old Testament can be arranged into two classes. The former contains those that, by confession of the more reasonable Papists themselves, are apocryphal, though they are contained in the Greek or Latin codices of the Bible. The latter contains those that the Papists consider canonical, though they actually are apocryphal.
 


3 and 4 Ezra.
 

Third and Fourth Ezra belong to the former group. There actually are some people who want also these books to be canonical. Genebrardus places them in the later canon of the Hebrews (Chronol., bk. 2, ann. mundi 3638). He says:
 


Third and Fourth Ezra do not belong to the earlier canon of the Hebrews because they had not yet been published when the canon was sanctioned. They do not come short, however, of being sacred and canonical because this synod does not bind the sacred authors who followed nor did it extinguish nor take away the inbreathing of the Spirit. Because of these later writers, another canon was published.

 




 

Pistorius accuses blessed Luther of great audacity for tearing the two later books of Ezra out of the Bible (Prima motiva, quare Marchio Badensis ad Papatum defecerit). He writes: “The two later Books of Ezra have no more worth to him than the fables of Aesop or books of even meaner esteem, so he thinks that he is right to drive them away from his Bible and does not deem them worthy of a translation.”
 

** Jerome writes, Ad Domin. et Rog., vol. 3, p. 21: “(No one) is pleased by the dreams of the apocryphal third and fourth books (of Ezra) because even among the Hebrews the sermons of Ezra and Nehemiah are put together into a single volume. What is not found in them must be thrown far away from the old twenty-four.” **
 

However, not only Jerome but also Bellarmine himself (De verbo Dei, bk.1, c. 20) acknowledges that “Jewish fables,” which are not better than Aesop’s fables, “are contained in them.” Bellarmine indeed wonders what Genebrardus, whom Pistorius approves in this regard, had in mind that he would accept these books into the canon. He should know, however, that Genebrardus confirms that these books are canonical with arguments equally as strong as those Bellarmine uses to prove that the rest of the controversial books are canonical. You see, 3 Ezra is quoted by Origen, Cyprian, Athanasius, Clement of Alexandria, Augustine, the author of the Opus Imperfectum, etc. In his treatise De fatis Monarch. Rom., f. 4ff., Bibliander also considers 4 Ezra as canonical. Scaliger, Exercit. 308: “The Books of Ezra contain many more secret matters that are more powerful than any story. A wonderful and divine summary of them is in my possession, written in Syriac.” The Rosicrucian Society draws much from 4 Ezra.
 

We can easily show, however, that these books are apocryphal. (1) There are no extant Hebrew or Greek texts. Therefore they cannot be prophetic because they are not found to be written in the prophetic languages. The fourth book, to be sure, has the scent of Hebrew diction. If it were canonical, however, divine providence would never have allowed the original text to perish. Some say that a Chaldaic version of it still exists in Venice, but this is uncertain and can be the same sort of copy as the Hebrew copy of Tobit that Munsterus made. Against the authority of these books, then, Jerome correctly urges in his preface to Ezra “that not only did the Hebrews not have them, but they also are not even in the Septuagint.” There are those who think this book was written in the time of the New Testament after John’s Revelation and was published under the name of Ezra by a converted Jew who was speaking about the state of the New Testament Church in relation to the state of the ancient Church. It appears from [4 Ezra] 1:40 that it was written after the time of Malachi, who was the last prophet of the Old Testament.
 

(2) They contain Jewish fables and provide empty dreams, according to Jerome (loc. cit.).
 

(3) They contradict other books of the Bible. Anyone may see that he cannot reconcile what 3 Ezra 4 says about the building of the temple with the prophecy of Haggai, and what it says about the building of Jerusalem with the true account in Esther 10. Compare also what 4 Ezra 10:22 says with 2 Maccabees 2:4.
 

(4) These books lack the approving consensus of the Israelite church as well as of the Christian Church.
 

(5) The more reasonable Papists themselves remove them from the canon.
 

** Sixtus Senensis writes (Biblioth., under the title Esdrae duo): “This third Book of Ezra we attribute to the apocryphal writings and reject with them. The Greek fathers place it in the sacred canon and set it first in the order of the Books of Ezra because that which is told therein occurred before what is contained in the Books of Ezra and Nehemiah. We consider those latter ones, however, as the first and second. The Greeks include both of these under the second volume of Ezra. Therefore among them 1 Ezra begins: ‘When Josiah celebrated the Passover,’ and 2 Ezra begins: ‘In the first year …’ “**
 

In the council of the seventy bishops at Rome, Gelasius puts only one Book of Ezra into the canon. This one he undoubtedly takes to mean our two, which “are contained in a single volume,” as Jerome testifies in his preface to Ezra. With clear words, then, Gelasius rejects that first one among the Greeks or 3 and 4 Ezra among the Latins. Lyra clearly excludes them. Strabo and Cardinal Hugh [of St. Cher] judged those books not worthy of being explained with their glosses. Ludovicus Vives, commentary on De civ. Dei, bk. 18, c. 36: “Third and Fourth Ezra are rejected among the Apocrypha, which Jerome calls ‘dreams.’ “The same claim is made by Vatablus, the fathers of the Council of Trent (sess. 40), Bellarmine (De verbo Dei, bk. 1, c. 20; bk. 2, c. 1), Gregorius de Valentia (De eccles., p. 335), etc.
 

To be sure, some doctors of the ancient Christian Church, as also Josephus, adduce some material from these books, but this does not yet provide a sufficient basis for canonical authority, as we shall see in its own place. From 4 Ezra 1:30, Christ brings out the comparison that He uses in Matt. 23:37: “How often would I have gathered your children together as a hen gathers her brood under her wings!” Not even this citation, however, is a manifest argument for canonical authority, as we shall teach later.
 


3 and 4 Maccabees.
 

§ 175. Third and Fourth Maccabees. Franciscus Turrianus (De can. apost., bk. 1, c. 11) argues strongly that we must accept 3 Maccabees into the canon because the Apostolic Canons (Can. 84. apostol.) count three Books of Maccabees among the canonical books. Those Apostolic Canons, however, are proven to be apocryphal by: (1) The manner of their style. They call ministers of the Church clerici [“clerics”], though in their genuine writings [the apostles] never assign this word solely to ministers of the Church but call the whole Christian people the clerum [“lot, portion”] (1 Pet. 5:3).
 

(2) The comparison of time. There are many things that argue that these canons were written after the times of the apostles, especially that which speaks about the offering above the altar, canon 3; about the distinct grades and ordinations of bishops and presbyters; about celebrating Easter before the vernal equinox; about the consecrated gold and silver vessels; about bishops leaving a “parish,” a word not yet used in the apostolic Church; about those who castrate themselves, since Origen provided the occasion for this canon long after apostolic times; about cantors and lectors who had not yet been established; and about bishops getting churches through the favor of secular powers at a time when all secular powers were hateful toward Christians. There are others similar to these.
 

(3) The confession of the more sensible Papists. In [Jus canonicum,] dist. 15, c. Sancta Romana: “The book of apostolic canons is apocryphal.” In dist. 16 they are rejected by Isidore’s authority: “Because the apostolic see did not accept the canons that we call ‘apostolic’ and because the holy fathers did not give them their approval because they are considered to have been written by heretics under the name of the apostles, though we find many useful things in them, it is nevertheless evident that their acts have been removed from canonical and apostolic authority and that they are considered among the apocryphal writings.” Possevinus, Apparat. sacr., title Clemens: “In this place, however, we do not have to give such a strong defense of the Apostolic Canons as that undertaken by Franciscus Turrianus, a man of great zeal and erudition, so that we do not oppose the authorities of such great fathers. After all, he does not prove that individual canons are legitimate but in general that some are canons of the apostles.”
 

Although Baronius tries to support the authority of those canons, nevertheless he wavers, as is apparent from Annal., vol. 2, year 102, sect. 11, and vol. 8, year 692, sect. 47. In fact, on year 58, sect. 23, when the opportunity is given from Apostolic Canon 5, which condemns the presbyter or deacon who gets rid of his wife under the pretext of religion, he clearly repudiates those canons. He writes: “It is not that anyone is stirring up a question about a canon of the apostles, for the authority of apocryphal writings is not so great that they may remove the things that are reasonable, certain, and firm.” Yet this canon 5 is included among the fifty that he had earlier said were known to antiquity. When he rejects it, he erases everything Turrianus had said on behalf of their authority.
 

** Jodoc. Clichtovaeus writes (commentary on bk. 4 of the Damascene, c. 18): “In its beginning, the Church had the canons and rules of the apostles, collected by Clement, handed down to the institutions of the Church, etc. Now, however, we lack them because of the injury and malice of the times.” **
 

Bellarmine, De verbo Dei, bk. 1, c. 20, § Quod ad priorem, etc.:
 


It seems probable that such a canon was not [the result of] Clement’s [effort]. Pope Zepherinus, the fifteenth pope from Peter, says, in Epistle 1, that there were only seventy canons of the apostles or, as some codices have it, sixty. Humbertus, in his book Contra Nicetam, acknowledges only fifty, but he is the eighty-fourth. Surely Zepherinus knew better how many canons of the apostles there were than any of the later popes. Consequently, Gelasius, not without reason, [Jus canonicum,] dist. 15, c. Sancta Romana, placed the canons of the apostles among the apocryphal writings because some seem to have been corrupted or added by heretics…. Next, in canon 84 the canonical books are listed, but some are omitted that most certainly were canonical, such as the Books of Ezra, Tobit, Judith, Wisdom, Ecclesiasticus, and the Apocalypse. This does not seem to be of small importance. For the Church that existed after the apostles has not taught which books are canonical and which are not from any other source than from the tradition of the apostles. Furthermore, in that same canon 84, there are listed among the sacred books not only 3 Maccabees but also the two epistles of Clement and the Apostolic Constitutions of the same Clement, none of which the Church has ever acknowledged as sacred ….

 




 

For more on the Apostolic Canons, see Centur. Magdeb. 1, bk. 2, c. 7, and Rivetus, Critic. sacr., p. 107.
 

From the Apostolic Canons, therefore, one will by no means be able to demonstrate the canonical authority of 3 Maccabees, which, along with 4 Maccabees, is proved to be apocryphal: (1) Because no prophet wrote them nor were they written in a prophetic language. (2) Because they lack the Church’s testimony. In his Synops., Athanasius mentions 4 Maccabees, but he places it outside the canon.
 


The Prayer of Manasseh.
 

§ 176. The Prayer of Manasseh. That this book is outside the canon is obvious. (1) It is contained neither in the Hebrew text nor in the Greek Bible. (2) It lacks the testimony of the Church. (3) The Papists themselves reject it. Bellarmine, De verbo Dei, bk. 1, c. 20, § Enumerantur: “We seem to be able to say that the prayer of King Manasseh is apocryphal or not certainly canonical because it is not part of a sacred book nor does a council or pope or father place it by name in the canon nor is it contained in the Hebrew or Greek but only in the Latin version.” However, it is added to the Books of Chronicles as a part of them, and the fathers occasionally quote something from it. Therefore only Bellarmine’s third reason is firm and conclusive, that it is not canonical “because it is not contained in the Hebrew text.” (This reasoning, however, will force Bellarmine to take more books out of the canon that he nevertheless considers canonical.) (4) Some add that it conflicts with the analogy of faith because it denies that “repentance has been set for the righteous.” But this agrees with the statement of Christ in Luke 15:7 and should be explained in the same way, namely, that it should be taken not absolutely but comparatively, unless someone prefers to take “righteous” in Christ’s statement to mean those who consider themselves righteous. (See our Commonplace [XVIII,] On Repentance, § 138.)
 


Psalm 151.
 

§ 177. Psalm 151. Athanasius mentions this psalm in his Synopsis, and it is also found in some Greek Bibles. It is apocryphal, however: (1) Because we do not find it in the Hebrew text, which alone is authentic. (2) The Council of Laodicea, canon 59, and all the ancients expressly place 150 psalms in the canon.
 




The appendix to the Book of Job.
 

§ 178. The appendix to the Booh of Job. This appendix begins: “For it is written that he will rise again,” etc. [[image: ]]. It is clear that it is apocryphal: (1) Because it is not contained in the Hebrew text but only in the Greek codices. (2) In QQ. in Gen., Jerome tries to show that what is contained in that appendix is false: that Job was of the seed of Esau, since he was of the seed of Uz, who was the son of Nahor, Abraham’s brother. (3) Bellarmine (loc. cit.) adds the following argument: “That appendix depends strongly on the authority of Genesis 36, where Jobab is listed among the descendants of Esau. The name [image: ], however, which is proper of Job himself, is far different from [image: ], which is contained in Genesis 36.” But we already have explained what conclusion we must reach concerning this matter.
 

§ 179. To these apocryphal writings, Bellarmine (loc. cit.) adds a brief preface that is prefixed to the Lamentations of Jeremiah, which reads: “It came to pass, after Israel had been captured and Jerusalem had been devastated, that Jeremiah sat weeping and lamenting this lamentation over Jerusalem and said ….” He proves that this preface is apocryphal from the fact that it does not appear in the Hebrew codices nor in all the Latin ones. Also, it is not touched on by the expositors. The first argument is strong and effective, but this reasoning will force Bellarmine to remove from the canon of the Old Testament all those books that our churches consider apocryphal, for none of them is found in the Hebrew codices.
 


The latter class of apocryphal books.
 

§ 180. The latter class of apocryphal books of the Old Testament includes:
 




The Book of Tobit. It is not found in the Hebrew sources.
 

The Booh of Tobit.36 We demonstrate that it is outside the canon with the following arguments: [I] Because it is not contained in the Hebrew sources. Bellarmine says that the Book of Tobit was published “in the Chaldaic language” (De verbo Dei, bk. 2, c. 3). But this is uncertain because today it is extant only in the Greek and Latin languages. Jerome says that he saw a Chaldaic copy, but he attributes nothing to it. The Hebrew copy that is extant was prepared by Munsterus from the Greek text.
 


The Greek version does not agree with the Latin.
 

[II] The Greek version does not agree with the Latin. Bellarmine produces only one difference from a comparison of the third and ninth chapters (De verbo Dei, bk. 1, c. 11). Sarah, whom the younger Tobias was about to marry, is said to have lived in Rages (Tobit 3:7), a city of Media, where Gabael is also said to have been (Tobit 4:1). On the other hand, when Tobias leaves Raguel and is about to celebrate his marriage to Sarah (Tobit 9:3), he sends the angel “to Gabael in Rages” to get money from him and at the same time to invite him to the wedding. If both Sarah and Gabael lived in Rages of Media, what need was there to send the angel to Gabael? Bellarmine gives the answer of Medina in De recta in Deum fide, bk. 3, c. 14, that in the Greek text c. 3 reads “in Ecbatana,” but because of scribal error the Latin reads incorrectly “in Rages.” Bellarmine also gives Lyra’s answer that there were two Rages in Media. However, he accepts neither answer. You see, were he to accept Medina’s answer, he would have to admit that the Greek version is pure but the Latin corrupt. Therefore he responds in a different way, namely, that in c. 3 “the actual city is not called Rages, but some neighboring area is, as when one is said to live at Rome who lives in Tusculum or elsewhere in the area right around Rome.” Lawyers, however, note that the name of the city is limited by the walls that surround the buildings of Rome (De verbor. signif., bk. Urbs. 2. ff.). One does not live in Rome, therefore, unless he lives in the buildings contained within the walls of Rome. Consequently, Michael Medina disapproves of this answer because it says clearly that Sarah lived in Rages, a city of Media. Yet the circumstances of the text obviously show that Gabael did not live in the neighborhood but in a more distant city, if the angel actually took animals and servants when he was about to set out for the city (Tobit 9:3). Moreover, the reason for sending him was because Tobias was unwilling to tolerate delays, but rather when the angel was on his way, Tobias was already preparing the wedding and arranging everything so he would be better equipped to return to his homeland. Had Gabael lived in the neighborhood, however, Tobias would have gone to him.
 

Now, even if this one difficulty had been solidly explained, what would happen to the remaining differences that we can draw out in great number if we would compare the Greek version in the Complutensian work with the Latin Vulgate version? In the introduction (Tobit 1:1), there are some things in the Greek that are not in the Latin. In Tobit 1:4 there are some things in the Latin that are not in the Greek. In Tobit 1:7 there is much in the Greek that is lacking in the Latin, and again there are things in the Latin that are not in the Greek. The same thing occurs in vv. 10, 16, 23, and 25. In Tobit 3:6 the Greek reads some things that the Latin does not have. In vv. 11-12 there are many things in the Latin that the Greek does not have. This also occurs in vv. 17-18, as well as in Tobit 4:6 and 13. Regarding the time when Tobias lost his sight there is disagreement. The Latin says he was fifty-six (Tobit 14:3); the Greek, fifty-eight (v. 2). Again, they disagree as to how long Tobias was blind. The Latin says four years (Tobit 14:3); the Greek, eight (Tobit 14:2). The Greek gives Tobias six sons (Tobit 14:5); the Latin, seven (Tobit 14:5). The Latin says that the elder Tobias lived 102 years (Tobit 14:2); the Greek gives him 158 years (Tobit 14:13). The Latin says that the younger Tobias lived for 99 years (Tobit 14:[16]); the Greek, 127 (Tobit 14:16). The Latin claims that Sennacherib was killed by his sons forty-five days later (Tobit 1:24); the Greek has fifty-five days. The Greek says that Jerusalem was going to be desolated and the house of the Lord burned (Tobit 1:6), but the Latin says that this already had happened.
 

Therefore the Papists should first consider carefully whether they wish to accept the Greek or the Latin version as canonical. Bellarmine says that “the Greek version of the Book of Judith is corrupt” (De verbo Dei, bk. 1, c. 12). He would undoubtedly say the same thing about the Greek version of Tobit.
 


It conflicts with historical truth.
 

§ 181. [III] The Greek edition conflicts not only with the Latin version but also with historical truth. According to the claim of the Greek edition, the defection of Israel from the house of Jerusalem occurred when the elder Tobias was still a young man: “… when I was young, the whole tribe of my father Naphtali revolted from the house of Jerusalem” (Tobit 1:4 [Grk.]). That revolt occurred in the year of the world 2971, according to the computation of Crentzheimius and Reusnerus. The same elder Tobias became blind (Tobit 2:11) at night (v. [9, Grk.]), on the festival of Pentecost (v. 1 [Grk.]), after the death of Sennacherib at the hands of his two sons (Tobit 1:24), after the flight from Judea (v. 21), which occurred in the year of the world 3241 (2 Kings 19:37). Add the eight years of his blindness (Tobit 14:2) and the ninety-two years after he recovered his vision, and he lived for 158 years (Tobit 14:13). He became blind when he was fifty-eight (v. 2), and there were eight years of his blindness. But if we take the sum of that entire time from the defection of Israel from the house of Jerusalem, that is, from the year of the world 2971 (at which time suppose that Tobias was twenty years old) until the death of Sennacherib, which occurred in the year 3241, there will be 290 years. Add the eight years of blindness and the ninety-two from the recovery of his sight, and the years will rise to 380. Tobias would have to have lived for so many years, though the Greek edition gives him only 158 years. Yet this smaller number will fit if you begin counting not from the revolt of the ten tribes but from the Assyrian captivity that occurred in the year of the world 3232. From that time nine years passed to the death of Sennacherib. To that add the age of Tobias (fifty-eight), the eight years of blindness, and the ninety-two years after the restoration of his sight, and the sum will be 158. The Latin version sets the years of the life of the elder Tobias as only 102 (Tobit 14:2), and this version was made authentic in the Council of Trent.
 

We should question, then, how these years of life agree with historical truth. The elder Tobias is taken captive (Tobit 1:2) in the year of the world 3242; when he was fifty-six he loses his sight (Tobit 14:3), which happens after the death of Sennacherib (Tobit 1:24). Between the captivity of Israel and Sennacherib’s death there are nine years, so Tobit was forty-seven when he was taken captive. After the recovery of his sight in his sixtieth year (Tobit 14:3), Tobias lived forty-two years (Tobit 14:1). The sum of forty-seven, nine, four, and forty-two is 102 years (v. 2). Yet vv. 6-7 say that it was near the time for the burned house of the Lord to be rebuilt. The temple was burned in the year of the world 3365, that is, in the 133rd year from the captivity of Israel. Add to these 133 years the forty-seven that Tobias was when he was taken prisoner. Add also the fifty years or so after the burning of the temple. Because it says it was near the time for it to be rebuilt, it seems to be indicating the seventy years of the Babylonian captivity, which, with these words, it is hinting runs to the end. This will come out to a total of 230 years. Therefore either the elder Tobias died in his two hundredth year, contrary to Tobit 14:2, or vv. 6-7 are patently false when they say it was close to the rebuilding of the burned house of God. Thus the younger Tobias is said (Tobit 1:11) to have been captured along with his father by Shalmaneser in the year of the world 3232; the temple of God was burned while both the younger and elder Tobias were still alive (Tobit 14:3) in the year of the world 3365. So from the capture of Tobias to the burning of the temple, 133 years passed. But the younger Tobias is said to have lived only ninety-nine years (Tobit 14:16). Add the years, few though they be, that he had when he was taken prisoner and that time when he lived in Media after his parents died (Tobit 14:15), where he saw his fifth generation. Why, consider the fact that when the elder Tobias was about to die, he says, “It is close to the time for the scattered Israelites to be returned to their land and for the house of the Lord, which was burned, to be rebuilt” (Tobit 14:6-7). At that time the younger Tobias did not yet have grandsons, much less great-grandsons and great-great-grandsons, but only sons (Tobit 14:5). Now, give us a constant and solid reconciliation.
 

Thus Tobias, about to die after living for 102 years, affirms on his bed that “the house of God,” that is, the temple at Jerusalem, “burned by the Chaldeans, was going to be rebuilt” (Tobit 14:5). Yet that temple had not yet been burned when Tobias died. Were one to compare Tobit 1:2 with 2 Kings 17 and 18, it will appear that Tobias was deported into the Assyrian captivity in the days of Shalmaneser, king of the Assyrians. But Shalmaneser took the Israelities captive into Assyria in the ninth year of King Hoshea of Israel (2 Kings 17:6). King Hezekiah of Judah began to rule in the third year of Hoshea (2 Kings 18:1). Therefore Tobias was deported into captivity about the sixth year of Hezekiah. But from the sixth year of Hezekiah to the burning of the temple, there are roughly 130 years, for Hezekiah ruled for twenty-nine years. If you subtract the six years during which he ruled before the captivity, there remain twenty-three. Hezekiah’s successor, Manasseh, ruled for fifty-five years; Manasseh’s successor, Amon, ruled for two years; Amon’s successor, Josiah, thirty-one years; Josiah’s successor, Jehoahaz, three months; Jehoahaz’s successor, Jehoiakim, eleven years; Jehoiakim’s successor, Jehoiachin, three months; and Jehoiachin’s successor, Zedekiah, eleven years. It was during his eleventh year that the temple was burned. All this is related in 2 Kings 18 and 21-25. The sum of these years is 130. Tobias, then, must have died before the temple was burned. Johannes Benedictus of Paris, in a marginal note to the Book of Tobit, admits that the temple at Jerusalem still stood at the time when Tobias died, thus he is taking his words in a prophetic sense. Because of the certainty of their prophecies of coming events, the prophets speak in the past tense. Yet his words are historical, for he sets forth the burning of the temple as an accomplished fact but foretells its rebuilding as future.
 


It has some things that do not agree with canonical truth.
 

§ 182. [IV] In some places this book contains material not in harmony with canonical truth and the analogy of faith. First, in Tobit 5:18, the angel, the companion of the younger Tobias, says that he is a kinsman of Azariah and of Hananiah the Elder. In Tobit 11:3, Tobias and his angel companion were asked by Raguel from where they came, and they answer: “Of the captive sons of Naphtali in Nineveh.” The angel, therefore, is lying that he is of the children of Israel, that he is the son of Azariah, and that he belongs to the tribe of Naphtali. Yet nowhere in canonical Scripture is lying attributed to the holy angels. In fact, that is a very serious sin.
 

The author of the Glossa ordinaria responds: “The angel’s words should be understood in a mystical sense. He belonged to the number of angels who are ‘children of Israel’ because they always see God face-to-face and are often sent to protect Israel, that is, ‘those who see God.’ “Lyra interprets this in almost the same way: “Azariah means ‘God’s helper.’ The angels, however, are His helpers in as much as through their ministry the elect are directed to salvation.” And later: “‘The son of Hananiah’: Hananiah is interpreted as the grace of God, whose sons are angels. They are called the ‘sons of glory’ when their glory is consummated.” Dionysius goes off into the same opinion: “The angel calls himself the ‘son of Hananiah,’ that is, of God, who is called ‘Hananiah’ because he responds, that is, he responds kindly to our prayers. But he calls himself ‘Azariah’ because God had sent him to bring help to Tobias. Angels are called ‘children of God’ with regard to creation.”
 

So much for these, about which we point out some things briefly. (1) The angel says one thing; Tobias understands another. (2) Not only does the angel call himself the “son of Hananiah” but also says he belongs to the tribe of Naphtali, and that requires a new explanation. Cardinal Hugh [of St. Cher] responds: “This was true about Tobias as far as the letter is concerned; with regard to the angel this was true as far as the meaning of the name is concerned. For he says ‘Naphtali,’ which means ‘enlargement,’ and the angel was of those who were enlarged with love.” But how can one explain—or, rather, twist—the fact that the angel (3) says that he was of the captivity of Nineveh? Were angels also deported into the Assyrian captivity? (4) All this is to say nothing of the fact that a different etymology is given for the names “Israel” and “Naphtali” in Gen. 30:8; 32:28. (5) In the Greek he is called “the son of Hananiah, the brother of Tobias.” Is God, then, someone’s brother? Nevertheless, whatever mystical explanation one may bring for those words, there always remains the doubt that the angel responded figuratively and mystically to a literal question and that Tobias and Raguel took what the angel said in a mystic sense as being spoken literally. Note that these authors—Lyra, Dionysius, Cardinal Hugh [of St. Cher], etc.—offer these explanations not to claim canonical authority for this book (because they reject it along with us) but to make the point that nothing false is contained in this book that has been inserted into the biblical canon.
 

§ 183. Second, in Tobit 6:8 the angel says to the younger Tobias: “The smoke of a heart taken from a fish and placed on the coals removes every kind of demon from either a man or a woman so that it does not approach them again.” Yet: (1) In the “whole armor” against the devil that the apostles prescribed (Eph. 6:11; 1 Pet. 5:8), no mention is made of this smoke. (2) Christ says the opposite: “This kind of demon is not cast out except by prayer and fasting” (Matt. 17:21). Therefore it is false that every kind of demon may be cast out by the smoke of the heart of a fish. (3) Not even Christ cast out demons “so that they could never return” (Matt. 12:43; Luke 11:24). In fact, the devil who was assailing Christ departed from Him only “for a time” (Luke 4:13). With what appearance of truth, then, does the angel make his statement about the smoke of a fish’s heart, which causes demons to flee, never to return? Petrus Comestor, author of Histor. scholastic., writes in his account of Tobit: “This is not unusual because the smoke of a burning tree is said to have the same power.” Josephus (Antiq., bk. 8, c. 2) related regarding Eleazar: “He drew out through the nostrils of an obsessed man a demon by means of a root that Solomon had shown him.” In De bello Judaic., bk. 7, c. 23, he calls that root baaram.
 

However, Lyra responds correctly: “If demons had bodies naturally united to themselves, it would not be impossible for corporeal things to make an impression on them by reason of their bodies. But because they are simply intellectual substances, no corporeal creation can make an impression on them.” If anything like this were to happen, he says that this happens “not by virtue of such [corporeal] things; rather, demons do this voluntarily to keep people in error.” Therefore Lyra gives his answer in a different way: “That smoke did not drive out the demon but signified the power of prayer.” This explanation, however, does not agree with the angel’s words: “The smoke of a heart removes every kind of demon.” The angel is speaking about the gall as a cause, so he is also speaking in this way about the heart and liver. (This is added correctly in the Greek version, as appears from the complement.) And, in Tobit 8:2, the angel first speaks of “the demon put to flight by the smoke of the liver.” Later, then, “Tobias arose to pray.”
 

§ 184. Third, Tobit 12:9: “Almsgiving frees a man from death and cleanses from sin.” There is another statement in conformity with this: Tobit 4:11: “Almsgiving frees man from death and does not allow him to enter into darkness.” These statements can be reconciled with the analogy of faith with difficulty, for the analogy of faith teaches that we must attribute to the blood of Christ alone the ability to purge sin, and this becomes ours by faith, not by almsgiving. Nevertheless by “death” the temporal punishments for sins could be understood, which God often removes or eases when we are beneficent to the needy by both faith and love (Ps. 41:[3]). It is in this sense that some take the prophet’s statement in Dan. 4:27: “Pay for your sins by almsgiving.” (Cf. our article On Repentance [Commonplace XVIII], § 90.)
 

§ 185. Fourth, in Tobit 12:15 the angel is said “to offer our prayer and entreaties to God.” This honor, however, is proper to Christ as our mediator and intercessor (Rom. 8:34; 1 Tim. 2:5; 1 John 2:1). When our prayers are said to be offered to God, this is not to be understood to happen in humble and earthly fashion (as petitions are accustomed to be offered to princes through agents [ministri]) but in a heavenly manner, namely, when, because of the mediating intercession of Him who offers them, God hears and accepts them kindly. You see, there is a relationship between offering prayers and accepting or listening to them. Acts 10:4: “Your prayers have ascended as a memorial before God.” This is explained in v. 31 as follows: “Your prayers have been heard.” But now, God hears our prayers by the mediating merit and intercession of Christ alone. Also, this honor befits Christ alone: that He offers our prayers to God. To Him it is said: “You are a priest forever” (Ps. 110:4; Heb. 7:25). Heb. 13:15: “Through Him prayers are to be offered up to God,” just as in the Old Testament the priest alone was allowed to offer up the burnt offering (Exod. 30:7), which denotes our prayers (Ps. 141:2) that the Angel of Great Counsel, that is, Christ, standing before the altar as our mediator and supplicant, offers to God (Rev. 8:3). Here, we conclude that Christ is understood by “the angel” from the fact that the angel is set forth as a priest and that He obviously is set apart from the rest of the angels when another angel is said to have stood before the altar. That is the way this is explained by Augustine, Primasius, Bede, and Haimo. Blasius de Viegas, Apoc., p. 340:
 


Most exegetes confess that this angel is Christ the Lord, for what is set down in this passage cannot be applied suitably to another. Who else in the entire Church has the responsibility of offering up the incense, that is, prayers, in the golden censer with such an appearance of majesty? Who else but Christ had the responsibility to send part of the fire with which the censer was filled into the lands and to kindle them with the fire of divine love and the fiery gifts of the Holy Spirit?

 




 

We must not set up other mediators of this Mediator because we do not come to the Father except by Him (John 14:6). To be sure, Plato (in Symposium) establishes demons as “the interpreters and bearers between God and men.” But Augustine refutes this opinion (De civ. Dei, bks. 9-10; Confess., bk. 10, c. 42).
 

We know that that great theologian Dr. Chemnitz also lists among the duties of angels that “they offer our prayers to God” (vol. 1, Loci, p. 335). To support this idea, he brings in the prophet’s statement in Zech. 1:12, where the angels pray for us, as well as Job 33:23; Acts 10:4; and Rev. 8:3. If we wish to attribute any such thing to the angels, however, we shall have to make the necessary distinction between the simple ([image: ]) offering of prayers and the propitiatory ([image: ]) offering of them, through which our prayers are made pleasing and acceptable to God. This office must be left to Christ alone. No altar is pleasing to God except Christ, His Son.
 

§ 186. Fifth, in Tobit 12:[15] Raphael says that he is “one of the seven angels who stand before God.” This is related to the fables of the Talmud mentioned by Cornelius Agrippa (De occult. philosophia, bk. 2, c. 30), Reuchlin (Cabbalae, bk. 3), and Franciscus Junius (on Tobit 12). Because only seven angels stand before God and these also preside over the seven planets, they also place a special angel in charge of each day of the week: Raphael of Sunday; Gabriel of Monday, Samuel of Tuesday, Michael of Wednesday, Zidchiel of Thursday, Hanael of Friday, and Nephargel of Saturday. They set up these angels as lords of the entire administration necessary on that day. Canonical Scripture, however, knows nothing about that responsibility of the angels and claims a far greater number for those who are said to stand before God. Dan. 7:10: “A thousand thousands served Him, and ten thousand times a hundred thousand stood before Him.”
 


The fathers remove it from the canon.
 

§ 187. [V] The fathers eliminate this book from the canon. Jerome, preface to Tobit: “The Hebrews have cut this book from the catalog of divine Scripture and have given it up to those that they call ‘hagiographa.’ “(Here we must read “apocrypha” instead of “hagiographa,” as we have shown earlier.) Jerome again, preface to the Books of Solomon: “The Church does not accept the Book of Tobit among canonical Scripture.” In his Epistle ad Paulin., he does not list it among the canonical books. Athanasius (Synops.) counts it among the noncanonical books. Those whose approval we cited earlier in the question regarding the canonical books in general hold the same opinion.
 


As do some of the Papists.
 

§ 188. [VI] The consensus of the more rational Papists is added. The gloss on Decret., dist. 16, claims that the Bible contains some apocryphal books, among which it lists Tobit. Pope Innocent, who includes the rest of the apocryphal books of the Old Testament in his canon, makes no mention of Tobit in his letter to Exuperius (c. 7). (See Concil., Colon. 1530 edition, vol. 2, f. 173. Confer also what we brought out earlier.)
 


Antithesis.
 

§ 189. Most Papists follow the Council of Trent and place the Book of Tobit among the canonical books of the Old Testament. To confirm this opinion, Bellarmine (De verbo Dei, bk. 1, c. 11), Gregorius de Valentia (p. 336), etc., cite: [I] Certain statements of the fathers, such as of Cyprian (sermon De eleemosyna), Ambrose (De Tobia, c. 1), Basil (Orat. de avaritia), and Augustine (De speculo). These men call this book “holy” and quote statements from it.
 

We respond. (1) They call this book “holy” to separate it from secular books even as we, in the common manner of speaking, call the entire corpus of canonical and apocryphal books the “Holy Bible.” Ambrose calls 4 Ezra “divine,” yet the Papists do not accept it into their canon. So they are not comparing the properly canonical books with apocryphal books but all biblical books with secular books and books of fables. (2) A bare citation does not make a book canonical, because some things are quoted from those books that, by consensus of the Papists themselves, are apocryphal. (3) The testimonies of the fathers that seem to the Papists to have been drawn from Tobit are not taken from the apocryphal Book of Tobit but from canonical books. In his sermon De eleemosyna, Cyprian says, “The Holy Spirit says in Scripture,” when he quotes a passage from Tobit. Yet the words that Cyprian cites are contained in a canonical book (Prov. 16:6). In his sermon De avarit., Basil seems to Bellarmine to call a statement copied from Tobit a “divine command,” yet he perceives not a statement from Tobit but a passage from Isaiah: “Share your bread with the hungry,” etc. (58:7). (4) The book De speculo is not one of Augustine’s, because verses of Boethius are quoted in c. 3. (5) The Papists are opposing themselves in this dispute about the canon. You see, when we urge on the basis of Jerome the difference between canonical and apocryphal books, they answer: “It is not strange that Jerome calls those controversial books ‘apocryphal’ because the canon of Scripture had not yet been defined by a general council at the time of Jerome.” Nevertheless they themselves want to prove the canonical authority of the apocryphal books from the testimonies of fathers who lived before Jerome.
 

§190. [II] They cite the decrees of the popes: Calixtus I, Clement I, Anacletus, Alexander I, Marcellus I, Gelasius, etc.
 

We respond. (1) Those epistles of the popes are spurious, as is proved in its place by the manner of style, the condition of the times, the confession of the more sensible Papists, and other basic points. (2) Why is it strange that they include the apocryphal books in the canon when they count these decretal epistles in canonical Scripture ([Jus canonicum,] dist. 19, c. In canonicis)? (3) What Bellarmine brings out on behalf of Gratian’s defense also can stand as the response to their argument: “He uses the expression ‘canonical Scripture’ in a more general sense.”
 




The Book of Judith.
 

§ 191. We demonstrate that the Book of Judith is outside the canon with the following arguments.37 [I] It is not found in the Hebrew sources. Jerome uses this argument in his preface to the Book of Judith: “Among the Hebrews it is apocryphal and not suitable enough to corroborate matters that come into contention.” Nor is it a problem that in the same place he mentions that it was once written in the Chaldaic language, for he immediately adds: “Those versions were very corrupt and faulty.” Consequently, Jerome has translated sense for sense, not word for word, and that which he found unharmed in Chaldaic he translated with Latin words. Moreover, the Chaldaic version is not extant today, and the Greek text differs much from Jerome’s version.
 


It does not agree with historical truth.
 

§ 192. [II] It does not agree with historical truth. (1) In neither the Old nor New Testament is there mention of the city of Bethulia, which, according to this book [6:10; 15:7; 16:25], was encircled and assaulted by siege. Yet in the Book of Joshua, in the description of the division of the land of Canaan, not even the names of districts are omitted.
 

(2) There is no time to which the historical narrative contained in this book can be suitably referred. Some claim that it happened after the Babylonian captivity; some, that it happened before it. Some of the former refer it to the time of Cambyses, whom they want to be Nebuchadnezzar, as do Eusebius (Chronic.), Augustine (De civit. Dei, bk. 18, c. 26), Bede (De sex aetatibus), Lyra (on Judith 1), and Johannes Driedo (De script. ecclesiast., bk. 1, c. 2, part 2; bk. 3, c. 5, part 3). Others relate it to the time of Darius Hystaspes, as do Gerardus Mercator (Chronol.) and others. Sixtus Senensis (bk. 8, haeres. 11) claims that the Nebuchadnezzar mentioned in this book was Assuerus, the son of Darius Hystaspes, and that he ruled in Babylon after Cyrus was killed. Severus Sulpicius (Sacrae hist., bk. 2) thought that this account belonged to the rule of Artaxerxes Ochus. No king of Persia, however, was called Nebuchadnezzar. Furthermore, the kings of Persia had the seat of their empire in Babylon rather than in Nineveh. But now the man who sent Holofernes with an army to conquer the world is called Nebuchadnezzar and is said to have ruled in Nineveh. Some of these refer the history of Judith to the time of King Zedekiah, as does Gilbertus Genebrardus in Chronol., anno mundi 3560, bk. 2, where he says that this is the same Nebuchadnezzar who waged war against Zedekiah and destroyed Jerusalem. But how does this opinion agree with the notion that Judith lived long after that disaster and that peace is said to have existed throughout her life and long after? If we believe Genebrardus, Nebuchadnezzar sent Holofernes into Judea in the thirteenth year of his rule, and in the nineteenth year he transferred the rest of the Jews into Babylon. Some refer the account to the reign of King Josiah, as does Johannes Benedictus (marginal note to Judith 4).
 

§ 193. Bellarmine (De verbo Dei, bk. 1, c. 12) refutes each and every one of these opinions with several arguments and claims that the most serious authors—Eusebius, Augustine, Sulpicius, and Bede—were deceived in arranging this history at their time. This is the argument of reverence to the fathers, so often preached against. Bellarmine himself, however, claims that “the history of Judith occurred at the time of King Manasseh, namely, in the sixteenth year of his rule, which was also the thirteenth year of Merodach Baladan, king of Assyria and Babylon. In that year Baladan began the war commanded by Holofernes against the Jews.” In this point he follows Melchior Canus, bk. 11, c. 6.
 

However: (1) Judith 5:22 says that this account happened not at the time of King Manasseh, who lived after the Babylonian captivity, but after the return from that captivity. You see, Achior there speaks as follows:
 


Before this time, when they had abandoned the way that God had given them that they should walk therein, they were utterly destroyed through battles by many nations. Many of them were deported as captives to a country that was not their own. Now, however, they have returned to the Lord their God and from the dispersion by which they were dispersed. They have been united, have ascended this mountain region, and again are taking possession of Jerusalem.

 




 

From this we draw the obvious conclusion that this history of Judith is not canonical. After all, there were only two exiles of the Israelites before the final destruction of Jerusalem: the first when the Israelites who were living in Israel were deported into Assyria by Shalmaneser (and these never returned to the land of Canaan), and the other when the people of Israel who were living in the kingdom of Judah were led off during the reign of Zedekiah into the Babylonian captivity under King Nebuchadnezzar. When they returned from this captivity, Nebuchadnezzar had died many years earlier, and after their release from this captivity, there was no monarch named Nebuchadnezzar. Bellarmine writes (loc. cit.): “Nowhere do we read of Persian kings called Nebuchadnezzar, either in secular or sacred history, but only the Babylonian kings.” But following the release from captivity, the kingdoms of Assyria and Babylon had already been overthrown, and the kings of Persia were then in power. Here it should be mentioned that Nebuchadnezzar is said “to have ruled in Nineveh” (Judith 1:5). After the return from captivity, however, Nineveh no longer existed. In fact, the prophet Nahum, who prophesied at the time of King Hezekiah, foretold that the destruction of Nineveh would occur shortly (Nah. 2:[8]). This happened at the hands of the Chaldeans, who in this manner took all the power of the Assyrians for themselves.
 

In order that this may happen despite these difficulties, some respond that “Achior’s words must be taken to refer to the ten tribes who were deported into Assyria.” Those tribes, however, never returned from that dispersion nor took possession of Jerusalem, something that Achior nevertheless attributes to those exiles. Nor should anyone urge the prophecies of the prophets regarding the return of these tribes from that exile, since those prophecies were fulfilled spiritually through the calling to Christ’s kingdom in the New Testament. Therefore we stand firmly on this argument: that Achior is speaking about an abduction of many, through which the Jews, having lost possession of Jerusalem, would again take back Jerusalem after the exile ended. Bellarmine notices this and responds in a different way:
 


We must not take the words of Achior to mean the Babylonian captivity but the various afflictions that preceded it, especially the last, which had occurred when Manasseh was captured. He is saying that this should be understood concerning either the return from the dispersion or the return of King Manasseh with his people from Babylon or the return from those places where they had gone in their flight when the king of Assyria ravaged their land.

 




 

Yet Achior is speaking about the sort of captivity and dispersion in which also “the temple was leveled to the ground,” as is clear from the Greek text [of Judith 5:18]: “The temple of their God was brought down to the ground and their cities were taken.” But now, the destruction of the temple did not occur in the preceding afflictions but in the deportation into the Babylonian captivity. There was no destruction of the temple in the captivity of Manasseh, but when Zedekiah ruled, the temple finally was leveled to the ground. That Bellarmine may find a way out, he suspects that “those words are spurious” because they are not found in Jerome’s version. With this argument, however, he is arguing with himself, since in the preceding twelfth paragraph [§. duodecimo praecedente], as also in § Jam hoc idem, [Bellarmine] says, “The Greek codices are more accurate.” Furthermore, in 2 Chronicles 33 Manasseh alone is mentioned as being deported and returning, not “many people.” Achior, however, says, “Many of the Jews were taken captive into a land not their own.” Surely the Holy Spirit would not have been silent in the Books of Kings and Chronicles about so great and memorable an abduction and return, if such had happened at the time of Manasseh.
 

(2) If this account did happen at the time of Manasseh, how can we reconcile with historical truth what Judith 16:30 says about Judith: “In every time of her life there was no one to terrify Israel, and for many years after her death”? Manasseh ruled for fifty-five years (2 Chron. 33:1; 2 Kings 21:1). He was deported in the forty-first year of his rule. After a decade he returned and repented near the end of his life, according to Lyra (on 2 Kings 21). Therefore he remained among the living for scarcely four years after his return. Manasseh’s successor was his son Amon, who ruled for only two years. Amon’s successor was Josiah, who ruled for thirty-two years. Toward the end of Josiah’s reign, in the thirty-seventh year after Manasseh’s return from Babylon, all peace was removed and one war after another was stirred up against the Jews, at one time by the king of Egypt, at another time by the ruler of Babylon. How, then, is the assertion of the author of the Book of Judith about a peace of many years after the death of Judith possible? At the time of the siege of Bethulia, the widow Judith was still a young woman, as we conclude from the commendation of her beauty and from her being called a [image: ], puella [“girl”] in Judith 12:12. Therefore let us establish that she was thirty at that time (Bellarmine says she was forty.) She lived for one hundred years (Judith 16:28). There was, therefore, peace for seventy-five or sixty-five years after Bethulia was liberated and while Judith was still living. Likewise, we must concede a peace of the same length after Judith’s death. This we shall never be able to reconcile with the history of the kings of Judah, especially if a period of several years is interposed between the return of Manasseh from Babylon and that new war that is said to have started in the Book of Judith. You see, it is not likely that in the same year when it had released Manasseh, Assyria went up to attack Judea.
 

Bellarmine objects: “The captivity of Manasseh occurred at the beginning of his rule,” and this he tries to prove from Josephus, Antiquit., bk. 10, c. 5. But nowhere does Josephus say this; rather, he describes the history of Manasseh with no notation of time. In 2 Chronicles 33, before it speaks of deporting the king into Babylon, it says that at the beginning of his reign “he did according to the abominable practices of the heathen. He rebuilt the high places that Hezekiah had torn down and erected altars to the Baals and made sacred groves. He built altars in the temple to honor the host of heaven. He made his sons pass through the fire. He observed dreams, practiced augury, provided for magicians and enchanters. He set the sculpted image and molded image in the house of the Lord. He shed the blood of innocent people.” Also, according to Josephus: “He killed a prophet every day until Jerusalem was filled to the brim” (loc. cit.). Also, Josephus tells how “God, through the hand of His servants, urged him to repent.” All this could by no means have happened in one or two years. If we say that Manasseh was led off into captivity at the beginning of his reign, how did it happen that the Holy Spirit, when Manasseh ruled for fifty-five years, relates his activities in the Books of Kings as those of scarcely one or two years? You see, He mentions neither his abduction nor his repentance but only his impieties. If the abominations that Manasseh committed lasted for so short a time and the piety following his captivity lasted for thirty-nine years, how does it happen that, after Manasseh died and the state had been administered well for so many years, God nonetheless refers almost every reason for the Babylonian captivity to the sins of Manasseh rather than to the sins of his son Amon, which were much closer to the captivity (2 Kings 24:3; Jer. 15:4), or to the sins of Ahaz, who ruled wickedly for sixteen consecutive years (2 Kings 16:2)?
 

(3) If the hostile setting of the Assyrian siege of Bethulia had occurred at the time of Manasseh, how is it that the Holy Spirit, who twice describes the history of Manasseh in the canonical Books of Kings and Chronicles, does not once mention that serious war and miraculous victory with even a word?
 

(4) If the siege and deliverance of Bethulia did happen at the time of Manasseh, who, pray tell, was that Nebuchadnezzar under whose auspices that war was waged against the Jews? In those days there surely was not any Assyrian king called Nebuchadnezzar in either sacred or secular history. Bellarmine responds: “This was Merodach Baladan, who was called by another name, Nebuchadnezzar.” Yet he offers no clear reason for this guess of his. The Book of Judith always calls that king “Nebuchadnezzar” and never assigns him any other name. They object: “All the Babylonian kings were called ‘Nebuchadnezzars,’ just as the kings of Egypt were called ‘Pharaohs.’ “Yet they began to do this only after the great Nebuchadnezzar, who was the son of that Nebuchadnezzar who began to rule at the time of Josiah, who came thirty-three years after Manasseh. Furthermore, if the name “Merodach Baladan” was a proper noun but “Nebuchadnezzar” was an appellative title for that king, how does it happen that the Holy Spirit regularly gives that king only his appellative title and completely omits his proper name? (Yet we admit that this is merely a secondary and probable argument, not primary nor conclusive, for in Exodus the king of Egypt is called by his appellative title “Pharaoh” and his proper name is ignored.)
 

(5) If this history happened at the time of King Manasseh, how does it happen that in the preparations for a defensive war against the Assyrians the king is not mentioned, but the entire task is assigned to the priest Jehoiakim? If these things had happened at the time of Manasseh, this war would surely have been administered by King Manasseh or by his political leaders. Bellarmine responds: “Perhaps this war took place during the captivity of Manasseh; therefore in the king’s absence the priest took care of the business of the kingdom. Also, perhaps the king is not mentioned because the war did not reach the city of Jerusalem itself.” Yet if we must take Achior’s words to mean the return of Manasseh and the people of Israel from Babylon, these things could not have happened during the captivity of the king. And even if the war had not reached the city of Jerusalem itself, it still would have been the king’s responsibility to keep not just the chief city and capital but also his entire region safe from the perils of war. One would have to consider it shameful negligence and sleepiness were the king willingly to let an enemy wander about the territory of his kingdom with impunity, provided that he kept the capital safe. This would be the same as if one cared little about the amputation of his hands or feet, provided he kept his heart unharmed.
 

Bellarmine adds: “The same priest Eliakim, who is mentioned as having written to the Israelites (Judith 4:5), did many things at the time of Hezekiah in the name of the king (2 Kings 18). The prophecy was also made of him that he would be the father of all the inhabitants of Jerusalem (Isa. 22:21).” Yet the Greek text of the Book of Judith calls that priest “Joakim,” not “Eliakim.” The circumstances of the text in Isaiah show that this Eliakim acted in a political office. He undoubtedly governed the kingdom of Judah until Manasseh would return from captivity; afterward he remained in high office because of his faithful administration of the kingdom for Manasseh and all the people. But Joakim, whom the Book of Judith mentions, acted in an ecclesiastical office, as both his name and activities witness.
 

(6) If this history occurred during the captivity of Manasseh or, what finally seems more probable to Bellarmine, if it happened after King Manasseh had returned from the captivity, how does it agree with itself that at the beginning of c. 5 Holofernes perceives that the people of Judah are planning war and calls together his chiefs and leaders and asks them, “What people is this, and what leader do they have?” Certainly, if Manasseh had been captured earlier by the Babylonian king and been deported to Babylon, Holofernes and the Babylonians could not have been ignorant of either the people or the king of Judah.
 

(7) Finally, even if these things happened during the captivity of Manasseh, or if they happened immediately after his return from captivity, how does it agree with itself that the Jewish people are mentioned as having insulted the envoys of the king of Babylon and having sent them away disgracefully (Judith 1:11), though they had experienced both the kindness and the power of the Babylonians?
 

All this shows clearly that no definite time can be given with which the things mentioned in this book fit. If what is mentioned in this book occurred before the people returned from Babylon, it was false that the temple was leveled to the ground at this time, but Judith 5:22 makes this claim. If those things took place after the return, what Judith 1:5 mentions about Nebuchadnezzar’s war against Arphaxad is false, because at that time the Assyrians and Medes were obedient to the king of Persia.
 


It is not at all in harmony with the analogy of faith.
 

§ 194. [III] The Book of Judith by no means agrees with the analogy of faith. In Judith 9:2 approval is given to the deed of Simeon and Levi, who killed the Shechemites with the sword, contrary to the treaty and promise they had made. You see, here Judith prays: “Lord God of my father Simeon, in whose hand You put a sword to take vengeance on the foreigners who had acted as violators to defile her and had bared her thigh to shame her … and You gave up their wives to plunder and their daughters to captivity and all their spoils to be divided among Your servants, who were very zealous for You.” Here the zeal of Simeon and Levi is called divine. The patriarch Jacob, however, clearly disapproves of this deed of his sons: “They took their swords and entered the city confidently ([image: ]) and killed all the males” (Gen. 34:25), that is, contrary to the treaty and good faith they had given. So when Jacob hears of this cruelty, he says, “You have brought trouble on me and made me odious to the Canaanites,” etc. (Gen. 34:30). In fact, he also adds that cruelty to his curse later: “Simeon and Levi, weapons of violence ([image: ]) are their swords. Let my soul not come into their council, and let my glory not be joined to their company. For in their anger they slew men, and in their purpose they hamstrung an ox! Cursed be their anger, for it is obstinate, and their indignation, for it is cruel! I will divide them in Jacob and scatter them in Israel” (Gen. 49:5[-7]). Therefore Simeon and Levi sinned in many ways: (1) by exercising private revenge, (2) by drawing swords without God’s command, (3) by raging against the whole city because of one man’s sin, (4) by plundering not foes but hosts who had received them with kindness, (5) by acting contrary to the good faith that they gave, (6) by putting their father and family in the immediate danger of being killed.
 

But you say that in Gen. 35:5 it says, “A terror from God fell upon the cities that were round about them so they did not pursue Jacob; therefore the Shechemites were destroyed by divine judgment.” We respond. God used well that wrongheaded zeal of Simeon and Levi to the glory of His own righteousness. We must distinguish, therefore, between the just judgment of God and the unjust action of men. We must marvel at the former and proclaim it; but the latter, a culpable thing, we must detest. It is to this judgment of God that the patriarch Jacob is also looking when he bequeaths Shechem to Joseph (Gen. 48:22). Thus he took it away from the promise-breakers, for they had armed several of their father’s family. Consequently, Jacob claims that he took that area “from the hand of the Amorites with his hand and sword.” As I said, we must make a distinction between the just suffering of the Shechemites and the unjust act of Simeon and Levi. God restrained their neighbors not because He approved of the deed of Simeon and Levi but because He wanted to provide for Jacob and his family, which was the seat of the Church.
 

But with this distinction one also cannot overthrow our argument against the canonical authority of this book. You see, Judith does not just look at the judgment of God but also praises the deed itself of Simeon and Levi. Lyra distinguishes between zeal and the manner of zeal. He says that Judith is praising the former but not the latter. Yet neither the zeal nor the manner of zeal deserve praise in the case of Simeon and Levi. Jacob calls it “madness and iniquity.” Thus it was not the good and praiseworthy zeal that begins from the Holy Spirit and is directed to God’s glory; rather, it was that wicked and detestable zeal that springs from a desire for revenge and thus from the flesh.
 


It is excluded from the canon by the Israelite church and the early Christian church.
 

§ 195. [IV] The Israelite church and the early Christian church exclude the Book of Judith from the canon. Josephus does not even touch on the entire history of Judith in his commentaries De antiquitate. In his preface to Judith, Jerome explicitly excludes it from the canon. He says (Epistle 10 ad Furiam): “Nevertheless if this volume is accepted ….” Augustine, De civ. Dei, bk. 18, c. 26: “The Jews are said not to have accepted the Book of Judith in the canon of the Scriptures.” Thus blessed Luther makes the correct judgment that this book is a sacred poem in which the author wanted to depict the state and condition of the Jews, something of which the very names also bear witness. Judith, who is a holy and chaste widow, signifies Judea. That is, the people of God are a deserted widow, yet also holy and chaste. That is, they persist in the Word and in faith, they pray, they fast. Holofernes signifies a secular leader or governor and is a type of the enemies of this people. Bethulia signifies a virgin and thus indicates the integrity of faith free of idolatry, which is spiritual whoredom. Finally, Luther concludes that this is a good book, holy and useful, definitely worth reading, though it cannot be regarded among the properly and specifically canonical books.
 


Antithesis.
 

§ 196. Bellarmine (De verbo Dei, bk. 1, c. 12) and nearly all the Papists place the Book of Judith in the canon. For this they especially use two arguments: [I] From the Council of Nicaea. In his preface to Judith, Jerome witnesses that “the Council of Nicaea counted this book in Holy Scripture.”
 

We respond. (1) Jerome had not yet been born when the Council of Nicaea met. Therefore he is not an eyewitness. If Eusebius, who was present at the council, or Athanasius or others who were alive at that time were to make this claim about the Council of Nicaea, it would have greater trustworthiness and authority.
 

(2) There is a great difference between “We read that the Council counted” and “The Council counted the Book of Judith in the number of Holy Scripture.” Jerome says the former but certainly not the latter, for he testifies in an appended note to Eusebius’s Chronic. and in his Dialog. adversus Luciferian., c. 7: “The Church has earnestly embraced the doctrines of the Council of Nicaea.” He says, however, that the Church did not accept the Book of Judith. Therefore Jerome himself does not believe what he wrote elsewhere, namely, that the Council of Nicaea counted this book in Holy Scripture. Hence he was only reciting this as the opinion of someone else. In his prologue to the Proverbs, he expressly says, “The Church indeed should read the Book of Judith, but she should not accept it among the canonical Scriptures.” He says, “Judith is not in the canon” (Prologus galeatus).
 

(3) Jerome does not reveal where it is read that the Council of Nicaea accepted this book.
 

(4) In the acts of the council, which are extant today, no trace of this matter is found. Alanus Copus suspects: “At one time there were many more canons than the twenty that we have today” (Dial., bk. 1, c. 7). The Papist Lindanus, however, responds: “The holy opinion of the fathers of Laodicea does not admit it.” Furthermore, this occurs nowhere in the eighty canons of the Council of Nicaea that Dominicus Nicolinus published.
 

(5) Athanasius, who was present at the council, clearly rejects this book in his Synopsis. Epiphanius, who speaks highly of the trustworthiness of the Council of Nicaea (Haeres. 76), omits the Book of Judith when he lists the canonical books (De mens. et ponder.). Hilary, who suffered exile because of decrees of the Council of Nicaea, does not list this book with the canonical writings in his prologue to the Psalms. Rufinus (Expos. Symb.), a contemporary of Jerome, and Cyril of Jerusalem (Catech. 4) reject it. To make this brief, none of those who wrote about the proceedings of the Council of Nicaea mention this matter.
 

(6) If the Council of Nicaea took only this book into the number of the canonical Scriptures, it burdened with heavy prejudice those remaining books that it skipped. You see, why did it omit Tobit, Ecclesiasticus, and the other apocryphal books that the Papists nevertheless consider to be canonical?
 

(7) If the Council of Nicaea approved of this book, it approved it as it was written in Greek, a fact that Sixtus Senensis acknowledges (Biblioth., bk. 1, sect. 2). However, if it did approve it as it was written in Greek, in Bellarmine’s judgment it approved a lie. Bellarmine (loc. cit., § Nec vero) prefers Jerome’s Latin version to the Greek text in order to escape the force of our argument that the temple was not leveled before the Babylonian captivity, for this is clearly written in the Greek. Yet Jerome’s Latin edition was not in existence at the time of the Council of Nicaea; therefore that council could not have approved it.
 

(8) Had the Council of Nicaea judged this book to be canonical, the Council of Laodicea, which met shortly after that of Nicaea, would not have left this book out of the canon and among the apocryphal writings.
 

(9) It is not the same for something to be canonical Scripture and for it to be counted in the number of the Sacred Scriptures. You see, there are counted in the number of the Sacred Scriptures whatever writings are contained in the Bible and are read, along with other books, for the edification of the people. But these are not immediately, just because of that, canonical and effective for the confirmation of dogmas.
 

(10) Bellarmine himself acknowledges that when the expression “Sacred Scriptures” is taken in a broader sense, it applies not only to canonical but also to apocryphal and ecclesiastical books (De concil., bk. 2, c. 12, § Dico secundo).
 

(11) No man either in or outside of a council is permitted without definite testimonies or firm proofs to take into the canon or make equal to the canonical books an apocryphal book that the judgment of the Church has rejected, unless he operates with prophetic or apostolic authority and is equipped with a divine testimony that does not err. But we cannot attribute such authority to the Council of Nicaea.
 

(12) Guilelmus Lindanus, a Papist writer, treats all of these honestly. He argues in Panopl., bk. 3, c. 3, that Jerome’s statement in his Epistle 10 ad Furiam (“If, however, this volume is accepted,” etc.) makes him have serious doubts as to whether the Council of Nicaea prescribed a certain canon of Scripture to the Church. He says:
 


If the Council of Nicaea put the Book of Judith along with others into the canon, why did the Council of Laodicea not follow this eighty years later? Why did Nazianzen not mention it? Rather, it is read that the council reckoned it, as Jerome says, and this seems to me to indicate the suspicion of a doubter. Of course, perhaps one may think that this Nicaean canon on the canonical books was one among many other such canons, at least forty-seven of them (as, indeed, I think), which, according to Julius I, the bishop of Rome, were cut out by the trickery of heretics and stolen away from the Church. Lest we support this, the devout opinion concerning the most holy fathers who gathered at the Council of Laodicea compels [us to say] that they, at that time when the knowledge of the canons especially adorned the bishops, were not so forgetful of both their name and duty so as either to be ignorant of them or, having investigated them, not to require them. Furthermore, if it actually is read what Jerome says is read—that the Council of Nicaea reckoned the Book of Judith among the canonical books—what is Jerome’s intent in writing in his preface to the Books of Solomon that the Church indeed reads the Books of Judith, Tobit, and the Maccabees but does not accept them among the canonical Scriptures?

 




 

Later Lindanus writes: “I am led to think that nothing about this matter was defined in the Council of Nicaea because the Sixth Council of Constantinople, the Trullan Council, approved the Laodicean canon on the canonical Scriptures. It seems to me that it would not at all have done this had the men at Laodicea either not accepted or shortened the canon of Holy Scriptures that those 318 learned, holy fathers of Nicaea had designated.” Lindanus says all this truthfully.
 

(13) Melchior Canus admits: “A certain canon of Scripture had not been defined at the time of Rufinus” (Locorum comm., bk. 2, c. 11). Yet Rufinus lived after the Council of Nicaea.
 

§ 197. [II] They argue from the authority of certain fathers. Junilius Africanus (De partibus divinae legis, bk. 1) and Isidore (Etymolog., bk. 6, c. 1) testify: “The Church of Christ elevates and proclaims this book among the divine books.”
 

We respond. (1) They actually are making the opposite claim. When Junilius (loc. cit., c. 3) had listed as the historical books of the Old Testament the five Books of Moses, Joshua, Judges, Ruth, and the four Books of Kings, a pupil asked whether there were other books that had to do with sacred history. He answered: “There are some who add 1 and 2 Chronicles, the two Books of Ezra, Judith, 1 and 2 Maccabees, Esther, etc.” (De part. div. legis, bk. 1, c. 3). Disturbed as he was by these words, Bellarmine seems to think that Junilius considered those books on the same level as the canonical books. But when Junilius’s pupil next inquires, “Why do those books not run with the canonical books?” Junilius responds: “Because these were accepted among the Jews with this difference as well, as Jerome and others testify.”
 

(2) It is a great mistake of Junilius that he denies that the Hebrews kept the two books of Chronicles, the two of Ezra, Esther, etc., among the canonical books. It is therefore impossible for him to be a suitable witness about the canon of Scripture.
 

(3) We have spoken about Isidore’s judgment earlier.38
 

(4) The testimony of one or two does not grant canonical authority to any book. Rather, the unanimous approval of the Church is required for this.
 




The seven last chapters of the Book of Esther.
 

§ 198. That the opinion of our churches may be more clear, we say that a distinction must be made between the genuine and canonical Booh of Esther, which contains nine chapters written in the Hebrew language, and the appendix, which contains the seven final chapters that we do not have in Hebrew. We are speaking about these last seven chapters when we deny that that section connected to the Book of Esther as an appendix is canonical. Campianus accuses us, saying we “reject the Book of Esther from the canon” (Rat. 1). If he is speaking about the entire Book of Esther, however, he is doing us an injustice. As a consequence, in his defense of Campianus against Whitaker, Duraeus explains Campianus’s statement by saying that “he only means the appendix of Esther.” An anonymous Papist author, in a manuscript scattered throughout Austria in earlier years, also accuses us of “excluding the Book of Esther from the canon,” but he burdens us with a grave injustice. You see, we do not at all remove the entire Book of Esther from the canon—only the last seven chapters.
 


They were not written in Hebrew but in Greek.
 

§ 199. We prove that the supplement to Esther is not in the canon with the following arguments. [I] It was not written in Hebrew but in Greek, according to Jerome in his preface to Esther,39 where he adds: “Not a single interpreter takes this seriously.” Bellarmine makes the exception: “It is probable that at one time those chapters were in Hebrew” (De verbo Dei, bk. 1, c. 7). But this would not just have to be probable but certain because the prophets wrote the books of the Old Testament in no language except Hebrew. As proof, Bellarmine brings up Josephus in Antiquit., bk. 11, c. 6, who “mentions the two epistles of Ahasuerus and the prayer of Mordecai, and these are found in the last chapters, not in the first. Thus he is trying to prove that the material from 11:1 on was translated from Hebrew into Greek.”
 

We respond. (1) With clear language Jerome denies that these are in the Hebrew text, to whose express assertion we must give more than uncertain conjectures.
 

(2) Let us grant that these last seven chapters were at one time extant in Hebrew. Nevertheless because we have them only in Greek and Latin today, nothing is therefore added to their authority. You see, if they were canonical, divine providence would never have allowed the original text to have been lost. Their condition, therefore, would be equal with the Book of Sirach and of 1 Maccabees, which Jerome asserts (in his preface to the Books of Solomon) were indeed written in Hebrew. Nonetheless he places them outside the canon for the aforementioned reason.
 

(3) Bellarmine claims: “Those seven chapters of the Book of Esther that were last in the Latin Vulgate version are not really the last chapters. Some of them belong to the beginning of the book, some to the middle, and some to the end.” But how probable is it that some things disappear from the beginning, middle, and end [but] not from the other intermediate parts that are in between?
 

(4) If a gap appeared in the Hebrew book, Bellarmine’s suspicion could seem probable to someone. But everything is joined together rightly, and the connection is only then disturbed if you insert and sew on that fragment. For then the idle repetition of the plots made by the eunuchs against the king comes forth [cf. Esther 2:21-23].
 

(5) The authority of Josephus does not prove anything incontestably. What if Josephus took something from these chapters to emphasize or illustrate history? Does he consequently decree that such chapters belong to canonical Scripture? At the end of his commentary, Lyra says, “Rather, Josephus made these up, and they were later put into the Latin version.” Sixtus Senensis follows Lyra. It is certain that Josephus’s judgment on the canonical books of the Old Testament was none other than what Jerome’s judgment was or what our churches’ judgment is, as is evident from Contra Apion., bk. 1.
 

(6) Lysimachus is said to have translated nothing except the letter of Purim (11:1).
 

(7) Bellarmine imagines that there were two Books of Esther, the first of which came to us in Hebrew, and the second (written in greater detail) came to us translated. However, he contradicts himself in this because earlier he had drawn the conclusion against Sixtus Senensis that “the entire Book of Esther having been approved by the Council of Trent, its individual parts are also approved and, thus, those seven chapters too.” But now he indicated that those controversial chapters are a book that is diverse from the volume that is now extant in Hebrew and, in fact, that was written by another author. He also contradicts the fathers when, contrary to their unanimous consensus and contrary to the decree of Trent, he claims not just one Book of Esther but two, equally canonical.
 


They were not written by a prophet.
 

§ 200. [II] It was not written by a prophet. Lyra (on Esther 11) and Sixtus Senensis (Biblioth., bk. 1, sect. 2, c. Esther, f. 24) think that Josephus or someone else added this to the genuine Book of Esther. Josephus, however, was not notable for prophetic authority; therefore he could not have written a prophetic book. It is not likely that some one person wrote the same account, and the repetition of the same matters conflicts with this. But if someone wrote the Book of Esther and someone else the supplement, which seems more probable to Bellarmine, then we ask: If the author of the supplement was a prophet, why did he not write in the prophetic language? Bellarmine’s opinion, that “the supplement was first written in Hebrew and afterward was translated into Greek by Lysimachus,” depends on pure conjectures. Moreover, this supplement was written after the time of Artaxerxes, for Esther 11 mentions Ptolemy and Cleopatra, who, it is evident, lived after Artaxerxes. But now, after the time of Artaxerxes, no prophetic books were written. In De verbo Dei, bk. 1, c. 17, Bellarmine quotes and approves the statement of Josephus in Contra Apion., bk. 1, that “among the Hebrews, those books that were written after the time of Artaxerxes Longimanus are not in the canon of Holy Scripture.” In fact (Bellarmine adds), “Ezra arranged the canon of the sacred books, and his life did not extend beyond the time of Longimanus.”
 




They conflict with the canonical Book of Esther.
 

§ 201. [III] It contains some things that conflict with the canonical Book of Esther. Therefore it cannot be canonical because the Holy Spirit never contradicts Himself. (1) In the canonical Book of Esther (2:16), the plot of the eunuchs was detected by Mordecai “in the seventh year” of Ahasuerus. The supplement (11:2) refers this “to his second year.” Bellarmine concedes that “the plot was planned in the seventh year, as it is in canonical Esther, not in the second year as it is in the supplement” (loc. cit.). How, then, does he build confidence in the supplement? He responds:
 


Those seven chapters of the Book of Esther that are last in the Latin Vulgate version are not actually the concluding chapters. Some of them belong to the beginning of the book, such as c. 11-12; some to the middle, such as c. 13-16; and some to the end, such as c. 10. The story of the plot that is in c. 12 of the Latin Bible, therefore, belongs to the beginning of the book. There the plot is narrated by anticipation. Afterward, they are narrated in their rightful place, c. 2. The plot was planned, then, in the seventh year, as it is in c. 2, not in the second year, as seems to be gathered from c. 11. Accordingly, those words of c. 7 about the second year of Artaxerxes’ reign ought not to be extended to the story of the plot but only to what is said in c. 11, that is, to the vision that Mordecai saw before Esther was married to Ahasuerus.

 




 

By this explanation, however, Bellarmine mixes up the tail with the head, the stomach with the feet, when he claims that the first chapter of the supplement is related to the end of the genuine Book of Esther and the eleventh and twelfth chapters to the beginning of the book. At the end of c. 11, Mordecai says that “when he had wakened, he mulled many things over in his mind and thought about that vision until the night. Then, as he rested in the court with those two eunuchs, he understood their plot against the king.” Thus between the dream of Mordecai and the plot of the eunuchs there was no five-year interval but only one day, if any confidence is to be attached to that supplement. The order of the activities urges that at the beginning of the book what preceded Ahaseurus’s marriage to Esther is told, something that the authentic Book of Esther also does. But the plot of the eunuchs occurred after the wedding of the king and Esther was celebrated, as is clear from Esther 2:22. What Bellarmine says about the anticipation committed here one cannot prove by any evident argument.
 

(2) The canonical Book of Esther says that “Mordecai received no rewards for detecting the plot” (Esther 6:3). The supplement (12:5) says that “they were given to him.” Bellarmine responds: “There is no difficulty here. You see, even if Mordecai had received no reward for his accusation, nevertheless when the king had the chronicles read to him, as it says in c. 6, he later had a great reward, described in the same c. 6. This is what is meant in c. 12 by those words that rewards were given him for his accusation.” Yet in the same c. 12 of the supplement, v. 6, after the reward was given for the accusation, Haman is said to have devised evil. What sort of a trickery this was is explained in Esther 6:4: Haman wanted to suggest to the king that he order Mordecai to be hanged from the gallows. But it happened that, as things changed, he was forced to honor Mordecai, who was clothed in royal vestments and crowned with a royal diadem. Therefore we cannot take those rewards to mean the honors that the king bestowed on him after inspecting the chronicles, because Haman is said to have planned his plot against Mordecai on the morning following the night when the chronicles had been read.
 

(3) The supplement to Esther (12:6) says that “Haman wanted to kill Mordecai because of the eunuchs who were put to death.” Canonical Esther 3:5 refers the cause for this to Mordecai’s denial of Haman’s speech. In Defens. Bellarm., Gretserus responds: “These do not conflict, because both can be causes for that hatred. It is not unusual for men to be most displeased with those who deserve well of them.” To be sure, these do not conflict with each other simply and absolutely; they could have been the joint causes for that hatred. Yet because the canonical Book of Esther expresses but one cause—and, indeed, one diverse from the cause that the supplement offers—this makes the trustworthiness of the supplement suspect.
 

(4) In the canonical Book of Esther, it says that the king looked favorably on the queen (Esther 5:2). In the supplement, he is said to have looked at her with anger ([15]:10). Gretserus responds with a distinction of time: “At first the king was surely inflamed with anger because of the unaccustomed coming of the queen, as it is in c. 15. Afterward, when his mind had been calmed to gentleness, he looked at the queen with very agreeable eyes because of her peril,” as it is in c. 3. The canonical Book of Esther, however, mentions that as soon as she began to enter, the king looked on the queen favorably, even before the queen began to explain the reason for her unusual entrance.
 

(5) In canonical Esther, the day appointed for the destruction of the Jews is said to have been the thirteenth day of Adar (Esther 3:13; 8:12; 9:1). The supplement says it was the fourteenth day of Adar (13:6).
 

(6) In canonical Esther 8:3, Haman is called an Agagite, that is, an Amalekite, but the supplement calls him a Macedonian (16:[10]).
 

(7) In the supplement (13:14), Mordecai says that he was unwilling to bow down to Haman because he “was afraid, lest he transfer the honor of his God to a man and worship someone besides his God.” Yet canonical Esther nowhere says that the rest worshiped Haman as God or that Haman wanted to be worshiped as God. Rather, it was this civil honor that Mordecai denied to wicked Haman because of the singular and heroic impulse of the Holy Spirit.
 


It conflicts with historical truth.
 

§ 202. [IV] It conflicts with historical truth. In 16:14 Haman is said to “have thought to transfer the domination of the Persians to the Macedonians,” which cannot be reconciled with the histories. The consequence would be that the history of Esther would have occurred in the last days of the Persian kings, for Ahasuerus could not have been afraid that the kingdom of the Persians would be transferred to the Macedonians unless the kingdom of Macedonia had had a different name. The kingdom of Macedonia, however, was very obscure until the time of Philip, father of Alexander the Great, as is evident from the histories, though the history of Esther long preceded the reign of Philip of Macedonia.
 

Furthermore, if the history of Esther belonged to the end of the kingdom of the Persians, Mordecai would have survived for almost three hundred years, for he is said to have been carried away with Jeconiah from Jerusalem to Babylon by King Nebuchadnezzar of the Chaldeans (Esther 11:4). He remained in captivity for seventy years. Afterward he continued to live from the beginning of the rule of Cyrus to the end of the rule of Artaxerxes Ochus, a period that covers 220 years. The sum of these is nearly three hundred years. Bellarmine lists various opinions as to who this Ahasuerus was who was the husband of Esther. (Some say Esther’s husband was Ahasuerus, father of Darius the Mede; some, Cambyses; some, Darius Hystaspes; some, Artaxerxes Memnon; some, Artaxerxes Longimanus.) Finally, he embraces that opinion that one should take the name “Ahaseurus” to mean Artaxerxes Longimanus. Having presupposed this foundation, he responds: “It is not unbelievable that Mordecai was deported with King Jehoiakim into Babylon and lived until the time of Artaxerxes Longimanus. From the beginning of the Babylonian captivity to Longimanus there are about 165 years; but now it is not incredible for Mordecai to live to be 165 because some lived to that age in later times.” Yet we shall have to add several intervening years to those 165 from the carrying into captivity to the time of Artaxerxes Longimanus. In 2 Kings 24:16, Nebuchadnezzar is said to have “deported the men of valor, strong and fit for war,” without mentioning any children. Mordecai would have been thirty then. Add those years to the 165 between the deportation into captivity and the time of Artaxerxes and you will have 195 years. Therefore if Mordecai had been that old at the time of Artaxerxes, he could not have performed his ministry at court nor would he have accomplished great things. Rather, he would have been a decrepit old man, ready for the coffin.
 

Bellarmine sees this; therefore he makes a different response: “Scripture says that Mordecai was deported into Babylon with King Jehoiakim. We can understand this in this sense: that he was deported not in himself but in his parents and ancestors, as Zerubbabel and Joshua are said to have returned ‘from the captivity’ (Nehemiah 7) into Jerusalem, though Zerubbabel was born in that captivity (Matthew 1).” Although this explanation is more forced, perhaps it could be possible, if the other things in the supplement were right. Were someone to say that even the canonical Book of Esther (2:6) mentions that Mordecai was deported from Jerusalem with King Jeconiah into Babylon, and that the authority of canonical Esther likewise is undermined by this argument, we would respond: The relative pronoun “who” refers not to Mordecai but to the nearest antecedent, namely, the great-grandfather of Mordecai. The words read as follows: “Now there was a Jew in the city Susa whose name was Mordecai, son of Jair, son of Shimei, son of Kish, of the line of Jemini, who had been deported from Jerusalem.” Only three of Mordecai’s ancestors are mentioned in this passage. The genealogy is not pursued further than that ignoble man Kish, the Benjaminite. What more practical explanation for this can we offer as to why only three are listed than that which Cardinal Cajetan mentions: that it teaches that it was Kish who was deported into captivity, not Mordecai, and that it shows that Mordecai came from a posterity of devout ancestors who were deported with Jeconiah, and that God blessed him because of his ancestors? (See Scaliger, De emend. temp., bk. 6, and Drusius, on Esther 2.)
 


It is excluded from the canon by the Israelite church and the early Christian church.
 

§ 203. [V] The Israelite and early Christian churches exclude it from the canon. About the Israelite church we can have no doubt. Among the early teachers of the Christian Church, Jerome stands out. In his preface to Esther he removes these last seven chapters from the canon. Bellarmine says that Melito, Athanasius, and Gregory Nazianzen set the whole Book of Esther outside the canon (De verbo Dei, bk. 1, c. 7). But because Melito and Athanasius followed the Hebrew canon, as Melchior Canus acknowledges (Loc. comm., bk. 11, c. 10)—which must also be stated about Nazianzen—and yet Esther is in the Hebrew canon, therefore it is not likely that Melito, Athanasius, and Nazianzen placed the whole Book of Esther outside the canon. Rather, we must take this to mean only the last seven chapters. You see, though they make no explicit mention of the Book of Esther in listing the canonical books of the Old Testament, they could have referred it to another canonical book, perhaps to Ezra, by whom the Book of Esther is judged to have been written, as Isidore and others relate. This guess is confirmed by the fact that though Athanasius listed the canonical books in his Synopsis and omitted the Book of Esther, he does expressly write that the Book of Esther is related to some other canonical volume. He says, “Some of the ancients have said that among the Hebrews Esther was canonized too: that, on the one hand, Ruth along with Judges following it were counted as one book and, on the other hand, that Esther was counted in another book.” In this controversy, Sixtus Senensis grants us the support of Origen, and Bellarmine has dared to quote Sixtus on behalf of his own opinion. Lyra also removes that supplement from the canon, for at the end of his comments on Esther, he writes: “I do not intend to explain the rest that follows because they are not in Hebrew nor do they belong to canonical Scripture. Rather, they appear to have been made up and inserted later into the Vulgate edition by Josephus and other writers.”
 


Some Papists number it among the apocryphal writings.
 

§ 204. [VI] It is numbered in the Apocrypha by some Papists. In De verbo Dei, bk. 1, c. 7, § 1, Bellarmine grants us the support of four Papist writers: “Dionysius the Carthusian, Cardinal Hugh [of St. Cher], Thomas de Vio Cajetan, and Sixtus Senensis.” (To the last of these, Stapleton in Princip. doctrinalium, bk. 9, last chapter, gives this praise: “He wrote most carefully of all about the canonical and apocryphal books.” And Bellarmine claims in De verbo Dei, bk. 2, c. 10, § 4, that “he wishes to imitate his care.”) Bellarmine’s words read as follows:
 


We do not lack those who claimed that the Book of Esther must indeed be counted among the sacred books. They have denied, however, that those last chapters are genuine parts of this book because they are not in the Hebrew texts. They considered them as alien impurities to be cut from the rest of the corpus. From his preface we conclude that Jerome was of this opinion. Jerome was followed, before the Council of Trent, by Nicolaus of Lyra, Dionysius Carthusianus, and Cardinals Hugh [of St. Cher] and Thomas de Vio in their commentaries on this book; and after that council by Sixtus Senensis, Biblioth., bks. 1 and 8.

 




 

We shall here transcribe the actual words of Sixtus Senensis from Biblioth., bk. 1, sect. 3, because they are very emphatic:
 


It comes to mind (he says) here both to admonish and to encourage the devout and benevolent reader not to accuse me of rashness, that I have torn these last chapters out of the canon and have put them into this last rank of the apocryphal writings, as if I had forgotten the holy Council of Trent, which commands under threat of its anathema that all the books be accepted in their entirety, just as they were accustomed to be read in the Catholic Church and as they are contained in the ancient Vulgate edition. You see, this canon must be understood in regard to the true and genuine parts, which pertain to the integrity of the books, but not in regard to some mutilated appendices and tattered additions rashly attached and haphazardly patched together by some unknown author or other. Such are the last chapters of this book, which Cardinal Hugh [of St. Cher], Nicolaus of Lyra, Dionysius Carthusianus, and other more recent interpreters deny are canonical. (Note: Besides these, then, more Papist writers support our opinion.) Also, Jerome cuts them out of the entire volume of Esther as a faulty part and, to use his own words, as made up of ragged edges of words from those things that could have been said and heard on the spur of the moment, as students in schools have the custom of taking a plot and then thinking up what words could be used to say who suffered injustice and who perpetrated the injustice.

 




 

So much for Sixtus. But to those four Papist writers whose support he grants us, Bellarmine ought to have added Benedictus Arias Montanus and Johannes Driedo, who say the same as the writers listed.
 


Antithesis.
 

§ 205. Bellarmine (De verbo Dei, bk. 1, c. 7) and other Papists claim that the supplement to Esther containing the seven latter chapters is equally as canonical as the first nine. They employ especially the following arguments: [I] From the connection of this supplement with the genuine Book of Esther:
 


When the councils and fathers put Esther into the canon, they spoke about that volume that both they and the entire Church were using at that time. But now, at that time the universal Church was using sacred books according to that version that Jerome calls “common” [vulgatam], which is in the language and alphabet of the Greeks. Those seven chapters are not lacking in that version. Our witnesses are the Greek texts that bear the name of the seventy-two translators [i.e., the Septuagint].

 




 

We respond. (1) It is true that in the codex of the Bible that foreign and apocryphal appendix is joined to the genuine and canonical Book of Esther. It is obvious from the above, however, what sort of difference there is between the two, a difference that was not unknown to the majority of the fathers, especially to those who lived after Jerome’s version from the Hebrew was received.
 

(2) The argument, therefore, proceeds from the nondistributed to the distributed.40 It does not follow that if the fathers put the Book of Esther into the number of the canonical books that they also thought that those chapters in a different language, which clearly were of a different genus and not at all in harmony with the genuine Book of Esther, were canonical. Otherwise we would have to make the same claim of Jerome and Lyra, who place the Book of Esther into the canon yet do not claim that the appendix is canonical. By admission of Bellarmine himself, however, they reject it as corrupt.
 

(3) Therefore we press Bellarmine using his own hypotheses. In De verbo Dei, bk. 1, c. 20, § At de tertio, he fashions this objection for supporting the canonical authority of 3 Ezra: “In the Greek codices the third book is what is called 1 Ezra, but what we call 1 and 2 Ezra in the Greek is called 2 Ezra. Therefore it is likely that, when the old councils and fathers place the two Books of Ezra into the canon, they understand all three, using the expression ‘two books.’ You see, they were following the Septuagint version in which our three books are called the two Books of Ezra.” But he responds (§ Sequente ad alteram): “Even if in the Greek codices the two Books of Ezra are our three, it is still not a consequence that the old councils and ancient fathers who put the two Books of Ezra into the canon mean our three books with the expression ‘two books.’ You see, many of the ancients—such as Melito, Epiphanius, Hilary, Jerome, and Rufinus—in explaining the canon of the Old Testament, clearly followed the Hebrews, not the Greeks. And the Hebrews do not have a 3 Ezra.” This is also the answer we give to Bellarmine’s argument.
 

§ 206. [II] They argue from the fathers’ quotations. “The fathers count this book among the sacred books and draw some testimonies from those last chapters” (Chrysostom, Ad popul. Antioch., homily 3; Augustine, Epistle 199 ad Ediciam).
 

We respond. Neither the fathers’ quotation nor the general title “Sacred Scripture” grants canonical authority to either that supplement or the rest of the controversial books. As for the fathers’ quotation, how weak a support it supplies for canonical authority can be seen from the following. (1) The holy apostle quotes lines from Menander, Aratus, and Epimenides, yet one must not for that reason assign canonical authority to those heathen writers. In his Epistle, v. 14, Jude quotes the testimony of Enoch, which Bellarmine nevertheless admits “was taken from an apocryphal book” (De verbo Dei, bk. 1, c. 18). On this point he also has the agreement of Jerome (Catalog., on the word Judas). (2) The Book of Hermas, or The Shepherd, is quoted and testimonies taken from it by Irenaeus (bk. 4, c. 37), Tertullian (De orat.), Clement of Alexandria (Stromat., bk. 7), Athanasius (De decretis synodi Nicenae), Eusebius (bk. 5, c. 8), Cassian (Collat., bk. 13, c. 12), and others, yet no synod put it into the canon. And with clear words Gelasius (Decretum de libris Ecclesiasticis, dist. 15, c. Sanct. Roman.) and Athanasius (Synopsis) reject it from the canon. Also, Athanasius (De decretis synodi Nicenae) and Theodoret (Histor., bk. 1, c. 18) say the same thing. They say that the Arians who were looking for testimonies from this book were seeking testimonies from a noncanonical book. Bellarmine repeats this in the same words in De verbo Dei, bk. 1, c. 20, § Nec minus. (3) In the same place, § At de tertio etc., he admits and acknowledges that 3 Ezra was cited by Athanasius (Contra Arianos, orat. 3), Augustine (De civ. Dei, bk. 18, c. 36), Clement of Alexandria (Stromat., bk. 1), the author of the Opus imperfectum in Matth. (Homily 1), and Cyprian (Epist. ad Pompejum). Yet Bellarmine correctly denies that that book is canonical. (4) The fourth Book of Ezra is quoted by Ambrose (De bono mortis, c. 10; bk. 2 on Luke; and Epistle 21 ad Hortatianum). (It is also quoted by Irenaeus, bk. 3, c. 25; Clement of Alexandria, Stromat., bk. 1; Tertullian, De habitu muliebri; Basil, Epistle ad Chilonem; Chrysostom, homily 8 on Hebrews.) Yet this book is undoubtedly not canonical, and these, too, are the words of Bellarmine (op. cit., § Postremo apocryphi).
 

Much less can one claim canonical authority for those apocryphal books from the general title “Sacred Scripture.” (1) Origen calls the Book of Hermas, or The Shepherd, “divinely inspired” ([image: ]) (bk. 10, on the Epistle to the Romans). Eusebius judged it “a useful book” (Hist., bk. 3, c. 3), as did also Rufinus (Symb.) and Jerome (De scriptoribus Ecclesiasticis). Yet no synod put it into the canon, and Gelasius with clear words rejects it from the canon. Again, these are Bellarmine’s words (op. cit., § Nec minus). (2) In De bono mortis, c. 10, Ambrose calls the fourth Book of Ezra “divine.” Yet Bellarmine does not for this reason count it among the canonical books. (3) Bellarmine argues (De concil., bk. 2, c. 12, § Dico secundo): “The decrees of the popes are called ‘Sacred Scripture’ to distinguish them from secular writings, and ‘canonical’ to distinguish them from the writings of the fathers that are not rules and do not have the authority to obligate.” Then he immediately adds: “The canons of popes and councils in their own way are and can be called sacred and canonical writings.” This he proves from the Seventh Council, act. 3, etc.; Cum Martha Christ. de celeb. Miss. But if the supplement to Esther or the other controversial books can be said to have been taken into the canon because of such a title, we shall have to pass the same judgment concerning the decrees of popes and councils.
 

§ 207. [III] From the demonstration of Origen: “Origen, Epistle ad Julium Africanum, demonstrates that this part of the Book of Esther that we do not find in the volumes of the Hebrews is sacred and canonical.”
 

We respond. (1) He says that that supplement is in the Septuagint and that it is read in the churches, but nowhere does he state that it is canonical. (2) It is certain that Origen followed the canon of the Hebrews, according to Eusebius (Hist., bk. 6, c. 24), but that appendix is not in the canon of the Hebrews. (3) For this reason, Sixtus Senensis (Biblioth., bk. 1, p. 27) draws a totally contrary conclusion from that letter of Origen. He says, “In his letter to Julius Africanus, Origen rejects these same additions.” (4) However much Bellarmine may otherwise attribute to Origen, it appears from this that he lists him in “the catalog of heretics” (De notis eccles., bk. 4, c. 9, § 21). In De purgatorio, bk. 2, c. 8, art. 16, he brings up the vision from the book that is entitled Pratum spirituale, c. 25, in which “Origen was seen being tormented in the fire along with Arius and other heretics.” He also adds: “The Pratum spirituale is quoted in the Seventh General Council, lest anyone decide this book should be rejected.”
 

§ 208. [IV] From its reading in the Church. “Some things from the supplement are read in the Church.” We respond. We do not deny that in the Western Church those controversial books were generally read for the edification of the people. But canonical authority is not added to them because of this, for they were read for instruction of behavior, not for the confirmation of doctrine. In his preface to the Books of Solomon, Jerome defines the apocryphal books in this way: “They are not in the canon; nevertheless they are read in the Church to edify the people.” Those things that are added at the end about the Councils of Florence and Trent do not bother us. (1) You see, the Council of Florence convened scarcely two hundred years ago and that of Trent was publicized within the memory of our fathers. Was the canon incomplete in the Church for so many centuries? (2) In the book that contains the reasons for refusing the Council of Trent,41 it was proved with many arguments that that council “was not general, not free, and not Christian.” (3) This is not the one and only error of the Council of Trent: that it wanted to gain authority for the apocryphal books to confirm papal dogmas. One should see Chemnitz’s Examen about this matter. (4) In the fourth session of that council, in which the decree regarding the canon was published, the legates, cardinals, archbishops, and bishops who were present and published the decree about the number of canonical books were about fifty in all, and they were almost all Italian and Spanish. How, then, was this the sanction of a general and ecumenical council?
 




The Book of Wisdom.
 

§ 209. We admit that the Book of Wisdom is filled with many fine thoughts and precepts, and we say that, along with Ecclesiasticus, it excels the rest of the Apocrypha. Yet we can by no means reckon it among the properly and specifically canonical books, [I] because it is not written in the prophetic language but in Greek and [II] because it was not written by a prophet but by Philo. In his preface to Wisdom, Jerome says, “This book has the scent of Greek eloquence,” in which Jerome says Philo was the most skilled (Catalog.). Jerome also says in his preface to the Books of Solomon: “There is still another Book of Solomon, which was written by the son of Sirach, and still another falsely named book that is entitled ‘The Wisdom of Solomon.’ “Several of the ancient writers claim that this is the book of the Jew Philo. In his comments on Wisdom 15, Lyra interprets the enemies who are mentioned there as the Romans because, as he says, “at the time of Philo, the emperor Gaius sent his statue throughout the world to be worshiped as God.” Bonaventure, in his commentary on this passage, says, “The prime efficient cause through the mode of compilation was Philo, the wisest of the Jews, who lived at the time of the apostles.” The occasion, argument, and aim of this writing confirm the opinion of Jerome, Lyra, and Bonaventure about the author of this book. The Roman emperor Gaius, a heathen, because he was worshiped at Rome with a gold, life-size statue (as Suetonius relates, Caligula, c. 22), also wanted to be worshiped at Jerusalem. So he sent a message to the Jews and commanded that his statue be placed in their temple. Terrified by this message, the Jews sent their most learned, most eloquent man, Philo, to Gaius, asking the emperor not to defile their temple with the erection of his statue. The emperor ignored their pleas, however, and commanded Petronius to place his statue in the temple to be worshiped, though the Jews resisted this in vain. (See Josephus, Antiquitat., bk. 18, c. 15.) It was on this occasion that Philo wrote the Book of Wisdom in which he treats in detail the duties of princes, the penalty for idolatry, the blessed death of the devout, the punishment of the wicked, etc., for the comfort of the Jews and the terror of tyrants.
 

Not only the subject matter and the situation at the time of Philo but also the form of the writing and the method of treatment fit Philo well. It is said of Philo that he was strong in the eloquence of Plato. (Ludov. Vives, commentary on De civ. Dei, bk. 18, c. 20: “The Book of Wisdom is believed to be by Philo, a Jew of Alexandria who lived at the time of the apostles, with whom he was friendly. He was so eloquent in Greek speech that the Greeks said about him: ‘Either Philo is platonizing or Plato is philonizing.’ “) Such Platonic eloquence occurs in the Greek text of this book that the Latin translator was unable to achieve the ornamentation and color of the Greek speech. Plato sets up as the four cardinal virtues prudence, practical wisdom, justice, and manliness. The author of this book includes these in the same number (8:7). In De allegor. legis, bk. 1, Philo speaks about virtues and comments on these words of Moses “A river flowed out from Eden” [Gen. 2:10] as follows: “The river is general virtue; the four headwaters are the virtues flowing from Eden, that is, from the wisdom of God.” In the same manner, the author of the Book of Wisdom divides virtues into four kinds and declares that all of these flow from a single source and from general virtue, which springs from the wisdom of God.
 

From all of these facts, we draw the following conclusion: Whatever book is not written by a prophet is not in the canon of the Old Testament. (Bellarmine acknowledges the truth of this proposition, De verbo Dei, bk. 1, c. 4). Yet the Book of Wisdom was not written by a prophet but by Philo, as is clear from the statements cited. Therefore the Book of Wisdom is not in the canon of the Old Testament. Likewise, whatever book was not written before Christ’s birth is not in the canon of the Old Testament. (Matt. 11:13: “The Law and the prophets were until John.”) The Book of Wisdom was not written before Christ’s birth. Therefore the Book of Wisdom is not in the canon of the Old Testament.
 

§ 210. Bellarmine (De verbo Dei, bk. 1, c. 13, § Sed audiamus, etc.) senses the strength of this argument and writes rashly: “All the ancients claim that this is a book of Solomon. From this it clearly follows that it is canonical.” His words read as follows:
 


Eusebius (Histor., bk. 4, c. 22) says that Hegesippus, Irenaeus, and the entire chorus of the ancients thought that this was a book of Solomon. In the same manner, this book is quoted in the name of Solomon by Tertullian (De praescript.), Cyprian (Sermon de mortalit.), Hilary (on Psalm 127), Ambrose (Sermon 8 on Psalm 118), Basil (Contra Eunom., bk. 5), and Epiphanius (Haeres., “Anom.”). The fact that St. Jerome (preface to the Books of Solomon) says that this book is thought by many to be the work of the Jew Philo and that St. Augustine (De doctr. Christ., bk. 11, c. 8) says that it is the work of Jesus, son of Sirach, is not contrary to the common opinion of the doctors. The opinions, you see, favor Solomon, not Philo, as the ancients say and as is clear from c. 9 where the author says: “You have chosen me to be king of Your people. You told me to build a sanctuary on Your holy mountain.” Nevertheless these statements were gathered by someone else who many think was Philo—not the Philo who lived after Christ but another, older Philo, who took up the statements of Solomon in Greek as the Holy Spirit dictated. This is the same as in Proverbs 25 where it says those proverbs of Solomon were translated into a book by the men of Hezekiah, king of Judah, though before they perhaps were on small pieces of parchment.

 




 

So much for Bellarmine.
 

We respond. (1) The contradiction of the Papist writers in this question is to be noted. Bellarmine, Jodocus Clitovaeus, Sixtus Senensis, etc., claim that the Book of Wisdom is by Solomon. However, Ludovicus Vives (loc. cit.), Johannes Driedo (De script. eccles., bk. 1, c. 4, ad difficult. 4), and Johannes Capistranus (preface to Speculum clericorum) deny this. Likewise, Bellarmine and Genebrardus (Chron., bk. 2) make the compiler Philo older than the Philo who lived at the time of the apostles. However, Lyra makes the author of this book the Philo who lived after Christ and who was a friend of the apostles (on Wisdom 9), as does also Petrus Galatinus in De arcan. Cathol. verit., bk. 1, c. 4, where he declares: “In Proverbs, Solomon had foretold the coming of Christ enigmatically and universally, and Philo taught this in the Book of Wisdom as already fulfilled.” To this he especially applies what is said of the righteous man in c. 2-3. Sixtus Senensis, Biblioth., bk. 1, sect. 2:
 


Some think that this is the work of the younger Philo, a Jew, a man renowned for his Greek eloquence, who acted as a legate to Emperor Gaius for his people. Others believe that it is the work of another Jew, Philo the Elder, who lived about 170 years before the coming of the Savior at the time of the chief priest Onias. Not only do the stated words of this volume seem to conflict with their opinions, but Josephus himself also openly states that the elder Philo was not a Jew and lists him among the heathen historians and particularly among those who never read the sacred books (Contra Apion., bk. 1).

 




 

(2) The claim is made, contrary to the truth, that all the ancients ascribe this book to Solomon. We spoke a little earlier about the opinion of Jerome and Lyra. Augustine, De civ. Dei, bk. 17, c. 20: “Solomon is found to have prophesied in his books, which three have been taken into canonical authority: Proverbs, Ecclesiastes, and Song of Songs. It has been customary, however, to ascribe to Solomon two others—one of which is called Wisdom, the other Ecclesiasticus—because of some similarity of style. The more learned, however, do not doubt that he is not their author, yet the ancient Church, especially the Western, took them into authority” (namely, to be read in the Church). De doctr. Christ., bk. 2, c. 8: “Those two books—one of which is called Wisdom and the other Ecclesiasticus—are said to be Solomon’s because of a certain similarity, since Jesus, son of Sirach, is most consistently given as their author.” Augustine did not simply retract this opinion nor did he acknowledge Solomon as the author of this book, as Bellarmine wants (op. cit.). Instead, he retracted only that which he had said so firmly: that Sirach was the author of this book. His words read this way (Retract., bk. 11, c. 4): “In my second book regarding the author of the book that many call the Wisdom of Solomon, it is not so certain that Jesus, son of Sirach, wrote it, as well as Ecclesiasticus, as I have said. Afterward I learned and discovered that quite probably he was not the author of this book.” Consequently, Alphonsus de Castro (Contra haeres., bk. 1, c. 2) concedes to us that “Augustine claimed that this was not a book of Solomon.”
 

(3) “But,” says Bellarmine, “Eusebius clearly writes in Hist., bk. 4, c. 22, that ‘Hegesippus, Irenaeus, and the entire chorus of the ancients said that the book that is called “Wisdom” was written by Solomon, just as was Proverbs.’”
 

We respond. In order that we may pass by the fact that elsewhere Eusebius’s authority has meant little to Bellarmine because he was an Arianizer (De Christ., bk. 1, c. 9, § Ad Irenaeum: “The authority of Tertullian and Eusebius is insignificant in matters of dogma.” De Christ., bk. 2, c. 3, § Alteram: “Eusebius favors the Arians.” De script. eccles., sect. 4, p. 105: “It is a wonder why some modern people wish to defend this Eusebius with such great ardor.”), in this place, we point out that Bellarmine was deceived by the mistake of the interpreter Rufinus. You see, he ought to have translated it this way: “Not only he (Hegesippus) but also Irenaeus and the entire chorus of the ancients have called the Proverbs of Solomon ‘wisdom [image: ], full of every kind of virtue.’ “From this it is clearly evident that Eusebius was not speaking about the Book of Wisdom but about the Proverbs of Solomon. This is all the more clear because, as can be seen in Eusebius, De praepar. evang., bk. 11, c. De morali Hebraeorum philosophia and in others, the ancients used to call the Proverbs of Solomon [image: ], as if to say, “that which contains all the precepts of all virtues.” (Cf. Basil, Princ. Proverb.) We see this especially clearly in the Greek text of Eusebius, which reads as follows: [image: ] [“They called the Proverbs of Solomon ‘wisdom all-virtuous’ “]. Here the nature of the syntax demands that these two words [image: ] [“wisdom”] and [image: ] [“Proverbs”] be connected by apposition. Musculus translates this as follows: “Furthermore, not only he but also Irenaeus and the whole chorus of the ancients called the Proverbs of Solomon ‘wisdom filled with virtue of every kind.’ “But if Musculus’s version is suspect, then let us listen to Christophorsonus: “Moreover, not only he but also Irenaeus and the entire throng of ancients believed that the Proverbs of Solomon was a book replete with fine and excellent wisdom.” However, the fact that Eusebius does not acknowledge Solomon as the author of the Book of Wisdom is well-known from Histor., bk. 6, c. 12, where he speaks in this way: “In the books of his Stromata, Clement uses the testimonies of those writings that are controversial and of the book called The Wisdom of Solomon and of that written by Jesus, son of Sirach,” etc. This is also evident from De praeparat. Evang., bk. 12, c. De morali Hebraeorum philosophia.
 

(4) But Bellarmine says, “Tertullian, Cyprian, Hilary, Ambrose, Basil, and Epiphanius quote the Book of Wisdom under Solomon’s name.”
 

We respond. In the Greek codices this is called [image: ] [“The Wisdom of Solomon”], and those fathers followed this version. From this, however, one cannot infer that they thought that Solomon wrote this book. After all, among those who quoted this book under the name of Solomon is Eusebius, who clearly denies that Solomon wrote it (Contra Eunom., bk. 5). They quoted it under the name of Solomon by custom because of a similarity to the moral books of Solomon. Augustine, De civ. Dei, bk. 17, c. 20: “Because of their similarity of speech, the custom prevails of calling the Book of Wisdom and Sirach ‘books of Solomon.’ “Augustine again (Speculum): “People think that these are books of Solomon because of a similarity of speech, for all the more learned people do not doubt that they are not his.” If, however, there is some strength in Bellarmine’s argument, Genebrardus could have argued against Bellarmine in favor of the canonical authority of 3 Ezra in the same way: “Origen, Cyprian, Athanasius, the author of the Opus imperfectum in Matthaeum, and Augustine cite this book under the name of Ezra. Therefore its author is Ezra and it is canonical.” Likewise, “Irenaeus, Ambrose, Clement of Alexandria, Tertullian, Basil, and Chrysostom cite 4 Ezra under Ezra’s name. Therefore its author is Ezra and it is a canonical book.” Whatever Bellarmine would respond to these arguments, let that stand as the response to his own argument. What of the fact that Bellarmine himself (De verbo Dei, bk. 1, c. 20) cites under the name of 3 and 4 Ezra the visions that are commonly attributed to Ezra, not because he thought that Ezra wrote them but to speak more briefly and conveniently according to the sense of those who think they are Ezra’s? Joseph is called “the father of Christ” (Luke 3:23) not because he was that by nature but because he was thought to be that. Epiphanius calls it The Wisdom of Solomon, but in that very passage (Haeres. 76 Anomaeorum) he excludes it from the canon.
 

(5) But even if it really were Solomon’s work, this would not yet make it canonical, since, as Augustine notes (De civ. Dei, bk. 18, c. 38, where he discusses the sacred writers): “It could have happened that they wrote some things by historical diligence and others by divine inspiration.”
 

(6) It can be shown with a clear argument that Solomon did not write the Book of Wisdom. You see, the author of this book, forgetting the persona he had put on, betrays himself (15:14): “But all the enemies of Your people are most foolish and more miserable than the soul of babes (other versions read: ‘than the souls of babes’), who oppressed them” ([image: ]—”abusing their power against the people”). The Latin reads: “ruling over His people.” Yet at Solomon’s time the enemies of the people of Israel were not dominating them, as is evident from the history of the kings. Therefore that book was written neither by Solomon nor at the time of Solomon. Lyra says it in these words: “They were reproaching because, at Philo’s time, the Emperor Gaius sent his statue throughout the world to be worshiped as God.”
 

(7) But Bellarmine says: “The clearest argument that Solomon is the author of this book can be taken from c. 9 where the author speaks in the persona of Solomon.” We respond. Solomon is introduced through a dramatization [per prosopopoeian] so that the author may gain a greater authority for his exhortation. Horace says, “It will make much difference whether the slave or the master speaks.” Ludovicus Vives, De discipl.: “What is said in whose persona, ours or someone else’s, is very important.” Philo wanted to warn the princes; therefore he introduces Solomon as the speaker, for Solomon was a prince and was renowned as a man of wisdom. Salvianus wrote his Liber ad ecclesiam catholicam under the name of Timothy. He explains the reason for this undertaking in his Epistle ad Salvinum: “So that the insignificance of my person may not take authority away from my salutary writings, because all things said would be evaluated in accord with the person who said them.” And lest Bellarmine should cry out that this response is forced, let us take a similar example that Bellarmine cannot deny. In Canon 84. Apostolorum, the canonical books of both Testaments are listed in the manner of speaking as if the apostles themselves were speaking. They say, “Our books and our acts.” We have the same thing also in canon 28: “He is deposed, as Simon Magus [was deposed] by me, Peter.” Here, Clement, the author of those constitutions, is speaking imitatively, as Turrianus responds in favor of the canons. Nevertheless Bellarmine himself claims that canon 84 is not apostolic. He says, De verbo Dei, bk. 1, c. 20, § Quod ad priorem:
 


For Zephirinus, the fifteenth pope from Peter, says, Epistle 1, that there were only seventy Canons of the Apostles or sixty, as some codices have. Furthermore, Hum-bertus, Contra Nicetam, acknowledges only fifty, but this one is the eighty-fourth. Surely Zephirinus knew better than those who followed him how many Canons of the Apostles there were. Therefore it is not without reason that Gelasius, dist. 15, c. Sancta Romana, placed the Canons of the Apostles among the apocryphal writings because some seemed to him to have been corrupted or added to by heretics.

 




 

So much for Bellarmine. Similar words occur in Lindanus, Panopl., bk. 3, c. 3, where he says, “It is clear that that canon of the Scriptures was not written completely by the apostles because many things have been included therein that the apostles had not yet written.” From all this we draw this conclusion: One either claims that those canons are by the apostles or he denies it. If those canons are by the apostles, and they still are not counted among the canonical books, then even if Solomon did write the Book of Wisdom, it does not immediately follow that it is canonical. If the canons are not the work of the apostles, though they contain many words that are those of no one but the apostles, then that argument will be a weak one which Bellarmine adduces from c. 9. He says, “It is clear from the words of c. 9 of Wisdom that Solomon is the author of this book because those words can fit no one else but Solomon.” Yet with like reasoning I could infer against Bellarmine: “It is clear from the words of canon 84 that the apostles are its authors because those words can fit no one but the apostles.”
 

(8) Bellarmine denies that that Jew Philo, who lived at the time of the apostles, is the compiler of this book; he does claim, on the other hand, that some other Philo, much older than the other, gathered those statements of Solomon. One readily understands why he does this: to escape the force of our argument. Every canonical book of the Old Testament was written before the time of Christ and the apostles, etc. But, I ask, what reason does Bellarmine offer for this assertion? What guess? None at all! Jerome, Lyra, Petrus Galatinus, Bonaventure, Sixtus Senensis, etc., attribute it to the Jew Philo, and the ancients do not mention some other Philo who could have been the author of this book. You see, that elder Philo was a Gentile, not a Jew, as Sixtus Senensis teaches (Biblioth., bk. 1, sect. 2, from Josephus, Contra Apion., bk. 1).
 


It contains some matters not in harmony with the analogy of faith.
 

§ 211. [III] The Book of Wisdom contains some matters not in harmony with the analogy of faith. Osiander, on Wisdom 8:
 


The author is speaking about the wisdom of God in this manner: that some things can be referred to the Son of God—who is the eternal Word of God, through whom all things were created—but some things can be referred to the ministerial word. This mixture of diverse subjects shows that this book is not in the canonical writings. In the same chapter, v. 20, he says that he came in an undefiled body. In 10:15 he calls the Israelites “a holy people and a blameless seed.” Chapter 16:21 says that “the bread from heaven … served every man’s will,” though Exod. 16:31 and Num. 11:8 say that “its taste was like the taste of flour with honey.” Chapter 18:12 says that there were not enough of the living to bury the slain firstborn, something we do not read in the canonical Scripture of Moses. Chapter 19:16 says about the darkness in Egypt, “Everyone was seeking the passage of his own door,” though canonical Scripture, Exod. 10:23, speaks otherwise about this situation: “No one rose from the place where he was for three days.”

 




 

All this, however, could allow for a suitable interpretation, if it were evident that this book is prophetic and canonical writing.
 


It lacks the unanimous approval of the early Church.
 

§ 212. [IV] The Book of Wisdom lacks the unanimous approval of the early Church. Athanasius (Synopsis), Origen (in Eusebius, bk. 6, c. 24), Epiphanius (De mens. et ponderibus), Cyril (Catech. illum. 4), and John of Damascus (Orth. fid., bk. 4, c. 18) reject this book from the canon. Jerome, preface to Proverbs: “[The Church] should read these two volumes, Wisdom and Ecclesiasticus, for the edification of the people but not to confirm the authority of the Church’s dogmas.” (Sixtus Senensis responds in Biblioth., bk. 8, heresy 9: “Jerome was speaking about the Church of his time. The later Church, more fully instructed as it was by the Holy Spirit, accepted this book.” It is enough for us, however, that the testimonies of the more ancient fathers who were closer to the times of the apostles stand firm, because they were more careful and precise in discerning the canonical books.) Because Augustine (De praedest. sanct., bk. 1, c. 14) had cited a testimony from the Book of Wisdom, he said, “There was an outcry against this on the part of many devout and catholic brothers who deny that this book is canonical.” From this it appears that the canonical authority of this book had not been accepted even at the time of Augustine. And Augustine himself does not work anxiously and vigorously on behalf of the authority of this book but merely urges this: “It should not be despised, because it was read in the Church for so long a time with high regard. We should place it on a level higher than all those who discuss it.” Had Augustine claimed that this book was properly canonical, he would not have been so cool and lax in claiming authority for it. Bellarmine exclaims: “Chemnitz truncated his quotation of Augustine’s passage with great impudence.” There is nothing in it, however, that is greatly opposed to us. You see, though Augustine claims: “The statement of the Book of Wisdom must not be rejected because long ago it earned the place of being read in the Church of Christ from the step of the lectors and of being heard by all Christians with the reverence of divine authority,” nevertheless he does not attribute to it an authority fully equal to the rest of the properly canonical books because he writes about this book and says, “Against those who contradict, those things that were not written in the canon of the Jews cannot be quoted with such great authority” (elsewhere, “strength”) (De civ. Dei, bk. 17, c. 20).
 


Antithesis.
 

§ 213. Almost all the Papists claim that the Book of Wisdom is canonical. The Photinians speak with such ambiguity that one cannot understand what they are claiming with respect to the canonical authority of this book. Socinus, Contra Puccium, p. 11: “The feeling about the testimonies of the Book of Wisdom was that it was believed to have no force to confirm the principles and decrees of our religion, that it was completely silent.” Page 198: “Because of the suspect authority of this book, I am not compelled to respond.” Schmaltzius, Refut. Frantzii, p. 401: “We are saying nothing about the fact that the Book of Wisdom, as Frantzius contends, is not authentic but is from the apocryphal writings.” Our contention, however, will be with the Papists. Bellarmine (De verbo Dei, bk. 1, c. 13) argues the canonicity of the Book of Wisdom from the notion that “it has the testimony of councils and fathers.” This reason is not yet enough, however, as one can understand from the general discussion of the apocryphal books we gave earlier. Yet let us see what the testimonies of the councils and fathers are.
 

(1) In the epistle to all the bishops, which Theodoret mentions (Hist. eccles., bk. 11, c. 8), the Council of Sardica argues from Wisdom 7 that “the Son of God is the Creator of all things and is true God.” We respond. From this it still does not follow that it is strong in canonical authority or that a council considered it canonical, just as Paul proves that God gave us breath and movement from Aratus’s Phaenomen [Acts 17:28]. The fathers were accustomed to draw out and make ready all kinds of weapons against heretics. Consequently, Irenaeus writes in Advers. haeres., bk. 4, c. 14: “The truth accepts testimony from all people, both from members of the household because they are friends and from strangers because they are enemies.” Thus the apostle Jude in v. 14 cites a testimony from the apocryphal Book of Enoch. Furthermore, Athanasius was present at the Council of Sardica, yet he writes clearly that the Book of Wisdom is not canonical (Synopsis and Epistle 39). So who in the world believes that the fathers of the Council of Sardica wanted to assign it canonical authority? Nazianzen, Cyril, Amphilochius, Rufinus, Epiphanius, Jerome, and the fathers of the Council of Laodicea rejected this book from the canon. But they all lived at the time of the Council of Sardica or not much later. Therefore how does it happen that they did not follow the authority of the Council of Sardica in this matter, if that council wanted to procure canonical authority for this book with its quotation? Finally, Sixtus Senensis concedes (bk. 8, Haeres. 9): “At the time of Jerome the Church had not yet given its approval to the Book of Wisdom.” But the Council of Sardica was convened at the time of Jerome.
 

(2) The Second Council of Toledo, can. 1, calls the Book of Wisdom “Holy Scripture.” We respond. It is using the expression “Holy Scripture” in a broader sense, by which it is used for all the books contained in the codex of the Bible. (Cf. what we said in § 206.)
 

(3) Dionysius quotes it as a book of Holy Scripture (De div. nomin., c. 4). We respond. Dionysius does indeed quote this book, but he indicates clearly that he considers it noncanonical. You see, he connects the author of this book with Ignatius and other commentators on Scripture, that is, with ecclesiastical writers, which is the way the ancients use the expression. He also numbers this book among the rudiments by which we are introduced to the [image: ], that is, to the utterances of God. This we understand from Athanasius in his Synopsis and Epistle 39, where he writes: “The Books of Wisdom and Ecclesiasticus are indeed not canonical; nevertheless the catechumens, that is, those who want to be instructed in the rudiments of piety, read them.” We shall say nothing here regarding how much authority one should assign to the writings of Dionysius themselves.
 

(4) Melito, Epistle ad Onesimum, places Wisdom in the catalog of Holy Scripture. We respond. This letter of Melito is found in Eusebius, bk. 6, c. 25, in which we have these words [image: ] [“proverbs the wisdom”]. The question, then, is whether Melito in these words set down two books of Solomon—Proverbs and Wisdom—as canonical or whether he is calling Proverbs “wisdom” by apposition. Bellarmine embraces the first idea, but we accept the latter, and we demonstrate it with the following arguments.
 

First, Eusebius says, “All the ancients called Proverbs [image: ]” (Hist., bk. 4, c. 22). But Melito was one of the ancients.
 

Second, the article, which is not used with the other words, would be used here without reason unless it was related to the preceding word, so that the title of the book is [image: ] [“Proverbs, which is wisdom”].
 

Third, all writers list those books in the following order: Proverbs, Ecclesiastes, Song of Songs, then they add Wisdom and Ecclesiasticus. This order occurs not only among those who reject the Book of Wisdom as apocryphal—important among which are Athanasius (Synopsis), Epiphanius (De mens. et ponder.), Jerome (Prol. galeat.), Rufinus (Expos. symb.), Cyril (Cateches. illum. 4), and John of Damascus (Orth. fid., bk. 4, c. 18)—but also among those who in a certain measure accept it. Among these are Augustine (De doctr. Christ., bk. 2, c. 8), Isidore (De offic. eccles., bk. 1, c. 12), Cassiodorus (Div. instit., bk. 1, c. 5), Rabanus (bk. 2, c. 52). In fact, the Council of Trent observes this order. But if one were to take Wisdom as a particular book, Melito would have upset that order.
 

Fourth, Eusebius says (Hist., bk. 4, c. 26), “Melito set down as the catalog of those Scriptures those that were not of doubtful authority.” Eusebius himself, however, places Wisdom and Ecclesiasticus “among the disputed writings [[image: ]]” (bk. 6, c. 12).
 

Fifth, Bellarmine writes (De verbo Dei, bk. 1, c. 20, § Ad alteram): “In explaining the canon of the Old Testament, Melito obviously followed the Hebrews, not the Greeks.” But if [Melito] had placed the Book of Wisdom in the canon, he would not have followed the Hebrews because the Hebrews do not have it among the canonical books. In the same place, Bellarmine argues: “It is not likely that Melito and others regarded the third book as canonical because he followed the Hebrews in explaining the canon.” If there is any weight to this reasoning, it will also confirm that Melito did not count the Book of Wisdom among the canonical books here.
 

Sixth, Rufinus translates the passage of Eusebius in this way: “Proverbs, which [is] also Wisdom.”
 

Seventh, Amphilochius was the bishop of Iconium, a neighbor of Melito, who came shortly after Melito. Among the canons and acts of the Trullan Council of Constantinople, as recorded in Gratian, dist. 16, c. Quoniam, Amphilochius lists in his Iambi ad Seleucum the catalog of the canonical books. After enumerating the rest, he adds: “Five were written in verses: Job, Psalms, and the three Books of Solomon: Proverbs, Wisdom, Ecclesiastes, Song of Songs.” Therefore he posits Proverbs and Wisdom as the same thing; otherwise, the number five would not fit.
 

Eighth, Melchior Canus himself admits (Loc. comm., bk. 2, c. 10, arg. 2, confirm. 1): “Cyprian, Melito, Origen, Eusebius, Epiphanius, and the Damascene all rejected those six books that are controversial, among which is also the Book of Wisdom.” He adds further: “This happened at a time when the matter had not yet been defined.”
 

Ninth, there appears to be no reason why Melito followed the Hebrew canon in everything yet counted in the canon only this book of all the controversial books.
 

(5) Cyprian (De habitu virg.) calls it “divine Scripture.” We respond in the same way as we did to the testimony of the Council of Toledo.
 

(6) Cyril (In Julianum, bk. 2) calls it “divine Scripture.” We respond. This is what he calls Proverbs, for his words read: “Even the talk of the Greeks confirms that God rejoices in works. We say it, too, because divine Scripture declares this. For Wisdom says, ‘I was daily His delight, rejoicing before Him always,’ etc.” However, these words are nowhere in the Book of Wisdom, but rather in Prov. 8:30.
 

(7) Augustine numbers this book among the canonical writings. For our response, see our statements in § 212.
 

§ 214. To support the canonical authority of this book, Sixtus Senensis (bk. 8, Haeres. 9) holds forth the argument that the apostle in Hebrews 11 quoted passages from Wisdom 6 and 4; however, we find no such things in the passages cited. Perhaps this is a typographical error that ought to be read as Hebrews 1 and Wisdom 7. You see, what Heb. 1:3 says about Christ—”Since He is the splendor of His glory and the figure of His substance”—seems to have been taken from Wisdom 7:26: “[Wisdom] is the radiance of eternal light, a spotless mirror of the majesty of God and the image of His goodness.” Others of the Papists press the idea that Paul used testimony taken from this book: “For who has known the mind of the Lord? Who has been His counselor?” (Rom. 11:34) and “For who has known the mind of the Lord?” (1 Cor. 2:16) where in the Vulgate version “as it is written” is added. They think this was taken from Wisdom 9:13: “What man will be able to know the counsel of God, or who will be able to know what the Lord wills?”
 

We respond. (1) In general. A bare quotation does not provide canonical authority. The apostle also quotes testimonies from Menander, Epimenides, and Aratus; Jude, from the apocryphal Book of Enoch. Yet they did not want to claim canonical authority for these writers as a consequence.
 

(2) Specifically. In Heb. 1:3, no testimony of prophetic Scripture is being cited. To be sure, the words are in some way similar to those in Wisdom 7:26, but they are not the same. In Rom. 11:34 and 1 Cor. 2:16, the apostle does not say that he is quoting any testimony. Nor does it follow: “Words similar to those are found here; therefore the apostle is quoting this passage.” Even if the apostle were quoting the words of prophetic Scripture or were alluding to some prophetic Scripture, we would not necessarily have to take this as coming from the passage of Wisdom. We find the same statement in Isa. 40:13: “Who has heard the Spirit of the Lord or as His counselor has instructed Him?” What of the fact that some of the Papist interpreters themselves acknowledge that the apostle is citing the testimony of Isaiah, not the Book of Wisdom? See Thomas (commentary on Romans 11, lect. 5), Cajetan (Anglo Remensis, on this passage), and Erasmus (Annot. on 1 Corinthians 2, p. 309, on the words Sicut scriptum est, Quis enim cognovit sensum Domini), who writes: “I do not find ‘as it is written’ in the Greek codices. Furthermore, the testimony he relates without indicating the source is in Isaiah 40, though Paul is expressing the sense rather than quoting the words.” And later: “He could appear to be relating that statement that is in Wisdom 9: ‘For what man will be able to know the counsel of God?’ except that among the Hebrews the Book of Wisdom is outside the canon. Thus it is quite satisfactory that we refer the testimony to Isaiah.”
 

§ 215. It is he who42 draws a conclusion as follows on behalf of the canonical authority of the Book of Wisdom: “In the Book of Wisdom are contained fragments of the Proverbs of Solomon, which will be obvious to anyone who compares Wisdom 7-9 with Proverbs 9. Therefore either Solomon is the author of this book or Philo collected it from the statements of Solomon.” We respond. (1) If having parts taken from a canonical book is enough to make any book canonical, the consequence would be that even 3 Ezra would be canonical, for it is almost entirely constructed from the last two chapters of 2 Chronicles and 1 Ezra. (2) Bellarmine acknowledges that “for Holy Scripture, not only some statements but all the words must be from the Holy Spirit” (De concil., bk. 2, c. 12, § Quartum est.). (3) Therefore even if there be the same truth in some statements of Wisdom and Proverbs, the authority of the two books, nevertheless, is far from being equal.
 


Sirach.
 

§ 216. We demonstrate that Ecclesiasticus, or Sirach, is outside the canon with the following reasons:43
 


It was not written in the prophetic language.
 

(1) It is not written in the prophetic language but in Greek. As we read in the preface: “The grandfather Jesus had written some things in Hebrew; this Jesus translated these things into the Greek language.” But those Hebrew things, when they were still extant, did not have canonical authority, and now they have been completely lost.
 


It was not written by a prophet.
 

(2) It was not written by a prophet, because the author of this book, the son of Sirach, did not write from prophetic inspiration. He asks that he be pardoned if he did not accurately translate the Hebrew statements into Greek. The Holy Spirit, however, does not ask for forgiveness; He does not have difficulty with His words; He is not frustrated in His goal.
 


It contains some things not in harmony with the analogy of faith.
 

(3) There are some things in this book that are not in harmony with the analogy of faith. In Sirach 1:3, Wisdom is said to have been “created before them all” ([image: ]). In Sirach 24:9, Wisdom says, “I was created from the beginning, before the ages” ([image: ]). In Sirach 3:30: “As water quenches fire, so almsgiving [atones for] sin.” We must interpret this suitably, lest it be repugnant to the analogy of faith that attributes such efficacy solely to the merit of Christ, namely, that God mitigates corporal punishment for sins when someone practices love toward the needy out of genuine penitence and faith. In Sirach 46:23, what ought to be attributed to the devil’s illusion is attributed to Samuel. Sirach 48:10 proposes the Judaic error that Elijah the Tishbite, who once was carried off into heaven by fiery horses and chariot, “is going to return to these lands.” In his commentary, Jansenius responds: “Even if it is the opinion of the ancients that Elijah would return, yet it is not proved incontestably from this passage. You see, one can say that the Ecclesiasticus wrote this according to the opinion held at his time, by which people believed from the words of Malachi that Elijah truly would come in his own person before the Messiah.” Some people try to show from the Greek text that the author is speaking about past acts of Elijah the Tishbite rather than about his future return. Sirach 49:5 says that all the rest of the kings went astray except David, Hezekiah, and Josiah. By this explanation, he makes the good and devout King Jehoshaphat an idolater.
 


It lacks the unanimous approval of the Church.
 

(4) Sirach lacks the unanimous approval of the early Church, as is clear from our general discussion of the apocryphal books. Thomas, [ST,] p. 1, q. 89, art. 8, toward the end, acknowledges: “For the Hebrews, this book was not among the canonical Scriptures.”
 

(5) Pererius admits that some of the Papists themselves entertain doubts about the canonical authority of this book (De magia, bk. 1, c. 11, p. 59).
 


Antithesis.
 

§ 217. Almost all the Papists reckon Ecclesiasticus among the canonical books. To furnish canonical authority for this book, Bellarmine (De verbo Dei, bk. 1, c. 14) urges: [I] The testimonies of the ancients who quoted some things from this book. Gregorius de Valentia (De eccles., p. 336) adds the testimonies of Euaristus, Fabianus, Sixtus I, etc., who also cite this book.
 

We respond. (1) They also draw testimonies from the apocryphal books, as we have shown in § 206. (2) Bellarmine says, “Basil quotes Ecclesiasticus and calls it ‘Holy Scripture’ in Contra Eunom., bk. 4.” Basil, however, quotes Proverbs, not Ecclesiasticus. He cites the passage Prov. 8:22: “The Lord created me at the beginning of His ways.” Thus Bellarmine is making the false claim that it was taken from Ecclesiasticus 24. Basil says, “These words ‘the Lord created me’ occur only once in the Scriptures, and that is in Proverbs.” If we are to have any confidence in Bellarmine, they are in Ecclesiasticus. Therefore Sirach is not a part of Holy Scripture. Moreover, it is quite evident that this is quoted from Proverbs, not Ecclesiasticus, because Basil and Epiphanius send us back to the Hebrew codex. Ecclesiasticus, however, is extant only in the Greek.
 

§ 218. [II] Bellarmine argues that Solomon is the author of this book. It is attributed to Solomon by Clement of Alexandria (Stromat., bk. 7), Cyprian (bk. 3, Epistle 9), Basil (Contra Eunom., bk. 4), Ambrose (on 1 Corinthians 7), Jerome (on Ecclesiastes 7), and Gregory (Moral., bk. 10, c. 14). But there has never been any doubt that the Books of Solomon have to be considered divine and canonical. Gretserus urges the same argument (Defens. Bellarm., bk. 1, c. 14, p. 264).
 

We respond. (1) If Solomon is the author of this book, then its title and prologue will be false. In the prologue the grandfather of the author is called Jesus, and the title bears the name Jesus, son of Sirach. The time when the book was written is also noted—in the reign of Ptolemy Euergetes—and the place is added, Egypt. All of this refers to Solomon as much as the flowing waters of the Nile refer to Siloam.
 

(2) How could Solomon have related from the Books of Kings the histories of Elijah, Elisha, King Hezekiah, and the prophet Isaiah in Sirach 48 when they were not yet living at the time of Solomon? These things are not being foretold as future but are told as past. Chapter 50 mentions “Simon, the great priest, the son of Onias.” That may be the one who lived around the year of the world 3660 or another who served in the priesthood in the year 3772. It is certain that he lived under the reign of the Greeks. Thus the author of this book was his contemporary, or he lived after Simon the priest, whom he honors.
 

(3) Sirach 47:14[ff.] says many things about Solomon, but these are not set forth in his own person. How, then, can Solomon be the author of this book? In the Greek text of Sirach 51:13, the author says that he prayed to gain wisdom when he was young [image: ] (“in the area of the temple”). Yet the temple did not exist when Solomon was still young. The Vulgate has rendered this ante tempus [“before the time”], but it is apparent from the Greek that this is a scribal error.
 

(4) The author speaks about Elijah by apostrophe, turning his talk to him: “[You] who were drawn up in the judgments of the times to still the wrath of the Lord, to turn the heart of the Father to His Son” (Sirach 48:10). Here the marginal notes, even in the Papist Bibles, send us back to the last chapter of Malachi, where we find this prophecy about Elijah. Yet Malachi lived five hundred years after Solomon. How, then, can Solomon be the author of this book?
 

(5) Epiphanius (Haeres. Anomaeorum), Jerome (preface on the Books of Solomon), Athanasius (Synopsis), Augustine, and others make the author of this book to be Jesus, son of Sirach, which agrees with the preface to the book. You see, the author says, “My grandfather Jesus, after devoting himself to the reading of the Law and the prophets and other books, himself wanted to write something of that which had to do with erudition and wisdom.”
 

(6) From this we also refute what Bellarmine suspects, that “Jesus, son of Sirach, is called the author of this book because he put into a single volume the statements of Solomon that he had collected.” You see, if the author had brought together only Solomon’s statements, he could not have made this claim about his grandfather.
 

(7) Even if the author of the book had collected some of Solomon’s statements, the book would not consequently be canonical, unless we want to make the same concession about 3 Ezra.
 

(8) If Bellarmine acknowledges Solomon as the author of Ecclesiasticus because the ancients quote it under Solomon’s name, he must also admit that Ezra wrote 3 and 4 Ezra and that those are canonical books because the ancients quote them everywhere under Ezra’s name.
 

§ 219. [III] Bellarmine argues that many doctrines of faith can be proved clearly from this book. We respond. Bellarmine appears to depend especially on the fact that in c. 43[:25] the name “Jesus” is used concerning our Savior, something that occurs nowhere else in the entire Scripture of the Old Testament. The words of the Vulgate version read as follows: “The wind keeps silent as He speaks, and the deep is calmed by His thought, and the Lord Jesus planted it.” But who can be persuaded that the son of Sirach knew, so many years before the birth of Christ, the name “Jesus,” since none of the prophets called Christ by this name before He came and since an angel came from heaven to give that name? In the Greek original of Benedictus Arias Montanus, we read the following: [image: ] (“and He planted, or scattered, islands in that deep”). This also is the way the Greek Bible published in Frankfurt reads. Although in an alternate reading there is added, “In certain versions, it is read [image: ]” [“Jesus planted it”], the context, nevertheless, shows that by scribal error [image: ] [“Jesus”] was written for [image: ] [“islands”].
 

§ 220. [IV] Sixtus Senensis (bk. 8, Haeres. 9) tries to prove that Sirach is in the canon from the notion that “in the first chapters of their epistles, Peter and James offer testimony from Sirach 14.” We respond. (1) James 1:10 reads: “Like the flower of the grass he will pass away.” 1 Pet. 1:24 reads: “All flesh is grass, and all the glory of man like the flower of the field.” Sirach 14:18 reads: “All flesh grows old like a cloak,” and in the Greek [v. 17], [image: ]. There is, however, a far greater agreement of the statements of Peter and James with Isa. 40:[6]—”All flesh is grass, and all its glory is like the flower of the field”—than with the passage from Sirach. (2) As a consequence, Bellarmine has omitted this argument of Sixtus Senensis. (3) In the Index biblicus of the Vulgate edition, no testimony is taken from Wisdom nor from Sirach, though in that index the rest of the passages of the Old Testament that are quoted in the New Testament are collected. These words of Peter and James, however, are cited in that index as being from Isa. 40:7. (4) If this argument of Sixtus Senensis were of any weight, Menander would be much more canonical. In fact, the apostle cites his words in 1 Cor. 15:33.
 

§ 221. [V] Genebrardus (Chronol., anno mundi 3983) tries to prove that Ecclesiasticus is canonical because:
 


When Josephus mentions the laws of Moses in Contra Apion., bk. 2, he has this statement: “But woman is inferior to man in every respect. The corruption of man is more excellent than the virtue of woman. Therefore let her obey.” The Greek reads thus: [image: ]. There the middle words are similar to those of Sirach 42:14: “A man’s wickedness is better than a beneficent woman, a woman bringing reproach.”

 




 

From this Genebrardus infers that Sirach is in the canon. We respond. (1) With clear language Josephus acknowledges only twenty-two canonical books and omits the Book of Ecclesiasticus (Contra Apion., bk. 1). (2) He also cites this statement from Plato (loc. cit.): “Do not pick up what someone has not set down.” The book of Plato will not consequently be canonical, will it? (3) From a comparison of the passages, it is clear that those words have been twisted wretchedly so that somehow it can become likely that Josephus quoted Sirach as canonical. It is Josephus’s aim to gain a fine and excellent antiquity for the Mosaic laws, but how could he have achieved this with testimony taken from Ecclesiasticus? Josephus is speaking about women in general; Ecclesiasticus, about corrupt women in particular. How, then, are we to say that Josephus is quoting from Ecclesiasticus? In Ecclesiasticus [image: ] means “worse”; in Josephus, “inferior.” The words do not fit together, nor is their sense in agreement if we insert the words that Genebrardus wants to be quoted from Ecclesiasticus. You see, the argument of Josephus is this: Woman is inferior to man in every respect; therefore she should obey. If we were to add the rest of the words—”A man’s wickedness is better than a beneficent woman; therefore the woman should obey the man”—this reasoning is patently absurd, so it seems to some people quite correctly that those words have crept into the text from a marginal gloss.
 


Baruch.
 

§ 222. We admit that Baruch is to be preferred to the rest of the apocryphal books because in it are many quite majestic subjects that are rather close to sacred character. Yet we are scarcely able to list it among the properly canonical books for these reasons.
 


It is not written in the prophetic language.
 

(1) Baruch is not written in the prophetic language but in Greek. Baruch 6:2 says, “You will be there for seven generations.” Yet this is alien to Hebrew style, for nowhere in Hebrew literature is the word “generation” taken to include a period of ten years. The epistle that is attributed to Jeremiah in c. 6 has little flavor of his style. Jerome says (preface to Jeremiah): “The Hebrews neither have nor read this book.”
 


It was not written by a prophet.
 

(2) Neither Jeremiah nor Baruch is the author of this book; otherwise it would have been written in Hebrew.
 


It conflicts with the canonical books.
 

(3) Baruch conflicts with the canonical books. This Baruch says that “he composed his writing in Babylon after Jerusalem had been destroyed” (1:1). Canonical history, however, testifies that Baruch, the son of Neriah, the servant of Jeremiah, along with his master “had been deported into Egypt” (Jer. 43:6) by the stubborn Jews after the destruction of the city. This Baruch says that “after the city was abandoned, money was sent to the priests at Jerusalem that with it they might buy burnt offerings, incense, and myrrh and offer sacrifices at Jerusalem to the Lord for the sake of the captive Jews” (1:7). But sacred history nowhere says that after the temple had been burned that there was any external worship there. Rather, it contradicts this fabrication when it mentions that the feasts were discontinued and the temple completely destroyed. Lam. 2:6: “He has broken down His booth like that of a garden. He has demolished His tabernacle. The Lord has consigned feast and sabbath to forgetfulness in Zion,” etc. Verse 7: “The Lord has driven away His altar and has removed His sanctuary far from Himself.” Ezra 3:[2] relates that after seventy years of captivity the Jews returned home and “built the altar of the God of Israel to offer burnt offerings upon it.”
 


It conflicts with historical truth.
 

(4) Baruch conflicts with historical truth. In Baruch 1:11 the captive Jews are ordered to “pray for the life of King Nebuchadnezzar of Babylon and for the life of his son Balthasar.” This, however, is not in harmony with sacred history. Nebuchadnezzar’s son who succeeded him to the throne is called Evil-merodach (2 Kings 25:27). But Balthasar was the last king of the Babylonians, whom the soldiers of Cyrus killed when the seventy years of the captivity had already elapsed (Dan. 5:30).
 


It lacks the approval of the Israelite and Christian churches.
 

(5) Baruch lacks the approval of the Israelite and early Christian churches, as is evident from what we debated earlier regarding the apocryphal books in general. As many of the ancients as followed the Hebrew canon rejected the book of Baruch from the canon. Not even in the Canones apostolorum is there any mention of this book.
 


The more sensible Papists reject it.
 

(6) Baruch is rejected by the more sensible Papists themselves. Johannes Driedo writes (De catal. script., bk. 1, c. 4, ad difficult. 11): “Cyprian, Ambrose, and the other fathers quote statements from the Books of Baruch and 3 and 4 Ezra not as from canonical books but as from books that contain some pious, helpful teachings that are not contrary to our faith but in harmony with it.” Melchior Canus, Locorum, bk. 12, c. 6: “As we have taught in our second book, the Church did not place the Book of Baruch in the number of the sacred books so certainly and firmly such that the verity of the catholic faith would consist in this book being sacred or such that heresy would consist in it not being sacred. Therefore that book or any other that can be called into question without a charge of heresy does not create certain and constant truths of the catholic faith.”
 


Antithesis.
 

§ 223. Bellarmine (De verbo Dei, bk. 1) struggles to support the canonical authority of this book. This could seem strange to anyone because it so graphically depicts the idolatry that is practiced in the papacy in the cult of images and that is closely related to the idolatry of the heathen (Baruch 6:3). Bellarmine brings out the testimonies of the fathers who cite this book “under the name of Jeremiah,” the decree of the Council of Trent, the reading in the Church taken from Baruch, etc.
 

What one must respond to these insignificant reasons is clear from the preceding. Archbishop Proclus of Constantinople (Serm. de fide ad Armenios, p. 27) adduces a passage from Baruch 3:37 under the name of a prophetic oracle: “Our God recently appeared on the earth and dwelt with men.” This he applies to the incarnation of the Word. A bare quotation, however, does not gain canonical authority for any book, otherwise 3 and 4 Ezra would also be canonical books, which Bellarmine denies. The Greek words in the Book of Baruch can be referred to that which immediately precedes, namely, to wisdom, that “she appeared on the earth and dwelt with men.” Some press the argument that in 2 Maccabees 2:4 something is quoted from the last chapter of Baruch. But because 2 Maccabees is itself apocryphal, how can one prove canonical authority for any book from it?
 


The additions of Daniel.
 

§ 224. We demonstrate that the additions of Daniel—namely, Susanna, the Story of Bel and the Dragon, the Song of the Three Children—do not belong to the canon with the following arguments.
 


They are not found in Hebrew.
 

[I] We find none of these written in Hebrew letters. In his introduction to Daniel, Jerome writes: “Among the Hebrews, Daniel does not have the story of Susanna, the Song of the Three Children, the fables of Bel and the Dragon. Because they have been spread throughout the world, we have appended these with an obelus [H] placed before them that sets them apart. We have done this so that we may not appear to the unlearned to have cut out a large part of the volume.” Those plays on words [paronomasia]—from [image: ] [“mastic tree”], [image: ] [“he will cut,” Dan. 13:54-55], and from [image: ] [“evergreen oak”], [image: ] [“he will saw,” Dan. 13:58-59]—argue clearly that the story of Susanna was written in Greek. This argument against the canonical authority of that story is used by Jerome in his preface to Daniel.
 

Bellarmine (De verbo Dei, bk. 1, c. 9) makes the exception: [1] “Jerome was explaining the opinion of the Jews rather than his own,” and cites as witness Apol. 2. contra Rufinum. We respond. Jerome’s words clearly bear witness to the opposite. He says, “We have appended these with an obelus placed before them that sets them apart.” Bellarmine himself (De verbo Dei, bk. 1, c. 10, resp. ad postremam object.) acknowledges: “Jerome is not speaking only about the canon of the Jews but also of his own opinion when he removes Wisdom, Ecclesiasticus, Tobit, Judith, and the Books of Maccabees from the canon.” But now the nature of these additions is the same as for the apocryphal books he listed.
 

(2) “They are called fables, that is, stories, for sometimes the word ‘fable’ is used in this way. Luke 24[:15]: ‘It happened while they were telling fables.’ “We respond. This is an insolent misuse of a word that has no place in the argument of Jerome: “I have placed an obelus before these apocryphal writings because they contain fables.” Even the opposition itself is incompatible with this explanation. He calls the narrative about Susanna “a story.” In so doing he does not remove all trustworthiness from it, as far as the truth of the occurrence is concerned. Yet he calls the readings from Bel and the Dragon “fables,” that is, fictitious stories. But if the word “fable” can be used for “story,” why does he criticize Luther (op. cit., c. 5) for saying that the Book of Job was “the theme of a fable”?
 

(3) “Origen (Epistle ad Jul. Afric.) satisfied the argument drawn from a play on words (namely, that Daniel did not say ‘oak tree’ or ‘mastic tree’ or anything else unknown to us). Nevertheless, according to the propriety of the Hebrew or Chaldaic language that he himself was using, a word for cutting may correspond to this. You see, the Hebrews have many words that signify dividing or cutting. Furthermore, the Greek interpreter did not translate word-for-word but sense-for-sense in order to preserve the allusion. He took other similar trees to which the allusion to a word for cutting might correspond in Greek.” We respond. Although we do not deny that Origen wrote about this to Julius Africanus, yet what he wrote is unknown. Indeed, the booklet that was recently published in 1551 about this matter has not yet gained sufficiently distinguished credibility. This is certain, however, that there nowhere exists a Hebrew or Chaldaic copy of these additions. But if they ought to have been listed among the canonical writings, divine providence would not have allowed the original text to have been lost. One cannot affirm with certainty, however, that a Hebrew copy of this supplement ever existed in reality, nor can Bellarmine bring from the Hebrew language any name for a tree that creates a play on words with the word for cutting. Therefore it remains fixed and firm that that Greek play on words makes the authority of this writing suspect. In the truly canonical books, the Holy Spirit protects historical truth and does not change it because of sweet plays on words.
 


They were not written by a prophet.
 

§ 225. [II] These additions do not have a prophetic author. To be sure, they are called “the additions of Daniel,” but a comparison shows that the name “Daniel” cannot be taken to mean the famous prophet whose canonical prophecy is extant. The true Daniel was thrown into the lions’ den because he invoked the true God of Israel from the open windows of his room (Dan. 6:11). This fictitious Daniel, however, was thrown down into the lions’ den for overturning Bel and killing the dragon (14:30). The true Daniel spent only one night in the lions’ den (Dan. 6:19). This fictitious Daniel, however, is said to have spent six days in the lions’ den (14:30). The true Daniel was sent into the lions’ den under King Darius (Dan. 6:1); the fictitious one, under King Cyrus (13:65).
 

Bellarmine makes the judgment: “It is not improbable that this Daniel who freed Susanna, destroyed Bel, killed the dragon, and was in the lions’ den for six days is not the same as the one about whom the canonical Book of Daniel treats. The latter was of the tribe of Judah; the former, however, is said in the Septuagint translation to have been of the tribe of Levi.” We respond. From where, then, will one be able to prove that this later Daniel was a prophet and that his book is prophetic, if he was not the same Daniel as the former, to whom Christ in the New Testament appeals (Matt. 24:15)? Where in the accounts of the later Daniel is there mention of the former Daniel?
 

But Bellarmine (resp. ad 2. object.) discusses why those stories about the fictitious Daniel are added in the codex of the Bible: “The story of Susanna is deservedly placed at the beginning of the book by the Greeks because it happened long before the time of Daniel, who was still a boy.” But if this is not the same Daniel, why is his story placed into the genuine Daniel?
 

Gretserus objects: “Those parts are correctly placed in Daniel even if some other Daniel may have composed them. Both because of the theme and because of the similarity of the name, they are placed nowhere more correctly than in the Book of Daniel, just as many psalms hold a place in the Book of Psalms correctly, though not David but others wrote them and sang them to God.” We respond. The nature of the situation is completely disparate. Concerning the psalms, there is no doubt that they belong to the canon. There is, however, the greatest doubt about those additions. All the psalms are connected because in Hebrew David does not call it the “Psalter of David,” but he uses the general title [image: ], “Book of Praises.” Thus nothing at all prevents psalms—even of other authors—from being placed in it (to say nothing of the fact that some people ascribe all the psalms to David, as we mentioned earlier, § 141). But the Book of Daniel into which the particles were inserted or added carries with it the certain name of that prophet Daniel. Therefore the account of another, diverse Daniel is connected to it unjustly. It is not apparent what that similarity of theme may be, unless perhaps one may wish to offer the throwing into the lions’ den. However, we already have shown earlier what a difference—in fact, what a contrariety—there is between the two accounts. Finally, because of the likeness of their names, this addition ought rather to have been kept separate from the prophet Daniel, to avoid confusion.
 


They conflict with historical truth.
 

§ 226. [III] These additions conflict with historical truth. The account of Habakkuk bringing a meal to Daniel in the lions’ den does not fit chronology, because the prophet Habakkuk lived before the Babylonian captivity. If they wish to make the exception that this is another Daniel, we press them with the arguments explained in the preceding paragraph.
 


They lack the approval of the Church.
 

§ 227. [IV] The additions lack the approval of the Israelite and early Christian churches. Jerome, preface to Daniel: “I am surprised that some grumblers complain to me as if I had butchered that book, because Origen, Eusebius, Apollinarius, and other churchmen and teachers of Greek admit that the Hebrews do not have these visions, as I have called them. I am also surprised that he does not have to respond to Porphyrius on behalf of those things that have no scriptural authority.” Julius Africanus rejected the story of Susanna as corrupt and recent, according to Eusebius (Hist. eccles., bk. 6, c. 23) and the author of the book De mirabilibus Scripturae in the works of Augustine (bk. 2, c. 32). But regarding the lions’ den and the bringing in of Habakkuk in the Tale of Bel and the Dragon, nothing is posited on that account in this order because it is not contained in the authority of Holy Scripture.
 


The more sensible Papists reject them.
 

§ 228. [V] The more sensible Papists reject the additions. Erasmus (whom Bellarmine here calls “semi-Christian” but whom Leo X calls his “beloved son”) makes the same claim as we in his scholia on the preface of Jerome on Daniel. Ludovicus Vives, commentary on De civ. Dei, bk. 18, c. 31: “Daniel 14[:33-38] mentions that the prophet Habakkuk brought his meal to Daniel from Judea to Babylon. Augustine has not used this testimony as a proof of the time because that story of Bel and all of c. 14, along with the story of Susanna, are apocryphal, are not found in Hebrew, and were not translated by the seventy elders.” Johannes Driedo says (Catal. de script. et dogmat. eccles., bk. 1, last chapter): “This is not canonical history, yet we must not despise it. Whoever believes that it is true is not deceived to his destruction. We are reading the deeds of the martyrs from which we do not take arguments that are of faith.” Sixtus Senensis (Biblioth., bk. 1, c. 8) rejects not only the last seven chapters of the book but also the story of Susanna as additions. Bellarmine concedes us the approval of Driedo and Erasmus.
 


Antithesis.
 

§ 229. Bellarmine, De verbo Dei, bk. 1, c. 9: “It is certain that all these parts of Daniel are truly canonical.” This he argues: (1) From the Council of Trent, sess. 4, and ecclesiastical use. (2) From the testimonies of the ancients. (3) From the Greek version of the Bible, in which those parts are joined to the prophecy of Daniel. It is obvious, however, from what we have said before what we must respond to these petty arguments.
 


The two Books of Maccabees.
 

§ 230. 1 and 2 Maccabees. We admit that the first book is to be preferred to the second. The first is written with gravity; the second was cut by an uncertain author from the five books of Jason of Cyrene with an affected style. Consequently, blessed Luther says: “The first book ought to have been counted in the number of the Holy Scriptures as deservedly as the second ought to have been rejected.” However, that they are not canonical we demonstrate from the following arguments.
 


They are not written in the prophetic language.
 

[I] They are not written in Hebrew but in Greek and thus do not have a prophet as their author. They were written after the time of Malachi, who was the last prophet of the Old Testament. Therefore they were not written by a prophet. Jerome (Catal. vir. illustr.; Contra Pelag., bk. 2) and others claim that “Josephus is the author of these books.” Josephus, however, lived after Christ and was not renowned for prophetic authority. How, then, could he have written a prophetic book of the Old Testament?
 


They do not have the testimony of Christ nor of the apostles in the New Testament.
 

§ 231. [II] The Books of the Maccabees have the testimony of neither Christ nor the apostles in the New Testament. Salmeron (vol. 14, disp. 25, p. 218) brings out two statements of the New Testament in which the Books of the Maccabees are thought to be referred to: (1) “John 10:22: ‘It was the Feast of the Dedication at Jerusalem; it was winter.’ This must be taken to mean the dedication of the temple that took place under Judas Maccabeus (1 Maccabees 4:59; 2 Maccabees 10:5).” (2) “Heb. 11:35, ‘some were tortured,’ which Oecumenius refers to the Maccabees. Therefore Paul accepted this book into the canon.” We respond. In both cases only the historical narration is being stated, and this gains no authority for the Books of the Maccabees. Otherwise that apocryphal book from which Paul took the names of the magicians “Jannes” and “Jambres” and that from which Jude took the testimony of Enoch would be canonical.
 


They differ from the manner of speaking common to canonical Scripture.
 

§ 232. [III] The second book clearly betrays that it was not written with the prophetic spirit but with a human spirit. (1) It asks the reader’s pardon: “Indeed, if that (which I had written) has been done well as befits history, that is what I wanted; but if it is not well done, you must forgive me. For just as it is harmful to drink wine always or to drink water always, while using them together is a delight, so the style, if it is always exact, will not please those who read it” (2 Maccabees 15:38-39). Such preparatory statements [[image: ]] and protestations, however, are alien to the Holy Spirit.
 

Bellarmine makes this exception (De verbo Dei, bk. 1, c. 15): “The author is not asking for forgiveness for his mistakes (indeed, he knew there were none) but for his less than polished way of speaking, even as Paul admits in 2 Cor. 11:6 that he is unskilled in speaking.” We respond. Neither Paul nor any other canonical writer asks for forgiveness if he has written something inelegantly or poorly. After all, they know that everything they have written has come from the Holy Spirit, that in this work of his they have been his amanuenses. Therefore they have no need to ask forgiveness for themselves, either in things or in words. In the aforementioned passage, Paul by no means excuses himself for having written feebly and sparsely or for having accomplished less than he had intended. Rather, he calls himself “unskilled in language” [[image: ]] because he appeared thus to the false apostles because he did not use subtleties of speech. He admits that one must not compare him with the false apostles in terms of human wisdom or eloquence.
 

(2) The author of 2 Maccabees complains about the difficulty of this work and says: “For ourselves who have taken up this work to abridge it, it is not an easy task. In fact, we have assumed a job that keeps us awake nights and makes us sweat,” etc. Nothing, however, is difficult, laborious, or bothersome to the Holy Spirit, who is the principal author of the canonical books.
 

Bellarmine makes the exception:
 


God would be with the prophets in one way, with the historical writers in another way. To the former He revealed future things, and at the same time, He saw to it that they did not mix in anything false while writing. To the latter He did not always reveal what would be written but merely stirred them to write the things they remembered of what they had seen or heard. At the same time He saw to it that they wrote nothing false, but this assistance did not exclude their labor (Luke 1:3).

 




 

We respond. Sacred historians and the canonical writers indeed used effort and diligence in their writing, but this was neither difficult nor troublesome for them. Thus nowhere do we read that they complained about the trouble of their effort. Therefore though a difference can be established between prophets and historians with respect to revelation, nevertheless with respect to writing they are exactly the same because both were amanuenses of the Holy Spirit, at whose dictation they wrote their books. As the Holy Spirit revealed to the prophets what to write, so He suggested to the historians and recalled to their memory what to write (John 14:26). He excludes all trouble from recollective writing in the case of the historians just as He excludes it from apocalyptic writing in the case of the prophets.
 

(3) The author of 2 Maccabees admits that he wants to consign to an abridgment the five books of Jason of Cyrene (2 Maccabees 2:24). Yet the Holy Spirit was never accustomed to consign to a summary the history of a secular writer.
 


They contain discordant matters.
 

§ 233. [IV] They contain discordant and irreconcilable matters. (1) In 1 Maccabees 6:8 and 16, Antiochus is said to have died “from grief of spirit,” which he suffered because of the calamitous news, and that it happened “when he was in bed” in Babylon when he gave his son to Philip, whom he placed in charge of the kingdom. But 2 Maccabees 1:16 says, “He was cut down and dismembered in the temple of Nanea.” 2 Maccabees 9:28: “He came to a wretched death in the mountains of a foreign land.” 2 Maccabees 9:9: “He died from sickness of his vital organs, so that worms swarmed from his body. While he was still alive in his pain and torment, his flesh was dropping off, and the unbearable stench enveloped almost his entire army.” This last account agrees with what Dan. 8:25 foretold about Antiochus: “… he would be destroyed without a hand,” that is, that he would waste away with a foul disease. Therefore what 2 Maccabees 1:16 says about his being butchered is false. Melchior Canus responds (Loc., bk. 2, c. 11, 4): “This is not the same Antiochus.” But history itself refutes this clearly. Consequently, Bellarmine gives no weight to this response. He says, “Almost all agree that this is the same Antiochus, namely, Epiphanes.” Therefore Bellarmine responds in another way, namely, that this kind of reconciliation can be established: “Antiochus lost his army in the temple of Nanea. On the way he fell from his chariot and, after being carried to Babylon, died there. Therefore he is said to have died because he lost his army and himself fell, or perhaps was even wounded, in his disgraceful flight.” Yet 2 Maccabees 1:16 says that he was not only killed but was butchered and dismembered, which cannot be explained as Antiochus’s wounding or the flight of his army. The Greek reads [image: ], “they cut Antiochus to pieces.”
 

(2) In 1 Maccabees 9:3 Judas is said to have been killed in the 152nd year of the Seleucid kingdom. But in 2 Maccabees 1:10, Judas “writes a letter to Aristobulus, the teacher of Ptolemy, in the 188th year of that kingdom,” in fact, thirty-six years after he had died.
 

Now that the responses of the others have been refuted, Bellarmine claims that the question is to be resolved in such a way as to say, “The words ‘in the 188th year’ are not the beginning of the following letter that Judas wrote but the end of the preceding one that was written by the entire Jewish populace under the leadership of John Hyrcanus.” He argues his conjecture “from the Greek codices and because the number of years is usually noted at the end rather than at the beginning of an epistle.” However, it was not the Greek text but the Latin Vulgate version that the Council of Trent declared authentic under the thunderbolt of an anathema, so that it is thought not to be safe to depart from it under any pretext. Also, why does Bellarmine here ask for help from the Greek text that he has repudiated several times in this discussion of the apocryphal books? Furthermore, in the Greek version of Benedictus Arias Montanus, there is no pause here after the words [image: ] [“in the 188th year”]. Instead, to them are added without any pause or punctuation the names of those who wrote that letter. Then come the beginning formulae generally used in letters: [image: ] [“greeting and good health”]. All of this strongly opposes Bellarmine’s conjecture.
 

(3) First Maccabees 4:36 says that Judas cleansed the temple before the death of Antiochus after the flight to Lysia. However, 2 Maccabees 10:1[-3] says that the temple was cleansed after Antiochus’s death.
 

Sixtus Senensis responds that “the cleansing of the temple occurred twice” (Biblioth., bk. 8). Because both passages describe the cleansing of the temple in almost the same words, Bellarmine rejects the response of Sixtus and says (bk. 11, c. 10): “To be sure, the cleansing of the temple is told after Antiochus’s death, but by no means is the claim made that it occurred after Antiochus’s death.” Yet the entire context reveals that the cleansing of the temple is told as if it occurred after the death of Antiochus, for at the end of the preceding chapter, Antiochus’s death is described. And in this chapter, these words are added to the account of the cleansing of the temple: “Such was the end of the life of Antiochus, who was called Noble” (v. 9).
 

(4) Second Maccabees 10:11 says that Antiochus Eupator, the son of Epiphanes, took over the rule and put Lysias in charge of the business of the kingdom. According to 1 Maccabees 6:17, however, Lysias was in charge of things a long time before that. It was he who set up Antiochus as king and called him “Eupator.”
 

(5) Although the second book again goes over the same accounts that were described in the first, it adds many things, such as the astonishing apparitions in the battles, for example, which neither 1 Maccabees nor Josephus had mentioned. Although the first book speaks modestly about the numbers of those slain, the second exaggerates everything immensely. Furthermore, regarding the number of years, as well as other matters, we detect the obvious contradiction of the second book against the first.
 


They contain things that conflict with the canonical books and historical truth.
 

§ 234. [V] These books contain material that does not at all agree with canonical Scripture and historical truth. The story about the sacred fire and ark and tabernacle and altar placed and hidden on some mountain by Jeremiah (2 Maccabees 2:4) does not agree with the history of the kings according to the prophet Jeremiah. This happened either before the Chaldeans took the city, which could not have happened because Jeremiah was in prison until the destruction of the city (Jer. 37:18; 38:28), or it happened after the city was taken, which also cannot be said because the Chaldeans carried off all the vessels of the temple (2 Kings 25:13).
 

Bellarmine makes the exception:
 


That could well have happened both before and after the plundering of the city and temple: before—to be sure, not at the time of Zedekiah but of Jehoiakim—when Jeremiah was free and could, therefore, have carried off the tabernacle and ark with the king’s consent. This could have happened, too, after the city had been taken because the soldiers who were pillaging the city did not carry off the tabernacle and ark, as is clear from Jer. [52]:18, where we have a list of everything the Chaldeans took from the temple of the Lord, down to the basins and dishes, but the ark and tabernacle are not mentioned.

 




 

We respond. (1) 2 Maccabees 2:1 says, “It is also found in the records of the prophet Jeremiah that he ordered those who were leaving to take the fire [with them].” Verse 4: “It was also in the same writing that, since a divine answer was given to the prophet, he commanded that the tabernacle and ark accompany him.” But nothing about this matter occurs in the canonical writing of Jeremiah. (2) Neither Ezra nor Nehemiah, however, report anything about this miraculous concealing of the ark and tabernacle. (3) It is not likely that the ark, tabernacle, and altar of incense were carried off at the time of Jehoiakim because divine worship at the temple in Jerusalem flourished until the time of Zedekiah. Before the captivity, the priests would not have allowed the altar, ark, and tabernacle to be taken away nor could that removal have occurred after the destruction of the city and the temple. For who would believe that the Chaldeans would have spared the ark, covered over as it was with gold, when they carried off the basins and other vessels of lesser value? It says clearly in 2 Chron. 36:18 that “all the vessels of the house of God, great and small, and the treasures of the temple—all these they brought to Babylon.” And in v. 19: “And they burned the house of God, so that all its precious utensils were destroyed.” In Jer. 52:17ff. not only the gold and silver vessels but also the bronze vessels are said to have been carried away with them into Babylon before the temple was burned. How, then, could the ark have survived after the capture and burning of the temple?
 

** In 2 Maccabees 1 the Jews are said to have been deported into Persia, though they were deported to Babylon of the Chaldees. Rayhing makes the exception that the name “Persia” is being taken in a more general sense for neighboring Chaldea (Ench., p. 891). First Maccabees 6:5 and Chrysostom (Matthew, homily 6) say the Jews were freed from Persian captivity. We respond. When the message was brought to Antiochus (1 Maccabees 6) that his army had been slain in Judea, he was not in Babylon but in Persia on the way to Babylon (v. 4). Chrysostom calls it a Persian captivity not because of the proximity of Persia and Babylon but because the king of Persia, who had occupied the monarchy of Chaldea, took them captive. **
 

(4) The author of 2 Maccabees (2:8) adds that Jeremiah foretold that “those things again would be manifested in the congregation of the people.” After the Babylonian captivity, however, the Jews did not find nor keep that ark, that tabernacle, that altar—something that the rabbinic scholars themselves admit. (Cf. Kimchi, on Haggai 1; Massecheth Joma, as Drusius quotes him in Observat., bk. 15, c. 16; and Galatinus, De arcan., bk. 4, c. 10.)
 

Bellarmine objects: “Jeremiah is not speaking about that congregation that existed at the time of Cyrus. Rather, he is either speaking about the last time that will closely precede the Day of Judgment or he is saying that we must take this statement—that the ark would appear—to have a mystical meaning, that is, that Christ would come in the flesh in a new congregation of the people.” We respond. The first explanation is not possible. You see, once the sacrifices and ceremonies of the Old Testament have been removed, there will be no further use for ark or altar in the New Testament. His second explanation with respect to an allegory is true, but it does not fit the words of that fictitious Jeremiah: “The place will be unknown until God gathers the congregation of His people together and shows His mercy. Then the Lord will reveal these things (note: these things are able to be revealed), and the majesty of the Lord will appear. A cloud will also appear as was shown to Moses also.”
 


They contain some matters not consistent with the analogy of faith.
 

§ 235. [VI] The Books of the Maccabees include some matters not consistent with the analogy of faith. (1) In 2 Maccabees 12:43, the act of Judas Maccabeus is praised: “that he offered a sacrifice for the dead.” God, however, never prescribed such a sacrifice in the Law; therefore it was a self-chosen service [[image: ]]. Furthermore, he offered this sacrifice for those who had defiled themselves with idolatry and the crime of sacrilege. Yet the Papists themselves deny that we must pray and sacrifice for those who die in mortal sin.
 

Bellarmine sets Augustine against us, who argues from this passage that “it is devout to pray for the dead” (Epistle 61 ad Dulcit.; De moribus eccles., bk. 1, c. 23; and De cura pro mort., c. 1). What should be thought about this opinion of Augustine, however, we have explained in detail in our treatise On Death [Commonplace XXIX], § 280. What Bellarmine argues—that “Judas devoutly supposed that they felt grief for their sin before God and found mercy in the moment of death”—this whole thing is suspicious, for the Papists would not offer the sacrifice of the Mass for such as they saw die in flagrant crime. (See the aforementioned treatise On Death, § 224.) Whatever it may be, we urge our argument that God in His Law has prescribed nothing about a sacrifice for the dead and that no other approved example of such a sacrifice can be brought out from the Scriptures. And it is assuredly evident from this that this whole thing about a sacrifice for sins was added, because we do not read it in the Hebrew writing of Joseph ben Gorion (where the same story is told in bk. 3, c. 19) nor in the Greek of Josephus.
 

(2) Second Maccabees 14:42, 43, and 46 tells of the bravery of Razis, “that he laid violent hands on himself.” Yet suicide conflicts with the divine command: “You shall not kill.”
 

Bellarmine responds from Augustine’s Epistle 61 ad Dulcit.: “The deaths of these men are described, not praised, in Scripture. Or certainly they are not praised as if they did what they did in a holy and devout way, however bold and manly they appeared. In the judgment of men, one cannot deny that they acted bravely.” We respond. On the contrary, the author does not merely list those examples, he also praises them. He praises him for his bravery, not with the judgment of others but with his own judgment. 1 Maccabees 6:44: “Eleazar sacrificed himself to save his people and to win everlasting renown for himself.” 2 Maccabees 14:42: “Razis struck himself with his sword, preferring to die honorably than to become subject to sinners and to suffer outrages unworthy of his noble birth.” Verse 44: “He manfully hurled himself down into the crowd.” Verse 46: “Calling upon the Lord of life and spirit to give these back to him again, he died.”
 

(3) 1 Maccabees 2:52: “Was not Abraham found faithful when he was tried and it was counted to him for righteousness?” Canonical Scripture, however, puts it this way: “Abraham believed the Lord, and He reckoned it to him as righteousness” (Gen. 15:6), and this happened before he was found faithful in temptation.
 


The Israelite church did not accept them into the canon.
 

§ 236. [VII] They were not accepted into the canon by the Israelite church, to which “the oracles of God” were entrusted (Rom. 3:2). Augustine, De civit. Dei, bk. 18, c. 36, and Contra epist. Gaudent., bk. 11, c. 23: “The Jews do not hold the Books of the Maccabees as canonical.” But neither do the doctors of the early Christian church consider these books as canonical; instead, they keep them out of the number of them. See Clement of Rome (Constitution., bk. 1, c. 7), Origen (in Eusebius, Hist. eccles., bk. 6, c. 25, in the Greek, where he gives the catalog of canonical books and says that the Books of the Maccabees are “outside of these”), Athanasius (Synopsis), the Council of Laodicea (canon 59), the Council of Carthage in the work of Balsamon (c. 47), Hilary (Prologue on Psalms), Nazianzen (Carmina), Amphilochius (Iambi ad Seleucum), Cyril of Jerusalem (Catech. 4), Rufinus (Symbol.), Jerome (prefaces to the Books of Kings, to Proverbs, and to the Book of Wisdom), the book which is called [image: ], and Richard of St. Victor (Except., bk. 2, c. 9).
 

Bellarmine makes the exception: “They are speaking of the canon of the Jews, outside of which they place the Books of the Maccabees. Nevertheless they are canonical among the Christians.” This he argues from Augustine, De civit. Dei, bk. 18, c. 36, where he writes: “The Church, not the Jews, considers the Books of the Maccabees as canonical.” We respond. We have explained earlier what is to be thought about the distinction between the canon of the Jews and that of the Christians. Here we say briefly: (1) “The Church by no means can make a canonical book out of a noncanonical book,” as Bellarmine correctly writes (De verbo Dei, bk. 1, c. 10, § Itaque). (2) As the Church of the Old and New Testaments is one, so also it is necessary that the canon of the books of the Old Testament be one and the same in the judgment of both the old and the new Church, for Christians receive the canon of the Old Testament from the people of Israel. (3) The teachers of the early Christian church exclude these books from the canon not only of the Jews but also of the Christians (as we made clear in the aforementioned place). (4) When Augustine and some others call these books canonical, they are taking the word “canonical” in a broader sense for a book not fully rejected but that can be read in the Church for the edification of behavior and read, nevertheless, in such a way that it does not have an authority equal to the rest of the properly canonical books. (5) This is clear from Augustine himself, who writes: “The computation of those times is found not in the Holy Scriptures that are called canonical but in other writings, among which are also the Books of the Maccabees, which the Jews do not hold as canonical but which the Church does, because of the severe and miraculous sufferings of some martyrs” (De civit. Dei, bk. 18, c. 36). Therefore he himself explains the reason why the Church considered these books canonical, that is, why it wanted them to be read for the formation of behavior—namely, “because of the suffering of some martyrs.” He writes (Contra epist. Gaudent., bk. 2, c. 23):
 


Indeed, the Jews do not hold this writing that is called the Books of the Maccabees as they hold the Law and the prophets and the psalms, to which the Lord gives His testimony as to His own witnesses. Rather, the Church has accepted this writing not without usefulness, if it be read or heard soberly, especially because of the Maccabees who, on behalf of God’s Law, suffered terrible indignities at the hands of their persecutors, like true martyrs.

 




 

But nowhere does he apply that caution “if it be read soberly” to books that are canonical in the proper and specific sense. (6) Here we cite similar statements of Augustine: “You see, it is not in vain that we discover nowhere in the canonical books a divine command or permission to bring death upon ourselves” (De civ. Dei, bk. 1, c. 20). Yet suicide is praised in these books. Augustine says, “What is not written in the canon of the Jews is less strong” (De civit. Dei, bk. 17, c. 20). In De mirab. Script., bk. 2, he distinguishes the Books of the Maccabees from the divine canon.
 


Some Papists remove them from the canon.
 

§ 237. [VIII] Some popes and Papists remove the Books of the Maccabees from the canon. Gregory the Great, Moral., bk. 19, c. 13: “We do not act inordinately about this matter if we proffer testimony from noncanonical books that nevertheless have been published for the edification of the Church.” Melchior Canus was moved by the clarity of this statement to admit (Locor., bk. 2, c. 10): “Gregory removed these books from the canon.” (But this Gregory was the bishop or pontiff of Rome, as they say today, whose judgment is infallible, according to the Papists.) Along with seventy bishops, Gelasius accepted only one Book of the Maccabees. William of Occam excludes these books from the canon (Dial., part 3, treatise 1, bk. 3, c. 16). Lyra, on Ezra 1: “They (the Books of the Maccabees) are not in the canon: neither among the Jews nor among the Christians.” He also admits: “The things that 2 Maccabees 2 contains cannot be reconciled with canonical Scripture.” Carolus Sigonius (Comm. in Severum Sulpitium) rejects the Books of the Maccabees from the canonical books because of their dissonance and seems to prefer the historian Justin to them. In De verbo Dei, bk. 1, c. 17, Bellarmine quotes and approves the statement of Josephus in Contra Apion. bk. 1: “The Hebrews do not have those books in the canon of Holy Scripture that were written after the time of Artaxerxes Longimanus, and he adds that Ezra indeed arranged the canon of sacred books, and his life extended beyond the time of Longimanus.” But now, the things described in the Books of the Maccabees occurred long after the time of Artaxerxes, around the 140th year of the monarchy of the Greeks, so Ezra could not have seen those books unless one imagines that he lived to be nearly three hundred years old.
 


Antithesis.
 

§ 238. The Papists and many others place the first and second Books of the Maccabees among the canonical books and follow the authority of the Council of Trent in this matter. In De verbo Dei, bk. 1, c. 15, Bellarmine brings up the statements of the ancients to support the canonical authority of these books: Cyprian (De exhort. ad martyr., c. 11; bk. 1, epistle 3), Nazianzen (Orat. de Maccabaeis), Ambrose (De Jacob., bk. 2, c. 10-12), and Augustine (Contra epist. Gaudent., bk. 2, c. 23) cite these books and call them “sacred and divine Scripture.” Salmeron (tom. 14, disp. 25, p. 218) adds Tertullian (Adv. Jud.), Jerome (Prologus galeatus), and Augustine (De doct. Christ., bk. 2, c. 8), etc. But what should be thought concerning this general argument can be shown from the preceding paragraphs. Neither bare citation nor the general title “Holy Scripture” can obtain canonical authority for these controversial books. (See § 206.) Nazianzen produces a passage not from the Books of the Maccabees, but from a book of Josephus on the Maccabees. (See Billius in his notes on this passage.) In his Prologus galeatus, Jerome, on the other hand, adopts our opinion, which Bellarmine himself acknowledges, etc.
 

§ 239. To these testimonies of the fathers, Bellarmine, in his first edition, had added an argument taken from the last Canon of the Apostles, just as Salmeron (loc. cit.) argues the canonical authority of these books from the eighty-fourth and last Canon of the Apostles. In his later editions, however, Bellarmine omitted this argument, and this he did quite correctly. You see: (1) Bellarmine himself (De verbo Dei, bk. 1, c. 20, § Quod ad priorem, etc.) admits that that canon had been corrupted. He says:
 


It seems probable that that Canon 84 is not the work of Clement. For Zephirinus, the fifteenth pope after Peter, in his first epistle, teaches that there were only seventy Canons of the Apostles, just as other codices have sixty. In his book Contra Nicetam, Humbertus acknowledges only fifty, but that one is the eighty-fourth. Surely, Zephirinus knew better than any who came after him how many Canons of the Apostles there were. It is not without reason, therefore, that Gelasius ([Jus canonicum,] dist. 15, c. Sancta Romana) placed the Canons of the Apostles among the apocryphal writings because some of them seem to have been either corrupted or added by heretics.

 




 

(2) In that Canon 84, some genuinely canonical books are omitted, such as the Books of Ezra and Revelation. (3) That canon mentions three books that it calls Books of the Maccabees. If, then, by the force of this canon the two Books of the Maccabees are canonical, the third Book of the Maccabees will also be canonical, something that Bellarmine and Salmeron nevertheless deny. (4) In this same canon are listed among the sacred books “the two epistles of Clement and the Apostolic Constitutions of the same Clement.” The Church, however, has never acknowledged these books as canonical. (Cf. Eusebius, Hist., bk. 3, c. 38.) (5) Besides the Books of the Maccabees, no others of the controversial books are placed among the canonical books by this canon. If, then, they want to follow this canon in accepting the Books of the Maccabees, let them also follow it in excluding the rest.
 

§ 240. Genebrardus writes (Chronol., anno mundi 3983): “Somewhere Josephus says that the account of Eleazar, his seven brothers, and their mother, Anna, is considered by the Hebrews to be among the sacred books.” But why does he not tell where Josephus does this? Why does he not cite the passage of Josephus? Sixtus Senensis (Biblioth., bk. 1, sect. 2, title De libris Maccab.) quotes the book of Josephus, De Maccab., in which he affirms: “The account of Eleazar, the seven children, and their mother is in the Holy Scriptures among the Jews.” We respond. It is the interpreter, not Josephus himself, who declares this, because there is no trace of these words in the Greek version. Josephus asserts in clear language (Contra Apion., bk. 1): “The Hebrews have only twenty-two books to which they give their faith, with good cause. They contain everything from the beginning of the world to the time of Artaxerxes. After that time, individual things were written but not with the same trustworthiness as the prior books, because the certain succession of prophets did not exist.” Eusebius (Hist. eccles., bk. 3, c. 10) acknowledges that these are truly the words of Josephus.
 

Erasmus was disturbed by the contradiction of these passages and opines (preface to De Maccab.): “Even if the Hebrews do not accept the Books of the Maccabees into the canon, nonetheless they consider them among the sacred books.” He further complains that the Greek text is not at hand. Salmeron (loc. cit.) adduces on behalf of the canonical authority of the Books of the Maccabees the Third Council of Carthage (c. 47), the Councils of Florence and of Trent, Innocent I (Ad Eugubinum et Gelasium in concilio Romano), as well as the practice of the Church, which reads the account of Judas Maccabeus in the sacrifice for the dead. What weight should be given to these insignificant reasons, however, is revealed from what we said earlier about the apocryphal books of the Old Testament in general.
 


[image: ]
 

36 Gerhard’s verse references to the Book of Tobit match the Douay-Rheims version of the Bible. In the Vulgate, as in the Douay-Rheims version, Tobit and his son Tobias are both called “Tobias.”
 

37 Gerhard cites the Book of Judith from the Vulgate. His verse enumeration matches the Douay-Rheims edition of the Bible.
 

38 Cf. §§ 76, 106.
 

39 This is actually from Jerome’s note at Esther 11:1 in the Vulgate.
 

40 Gerhard seems to speak of the distribution of terms differently than modern logicians do. The seventeenth-century philosopher Johannes Micraelius says that “distributive particles” are words such as “none, all, some.” These words tell us what part of a set is being discussed (Micraelius, s.v. Enunciatio). Here, Gerhard is discussing a fallacious argument that moves from what is unspecified to what is specified. When the fathers put the Book of Esther into the canon, he says, they did not specifically mean to say that the appendix was canonical.
 

41 See Recusationschrifft on p. 595 in the Works Cited.
 

42 Or, “There is one who.”
 

43 Gerhard cites the Book of Ecclesiasticus (or Sirach) from the Vulgate. His verse enumeration matches the Douay-Rheims edition of the Bible.
 



  


CHAPTER IX: ON THE CANONICAL BOOKS OF THE NEW TESTAMENT OF THE FIRST RANK
 


Whether there are some apocryphal books among the New Testament books.
 

§ 241. Up to this point we have been speaking about the canonical and apocryphal books of the Old Testament, both in general and in particular. Now it remains for us to speak about the books of the New Testament where, first of all, this question arises: Among the books contained in the biblical codex of the New Testament, must the same sort of difference be established, that some are called canonical and some apocryphal? At first glance there appears to be some disagreement on this question among those who “departed from the Roman Church” (as the Papists reproach us hatefully). But with the help of a distinction, we can reconcile this, as we shall see a little later. The authors of Histor. eccles. Magdeb., cent. 1, bk. 2, c. 4, col. 54, speak as follows about this matter:
 


During this century, some things were written by the churches and circulated in the name of the apostles or of their disciples. Some of these books were left in suspense for some time because of the doubts of some people but were later accepted into the number of the catholic writings. Some were completely rejected, however, as apocryphal. To the first group belong the letters of James, Jude, 2 Peter, 2 and 3 John, and the Epistle to the Hebrews.

 




 

After he had listed the opinions of the ancients about those books that are considered apocryphal in the New Testament, Dr. Chemnitz adds (Exam. conc. Trid., part 1, De Scriptura, p. 92):
 


I have quoted these testimonies of the ancients not only so that a catalog of those writings of the New Testament that do not have sufficiently sure, firm, and harmonious testimonies of their authority may be known but also chiefly that the reasons could be pointed out why there was doubt about them: (1) Because among the ancients there were not found sufficiently sure, firm, and harmonious testimonies concerning the attestation of the first apostolic Church that these books had been approved by the apostles and commended to the Church. (2) Because it was not fully certain from the witness of the first and ancient Church whether these books had been written by those under whose names they were published, but they were judged to have been published by others under the names of the apostles. (3) Since some of the most ancient writers had ascribed some of these books to the apostles but others had contradicted that, this matter, as it was not indubitably certain, was left in doubt. You see, this whole matter depends on sure, firm, and harmonious testimonies of the first and ancient Church and, where these are lacking, the later Church. As it cannot make genuine books out of spurious ones, so also it cannot make certain writings out of doubtful ones without clear and firm proofs. In fact, Nicephorus, bk. 3, where he quotes from Eusebius the opinion of the early and ancient Church concerning the apocryphal books, adds that the Church has long ago received them as legitimate and testamentary. But he provides no reasons, no proofs, as to why one must depart from the witness of the early Church.

 




 

Dr. Hunnius, Disp. de Script., thesis 119: “The Epistle to the Hebrews, 2 and 3 John, 2 Peter, the Epistles of James and Jude, and Revelation are outside the canon and are reckoned among the apocryphal writings.” Thesis 120: “Nevertheless we admit that the apocryphal writings of the New Testament have merited the greater consent and approbation of the early Church than the apocryphal writings of the Old Testament.” Thesis 121: “Therefore most of the fathers who place some books of the Old Testament outside the canon nevertheless keep no New Testament book away from it. Rather, they all agree that they are canonical. The Council of Laodicea does the same thing.” Thesis 122: “We also shall not fight too hard with anyone concerning the authority of the Epistle to the Hebrews, 2 and 3 John, 2 Peter, and Revelation.” Thesis 126: “Nevertheless one ought not ignore that there also was doubt about these books in the early Church, as Bellarmine himself admits, because suitable documentation was not at hand that would prove they were certainly made by those authors whose names they bore.”
 

In Contra anal. Gregor. de Valent., p. 478, Dr. Osiander approves the opinion of Eusebius who, in Hist., bk. 3, c. 22, creates three ranks of sacred books.
 


Those of the first rank are those that he says are legitimate, authentic, genuine, and known everywhere [in confesso]; that is, they are of indubitable authority by confession of all the churches, as are the writings of the evangelists and the Pauline Epistles. Next, he says there are some about which there is contradiction because from the testimony of the early Church their authors are not sufficiently evident, as are the Epistles of James, Jude, etc. These are called “hagiographa,” as well as “ecclesiastical.” Nevertheless these are not strong by themselves to confirm dogmas. In the third rank he places those that are corrupt and false.

 




 

Dr. Mentzer, Disp. Anti-Pistor. 1, thesis 26: “The ecclesiastical books of the New Testament in our churches have almost the same authority as the canonical books.” He also writes, Apolog. contra Pistor., p. 162: “We accept the books of the New Testament called ecclesiastical or apocryphal in such a way that we allow them to be included in the number of the canonical books and to have an authority equal to the rest, insofar as this relates to their power of proving [doctrines]. And it is not for any other reason that we add the word ‘almost,’ except that in the early Church some people spoke against those books for some time, as if it were not possible to be affirmed with certainty that they were written and published by certain people. In this part, then, we can agree easily with the moderate Papists.” Page 243: “Although we accept each and every one of these books and place them in the catalog of the books of the New Testament, we nevertheless make a distinction between those that all people have always accepted without any exception or doubt and those about which there was doubt for some time as to whether they are truly apostolic, and that some churches have spoken against. Bellarmine, De verbo Dei, bk. 1, c. 18, agrees and cites Eusebius, Jerome, Erasmus, and Cajetan.” Page 251: “Pistorius says that we make all the books of the New Testament equal in truth, certainty, and authority. This I admit; nevertheless it is quite true that for some time there was doubt about some books in the early Church.”
 

Dr. Hafenreffer (Loci theol., c. de Script., p. 204) retains the distinction between the canonical and apocryphal books of the New Testament and puts into the class of apocryphal books 2 Peter, 2 and 3 John, the Epistle to the Hebrews, the Epistles of James and Jude, and Revelation. He adds, however:
 


Although these apocryphal books do not have canonical authority in passing judgment on dogmas, yet because they contain much that causes strengthening and edification, they can be read privately and publicly in the Church with utility and profit. And if we compare the apocryphal books with one another, those that are in the New Testament have greater authority than those in the Old. Especially the Epistle to the Hebrews (because of its elegant commentary on the Old Testament) and Revelation (because it is filled with prophecies about the kingdom of Christ and other prophecies and is replete with sure fulfillments) stand far ahead of the rest of the books of this class.

 




 

Dr. Schröder, De princ. fidei, c. 1, p. 146: “There are certain books of the New Testament that some people call apocryphal but for almost no other reason than that there was doubt about them. The doubt was not whether they were written by inspiration of the Holy Spirit but whether the apostles to whom they are ascribed brought them to light.” Page 152:
 


The doubt was not so much about their best and greatest Author—namely, the Holy Spirit—as it was about their writers or administering authors. On the other hand, all the great, old fathers of the Church exalted the authority of these books highly against this doubt; these books enjoy an authority equal to the canonical books in the view of most. To be sure, in order for a book to be considered canonical, it is not a necessary requirement that its secondary author or writer be evident. It is enough for its primary Author or the one who dictates to be evident, who is the Holy Spirit; for the Books of Judges, Ruth, and Esther are canonical, though their authors are hidden.

 




 

Of the Calvinists, Whitaker writes thus concerning this subject (De Script. controv. 1, c. 16): “We, too, acknowledge without any exception the same books that the Papists establish as canonical books of the New Testament. Our church accepts all and only those books that the Council of Trent reckons as books of the New Testament.” And later: “We doubt the authority of no book that belongs to the New Testament and, in fact, no author thereof, except of the Epistle to the Hebrews.” Whitaker again (Contr. Rainold.): “The entire Church rejects the apocryphal books of the Old Testament; at least some churches reject the apocryphal books of the New Testament, but the better churches have accepted them.”
 

Sohnius, De verbo Dei, bk. 1, p. 15: “The condition of books of the New Testament is double. There are some about whose authors there was never doubt in the ancient Church, but there are others about whose authors there was doubt at one time, though they were read publicly in the Church and have the authority of apostolic doctrine in the view of almost everyone. To this latter class belong the Epistle to the Hebrews, James, Jude, etc.”
 

Of the Photinians, Pisecius writes (Contra Campianum, p. 1): “I think that the theologians of our time act unjustly when they reject certain genuine writings of the apostles.”
 

§ 242. We will state our position on this matter with three aphorisms. (1) A distinction must certainly be established among the books that are contained in the biblical codex of the New Testament. After all, one cannot deny that some people in the early Church spoke against some of these books, as will appear from the specific consideration of each.
 

(2) Those books that are spoken against [[image: ]] by some are called “apocryphal” inappropriately. We prove this from three kinds of arguments: First, because in the primitive Church there was doubt not so much about their canonical authority as about the secondary author of those books. But those books whose authors are unknown are not appropriately called “apocryphal”; otherwise it would follow that some truly canonical books, namely, Judges, Ruth, Job, etc., are apocryphal because their authors are unknown. Gregory says it beautifully in his commentary on Job 10:
 


It is very much in vain to ask who wrote these things, because the Author of this book is faithfully believed to be the Holy Spirit. Therefore He who dictated these things to be written wrote them. If we were to pick up the letters of some great man and read his words and were to ask with what pen they were written, this would be utterly ridiculous, to be interested not in knowing the author of the letters or in understanding their meaning but in determining with what kind of pen their words were written.

 




 

Bellarmine, De verbo Dei, bk. 1, c. 20, § Quod autem:
 


A gloss in the canon Sancta Romana, dist. 15, says that those books are called “apocryphal” whose author is unknown. This, however, is not probable because then many sacred books would be apocryphal, such as the Books of Judges, Ruth, Job, etc., and many others whose authors are unknown. This, however, is averse to the Church’s manner of speaking. After all, who has ever heard that a canonical book was apocryphal?

 




 

Second, the authorship of those books was doubtful not to all the churches and teachers but only to some. Consequently, two points of obvious distinction can be noticed between the apocryphal books of the Old Testament and those that some call the apocryphal books of the New Testament. There was doubt in the Church about the authority of the former, but about the authors of the latter. The authority of the former was repudiated by the whole Church, but [only] some doubted about the authors of the latter.
 

Third, the fathers who acknowledge the apocryphal books of the Old Testament exclude no New Testament book from the canon. (Cf. the Council of Laodicea, canon 59; Origen, in Eusebius, bk. 6, c. 25; Athanasius, Synopsis; Jerome, Epistle ad Paulinam, etc.).
 

(3) For the sake of instruction, therefore, we can distinguish between canonical books of the New Testament of the first rank and of the second rank [primi et secundi ordinis]. Canonical books of the first rank are those about whose authors or authority there has never been any doubt in the Church but have always been considered canonical and divine by unanimous agreement. Such are the Gospels of Matthew, Mark, Luke, and John; the Acts of the Apostles; Paul’s letter to the Romans, the two to the Corinthians, one to the Galatians, one to the Ephesians, one to the Philippians, one to the Colossians, two to the Thessalonians, two to Timothy, one to Titus, one to Philemon; 1 Peter; and 1 John. Canonical books of the second rank are those about whose authorship some in the Church had doubts at some time. Such are the Epistle to the Hebrews, the letters of James and Jude, 2 Peter, 2 and 3 John, and Revelation.
 

For the sake of comparison, we can mention here the fact that in Hist. eccles., bk. 3, c. 3, Eusebius established three classes of books of the New Testament: (1) Some are genuine and doubtlessly canonical [[image: ]]; (2) some are spoken against by some people [[image: ]], and those we call “canonical books of the second rank”; (3) some are spoken against by everyone [[image: ]], and these we call “apocryphal.” Augustine, De doctr. Christ., bk. 2, c. 8: “The catechumen will maintain this method concerning the canonical writings: that he will prefer those that all the churches accept to those that some do not accept.”
 


The canonical books of the New Testament of the first rank: The Gospel of Matthew.
 

§ 243. To the canonical books of the New Testament of the first rank belongs: the Gospel of Matthew. There has never been any doubt about it in the Church. Tertullian calls Matthew “the most faithful interpreter of the Gospel” (De carne Christi, p. 37). In his preface to the Opus imperf., Chrysostom asserts that “[Matthew] preached the Gospel to sinners not [only] with speech but also by the improvement of his own life.” Eusebius (Hist. eccles., bk. 3, c. 24) and, from him, Nicephorus (bk. 2, c. 45) explain the occasion at which he wrote his evangelical history: “When Matthew had first preached to the Hebrews and now was about to go to others, he put his Gospel into writing. What those he was leaving might long for, his presence being removed, he filled in with his writing.” He wrote his Gospel ** in the eighth year after Christ’s ascent, as Eusebius would have it; or ** in the fifteenth year after Christ’s ascent, according to the reckoning of Nicephorus (bk. 2, c. 45); or in the twenty-first year, according to Irenaeus (bk. 3, c. 1).
 

Some testify that he wrote in Hebrew: Irenaeus (loc. cit.), Athanasius (Synopsis, p. 141), Eusebius (bk. 3, c. 24), Nazianzen (Carmina), Jerome (preface to the four evangelists, ad Damas.; in c. 11, Hosea), Augustine (De consens. evang., bk. 1, c. 2), and Nicephorus (bk. 4, c. 32)—all of whom Baronius (Annal., ann. 34, n. 165) and Bellarmine (De verbo Dei, bk. 2, c. 7) follow. Some attribute the translation of it to the evangelist John, some to the apostle James, some to Luke and Paul, some to Mark. However: (1) The ancient writers only say this; they do not prove it. Chrysostom, on Matthew, does not dare make a firm declaration. He says, “It is said,” and adds: “I would rather it exist than prove it.” Also, no one bears witness of having seen any trace of that Hebrew volume. In fact, that which they call the Book of the Nazarenes had not been written in Hebrew but in Chaldaic, only using Hebrew forms, according to Jerome. Also, it is listed among the apocryphal writings, for only the Nazarenes and Ebionites claimed it for themselves, according to Epiphanius and Jerome; the Catholics embraced the Greek. What Munsterus published does not belong to Matthew himself, for its author, whoever he may have been, was not even learned in Hebrew. (2) The same authors who say that Matthew wrote in Hebrew admit that that Gospel was published in Greek at the time of the apostles and was commended to the Church as authentic; Irenaeus (bk. 3, c. 39), Jerome (Catal. illustr.), and Eusebius (bk. 3, c. 34, 39; bk. 5, c. 10) attribute the translation of it to Mark. In Synopsis, Athanasius declares that the apostle James translated it from Hebrew to Greek. Theophylact attributes it to John. Anastasius (Genes., sermon 8) claims Luke and Paul as authors of that translation. (3) The rest of the apostles first wrote in the Greek language not only indiscriminately for all Jews and Gentiles but also specifically for the Jews. Why, then, would we want to make a different claim for Matthew? His calling to the apostolate required him to write in a familiar language. (4) Jerome believes that Matthew wrote with “a pure Hebrew language” (Catal., on Matthew). However, Widmanstadius, Guido Fabricius, and Bellarmine (De verbo Dei, bk. 2, c. 4) think he wrote it in Syriac. (5) The pen of Matthew clearly is in harmony with that of Mark and is not far removed from the style of John. (6) Matthew interprets the Hebrew name Immanuel in Greek (1:23); therefore he did not write his Gospel in Hebrew. After all, if he were writing in Hebrew, why would he interpret it for people who understood Hebrew? (7) Whatever it may be, the Greek edition of Matthew is authentic. In fact, he produced it while the apostles were still living, and the apostles themselves approved of it. The ancients also confirm this. Therefore one cannot approve what Baronius writes in the passage we recently cited: “I say that we cannot declare of what trustworthiness the Greek text is without a comparison with the Hebrew original.” Casaubonus explains carefully (Exerc. 15, c. 12, p. 338) what must be thought about this pronouncement.
 

The evangelical history of Matthew has twenty-eight chapters in which Christ’s person and His prophetic, priestly, and royal office are described.
 

** In other instances, the older Latins divide it according to the division of Hilary into thirty-three canons and according to the division of Christian Druthmar into sixty-seven canons. The more recent Latins, however, divide it into eight chapters. Among the Greeks, they divide it into sixty-eight chapters, according to Euthymius or Oecumenius; according to Suidas, into sixty-eight titles and 355 chapters. Ammonius and Eusebius also divide it into 355 chapters. **
 


The Gospel of Mark.
 

§ 244. Irenaeus calls Mark “the interpreter and follower of Peter” (bk. 3, c. 1, p. 183). Nicephorus writes this about him: “Peter dictated the Gospel to him and sanctioned that it then be read in the churches” (bk. 2, c. 45). Epiphanius states: “Peter ordered Mark to publish the Gospel in Rome” (Haeres. 51, p. 192). In Hist., bk. 6, c. 11, Eusebius also cites these things from Clement of Alexandria. Jerome, Catal. illustr.: “Mark was the disciple and interpreter of Peter. When the brethren at Rome asked him, he wrote in brief form the Gospel according to what he had heard Peter tell. When Peter heard it, he approved of it and stated under his authority that it should be read in the Church.” (Cf. Eusebius, Hist., bk. 1, c. 15, and Nicephorus, bk. 2, c. 15.)
 

Others relate concerning him that he was Peter’s nephew from his sister; that he was one of the seventy disciples of Christ; and that he preached the Gospel in the Egyptian city of Alexandria. Baronius claims: “Mark wrote his Gospel in Latin, not in Greek. The first copy of it is preserved in Venice among the treasures of San Marco” (vol. 1, Annal., ann. 45). In his preface to Gramm. Arab., p. 36, Kirstenius agrees with Baronius in part. However: (1) He does not prove this by any suitable and old witness. Damasus, whom he is quoting, has many fables. (2) The same reasons that prove that Matthew did not write his Gospel in Hebrew demonstrate that Mark did not write in Latin. (3) The copy preserved at Venice is not of sufficiently proved trustworthiness. (4) In De verbo Dei, bk. 2, c. 7 and 15, Bellarmine frankly admits that “the entire Greek edition of the New Testament has the apostles and the evangelists as their authors.” Therefore let us hold on to what is certain; let us abandon what is uncertain, that is, let us accept the Greek texts of Matthew and Mark as authentic.
 

We gather that the last chapter of Mark was not accepted by all as canonical at the time of Jerome from his Epistle ad Hebidiam 150, q. 3, where he says, “Almost all the books in Greek do not have this brief chapter at the end.” There appears to be a twofold reason for doubt: (1) It seems to conflict with the description of the Lord’s resurrection among the rest of the evangelists. We have shown the contrary, however, in our Harmonia evangelica, “On the Resurrection.” (2) According to the statement of Jerome in Dial. 2 adv. Pelag., heretics inserted in it some apocryphal sentences that have the smell of Manichaeanism: “And they were apologizing, saying, ‘This is the age of iniquity and the substance of unbelief. It did not permit the true power of God to be grasped through the unclean spirits. Therefore reveal your righteousness now.’ “Let the apocryphal and foreign parts be removed, however, and let the remaining canonical portions be kept. Irenaeus (bk. 3, c. 11), Athanasius (Synopsis), Augustine (De cons. evang., bk. 3, c. 24), Bede (commentary [on Mark]), and others of the ancients acknowledge that this chapter is genuine.
 

The Gospel account of Mark has sixteen chapters in which is also explained the threefold office of Christ: prophetic, priestly, and royal.
 


The Gospel of Luke.
 

§ 245. Irenaeus, bk. 3, c. 14, p. 198: “Luke was inseparable from Paul and was his co-worker in the Gospel.” Chapter 11, p. 181: “Luke was a follower and disciple of the apostles.” Tertullian (Adv. Marcion., bk. 4, p. 224) likewise calls him “a follower of Paul,” from which it is by no means incorrect to believe that he wrote his Gospel account at the command of the apostle Paul. As a result, some think that Paul calls this “his Gospel” (Rom. 2:16; 2 Tim. 2:8). Eusebius testifies (Hist. eccles., bk. 3, c. 21): “The Gospel of Luke, no less than those of Matthew and Mark, was approved by John.” This Luke is mentioned in Col. 4:14; 2 Tim. 4:11; Philem. 24; and especially, according to the opinion of some, in 2 Cor. 8:18: “With him we have sent the brother whose praise is in the Gospel among all the churches.” From this, one gathers that the Gospel of Luke was known and approved in the Church already at the time when, under Claudius, Paul was going from Macedonia to Jerusalem. Irenaeus (bk. 3, c. 14, p. 198) mentions everything that Luke recorded as compared with the rest of the evangelists.
 

He was a native of Antioch, a physician by profession, according to Eusebius (Hist., bk. 3, c. 4) and Jerome (Catalog. script.), which agrees with Col. 4:14. If we have confidence in Nicephorus (Hist., bk. 6, c. 6), he added the ability to paint to his medical skill. Jerome (on Isaiah 6) gives him this praise: “He was highly skilled in the Greek language,” something that the character of the language in which he wrote his Gospel account clearly witnesses. Casaubonus (Exerc. 2, c. 1, p. 161) says, “It is well-known to the learned that he observed pure Hellenism more carefully than the rest of the evangelists.” Epiphanius numbers him among the seventy-two disciples. This can be doubted with good cause because in his Gospel account (1:2) he says he is writing that which was told him by others—among whom he was not. He lived for eighty-four years, according to Jerome (Catalog.), and according to the same author (on Acts) he died in Bithynia. Some say that he was hanged from an olive tree in Greece and died as a martyr.
 

He himself makes clear in his preface the reason that drove him to write his Gospel history. Eusebius points out (Hist., bk. 3, c. 21): “Luke describes those things that Christ began to do and teach up to44 the captivity of John the Baptist and describes the things that happened in the third year of Christ’s ministry only somewhat. Hence John was later compelled to supply those things in his Gospel.” Ambrose (on Luke 2) writes this about him: “Luke believed that he would be rich enough if he claimed for himself only the manger and cradle of the Lord.”
 

From Luke 22, the account of Christ’s bloody sweat and the comfort of the angel was at one time called into doubt, according to Hilary (De Trinit., bk. 10) and Jerome (Contra Pelag., bk. 2)—doubtlessly because those things seem to conflict with the divinity of the Son, just as some Catholics with wrongheaded zeal strike out the words “He wept” from Luke 19 of their Bibles, as Epiphanius relates (Ancorat). This, however, is not sufficient cause for doubt. You see, we must make a distinction between the divine and human nature of Christ, a distinction between the state of exaltation and humiliation, a distinction between the infirmities that Christ voluntarily underwent for our sake and sin with its vicious effects, from which He was completely free. Augustine (De cons. evang., bk. 3, c. 4) proves that this passage is evangelical. In Ad Theoph., bk. 6, Athanasius pronounces an anathema on those who deny that Christ sweat blood.
 

The Gospel of Luke contains twenty-four chapters in which he accurately describes the birth, circumcision, upbringing, and office both of the forerunner John the Baptist and of Christ.
 


The Gospel of John.
 

§ 246. All antiquity gave an outstanding witness to this Gospel. Basil (Homily sup. princ. Johann.): “Every word of the Gospels is deemed more eminent than all the other precepts of the Holy Spirit because in other writings the Lord addressed us through the prophets as His servants, while in the Gospels He does this through Himself. And in the praises of his Gospel, in the breadth of his speaking, in the gravity of his statements, John, ‘the Son of Thunder,’ holds first place.” Chrysostom (prologue to his commentary on John): “John plays more sweetly, more usefully, than any harp, than any musical instrument. His stage is all of heaven, his theater that of the entire world, his spectators the angels and any people who were angels or wished to be angels.” Ambrose (De sacram., bk. 3, c. 2): “John, ahead of the rest, saw the great mysteries, etc. All the holy evangelists, all the apostles except the betrayer, all the saints [did well]; St. John, however, who wrote the Gospel last, as a friend sought out and selected by Christ, poured out mysteries with a greater trumpet. Whatever he said is a mystery.” Cyril, prologue on John: “To be sure, the exposition of dogmas was set forth to them all equally, and they were all carried carefully, as it were, to the same finish line in the racing chariot. Yet they speak in different ways so that, though they all come to one city, it seems to me that one enters a more splendid building than another.” Jerome, introduction to his commentary on Matthew: “The apostle and evangelist John, whom Jesus loved most, reclined upon the bosom of the Lord and drank the purest streams of doctrine. He alone deserved to hear from the cross: ‘Behold, your mother.’ “In Advers. Jovin., bk. 1, he calls him “an apostle, evangelist, and prophet.” Augustine (Epistle 168) calls him “the foremost interpreter of divine secrets.” De civ. Dei, bk. 10, c. 24: “A certain Platonist, as we were accustomed to hear from old St. Simplicianus, who later presided as bishop of the church at Milan, used to say that the beginning of the Holy Gospel that we call ‘according to John’ should be written in letters of gold and should be read in all the churches in the most eminent places.” Treatise 36 on John: “The rest of the evangelists, as if walking on earth with the Lord as a man, said few things about His divinity. But John, as if he were reluctant to walk on the earth, lifted himself not only above the earth and every limit of sky and heaven but also above every host of angels and came to Him by whom all things were made and said, ‘In the beginning was the Word.’ “Treatise 3 on the Epist. Johan.: “Our milk is the humble Christ; our food is the same Christ, equal with the Father. The other evangelists gave us the milk; John offers us solid food.” Peter Damian, De excell. Joh. evang., sermon 1:
 


The blessed John, with the alternating order of his narrative, now sublimely intones the divinity of Christ, now somehow in clear and humble fashion declares the things that belong to His humanity. He says, “In the beginning was the Word.” Behold, the eagle of the Lord soars sublimely to the summit of heaven. But it is necessary to feed the flesh, so he folds his wings somewhat and descends submissively to the depths. Thus listen to what he adds a little later. He says, “The Word became flesh.” … Then, with his divinely illumined mind, he grasped the supereminent loftiness of divine knowledge as he reclined on the bosom of the Redeemer at the most holy feast of the mystical Supper.

 




 

§ 247. The writers of the Church say that John had two reasons in particular for putting together his Gospel account: (1) To refute the blasphemies of Ebion and Cerinthus, who were attacking the divinity of Christ. For this reason, he lifts himself up as an eagle and begins with a declaration and description of the divinity of Christ. Irenaeus, bk. 3, c. 11, p. 184: “John, the disciple of the Lord, wanted by the declaration of his Gospel to remove the error that Cerinthus and, much earlier, those who were called ‘Nicolaitans,’ had planted among people, etc. In order to confound and persuade them that there is one God, who made all things through His Word, etc., and to establish the rule of truth in the Church, [John] began his Gospel in that way.” Jerome, introduction to his commentary on Matthew:
 


When John was in Asia—where even then the seeds of heretics were sprouting, of Cerinthus, Ebion, and others who deny that Christ came in the flesh, whom he even calls “antichrists” in his Epistle and against whom the apostle Paul frequently lashes out—he was compelled by almost all the bishops of Asia at that time and by the representatives of many churches to write something quite lofty about the divinity of the Savior and to break forth to the very Word of God, so to speak, with not so much bold as blessed rashness. As a result, ecclesiastical history narrates that when the brethren compelled him to write in this way, he responded that he would do this if they would declare a fast and if all in common would pray to God. When this had been done, he was filled with revelation and uttered that introduction that came from heaven: “In the beginning was the Word.”

 




 

This agrees with the brief statement he adds to his Gospel account (John 20:31).
 

(2) After reading the volumes of the other three evangelists, he indeed approved what they had written. He affirmed, however, that they had mentioned the activities of only the one year after the imprisonment of John, the year when Christ also suffered. Eusebius, Hist., bks. 6, 13, from Clement of Alexandria: “Because John, the last, knew that in the rest of the evangelists the bodily activities of Christ were declared, he was invited by his friends and led by the Spirit to provide his spiritual Gospel.” Nazianzen sings of him in this way:
 


In the sacred book of John, you will find few miracles
But many discourses of Christ the King.

 




 

The Gospel of John contains twenty-one chapters, in which he describes the person of Christ, consisting of divine and human nature, and the activities according to the four journeys to Jerusalem that He made.
 

§ 248. The Valentinians used to accept no Gospel except John’s, according to Irenaeus (bk. 3, c. 11). Bellarmine (De verbo Dei, bk. 1, c. 6, heresy 14), Feuardentius (notes to bk. 3, c. 2 of Irenaeus), and Sandaeus (Thema secular. de deserenda synagog. protest., thesis 22) try to draw our blessed Luther into the company of this latter error because he says in his preface to the New Testament: “We must get rid of that false idea that there are only four Gospels.” Also: “The Gospel of John is the one, beautiful, true, and principal Gospel. It is to be preferred far and wide to the other three.”
 

We respond. (1) In that preface Luther with clear words did not establish only one historical account of the teaching and deeds of Christ, but he wanted to indicate this alone: that all four of the historical accounts of the evangelists are one and the same Gospel with regard to their theme and purpose. You see, as Chrysostom writes (on Galatians 1): “Even if a thousand men were to write Gospels, yet if they write the same thing, the many are one.” These two ideas are completely different: that there is one evangelist and that there is only one Gospel.
 

(2) He does not prefer the Gospel of John as if the accounts of the other evangelists were not divinely inspired. Rather, as he makes a comparison of the articles treated therein, he gives the trophy to John’s Gospel because of his brilliant argument of the eternal deity of Christ and the mystery of the incarnation. Therefore, with regard to canonical authority, the writings of all four evangelists are equal, but with regard to the main points of Christian doctrine treated therein, one stands ahead of another. In this way the Epistle to the Romans surpasses the Epistle to Philemon; the Psalter surpasses the Book of Ruth.
 

(3) The fathers cited in § 246 attribute a certain prominence to John and his Gospel, yet up to this time no one, I say, has charged them with this accusation.
 

§ 249. Although the orthodox have had no doubt about the entire Gospel account that John wrote, some people nevertheless have held the pericope about the adulteress in John 8 to be of doubtful credibility. Eusebius, Hist., bk. 3, c. 39: “(Papias) adds some account about the adulterous woman whom the Jews accused before the Lord. But we find that parable written in the Gospel that is called ‘according to the Hebrews.’ “Chrysostom (on John, homily 51) omits it. Theophylact does the same. It does not appear in the Syriac paraphrase; Nonnus, likewise, does not paraphrase it. Jerome cites it but admits (Dial. 2 adv. Pelag.): “This account is not contained in all the codices.” However, the oldest and most serious writers among the ancients, Greek as well as Latin, acknowledge it as a genuine part of canonical Scripture. Among these are Ammonius (Monotessar.), Athanasius (Synopsis), Ambrose (bk. 7, Epistle 58), and Augustine (on John, treatise 33). This last, in De adulter. conjug. ad Pollent., bk. 2, thinks: “This account belongs to John, but cruel husbands saw to it that it was taken out so that adulterous wives might be killed.” Robertus Stephanus finds this account in two Greek copies—quite old ones. Bellarmine writes (De verbo Dei, bk. 1, c. 16, § Initium, etc.): “Chrysostom, homily 60 on John, acknowledges this account.” But no such thing appears there in Chrysostom. (Cf. our Disput. 1 ex dicto 1 Johan. 5.)
 

Chapter 21 of John. Some people think that John did not write it, but that someone else added it to the Gospel account because John added the general conclusion of his account at the end of the preceding chapter. But we have shown in our Harm., “On the Resurrection,” that it is contrary to reason for that final chapter to be torn away from the rest of the corpus of the account, since v. 24 of that chapter is clearly added: “This is that disciple who is bearing witness to these things and who has written these things.” In the same place we showed that the conclusion in c. 20 is not a general one that applies to the entire Gospel account but a specific one that applies primarily and properly to the account of [Jesus’] appearance to the disciples, which happened after His resurrection.
 

§ 250. These are the four Gospels accepted into the canon by the common consent of the early Church. All the rest, which Gelasius lists in great number ([Jus canonicum,] dist. 15, c. Sancta Romana), the Church rejects from the canon as spurious.
 

The devout ancients try to prove this number of four evangelists with various types and figures of the Old Testament. Irenaeus, Adv. haeres., bk. 3, c. 11, p. 186: “There are neither more in number than these nor, on the other hand, does it hold fewer Gospels. You see, because there are four regions of the world in which we exist, because there are four principal winds, because the Church has been spread over all the earth but the pillar and firmament of the Church are the Gospel and the Spirit of life, the consequence is that it has four pillars that breathe incorruptibility from each side and give life to men,” etc. In the same place he applies to the four evangelists “the images of the four animals that were presented in the vision of the prophet Ezekiel”: of a man, an ox, a lion, and an eagle (Ezek. 1:[10]; Rev. 4:6[-7]). This is also done by Jerome (Epistle ad Paulin.) and Augustine, in De cons. evangel., bk. 1, c. 7, where he says, “The evangelists are the sacred four-horse chariot on which the Lord is carried as He subdues the people.” (See Schramus’s booklet An evangelium Matthaei sit Matthaei, c. 4, p. 33.) Origen compares the four evangelists to “the four rivers that water Paradise.” As a result, the Church sings about Christ and the four evangelists as follows:
 


As Paradise is watered by these, it greens and blossoms and bears fruit. It becomes rich and rejoices because of these four rivers. The source is Christ; the evangelists, the rivers. The spring is on high; the evangelists come down to bring a taste of the living Source to the faithful. For those who have become inebriated from the stream of these, the thirst of love increases, so that we are more fully sated from the spring of the Deity. Their instruction draws us from the bilge of vices; thus may it lead us from the depths to divine things above.45

 




 

Lyra, at the conclusion of his prologue on Mark, brings out thirteen comparisons from the ancients. He says that the four Gospels were foreshadowed: (1) By the four rivers that flow from Paradise (Gen. 2:10). (2) By the four chief patriarchs, from whom Kiriath-Arba was named where they were buried with their wives (Gen. 49:31). (3) By the four circles or rings for the ark of the covenant, with which rings the ark was carried about as the protection for the tables of the divine Law (Exod. 25:26). (4) By the four feet of the table of the bread of the Presence (Exod. 25:30). (5) By the four horns of the altar of the burnt offerings (Exod. 27:2). (6) By the four rows of stones in the breastplate of judgment (Exod. [28]:17). (7) By the four galleries of the house of Solomon (1 Kings 7:2). (8) By the four winds that revived the dead (Ezek. 37:9). (9) By the four small things on earth that nevertheless surpass the rest in wisdom (Prov. 30:24). (10) By the four men who praise God in the fiery furnace (Dan. 3:25). (11) By the four craftsmen who cast down the horns of heresies (Zech. 1:20). (12) By the four chariots going about the earth (Zech. 6:1). (13) By the four animals with eyes in front and behind (Rev. 4:6). He gives a detailed explanation of his application of all these.
 

Others compare this number with the four gilded columns of acacia from which the veil hung (Exod. 26:32); with the four extremities of Jacob’s ladder (Gen. 28:12); with the four rings of gold that were placed at the four corners of the table of the bread of the Presence (Exod. 25:26); with the four cups that were on the shaft of the candelabra (Exod. 25:34); with the four corners of the sheet let down from heaven and seen by Peter (Acts 10:11). (Cf. Tertullian, Adv. Marcion., bk. 14; Ambrose, preface to his commentary on Luke, bk. 10, c. 101; Eucherius, on Genesis, bk. 1, c. 14; Jerome, preface to his commentary on Matthew; and Gregory, homily 4 on Ezekiel 16.)
 

§ 251. The apparent contradiction of the historical narration does not take anything away from the canonical authority of the four evangelists, for Augustine (in his four books De consensu Evangelistarum) and the rest of the interpreters of the harmony of the Gospels have explained this clearly. Chrysostom discusses this subject beautifully at the beginning of his commentary on Matthew:
 


Were they to agree on the whole and in every detail and were they, because of too much zeal and diligence, to concur equally in their words as to all times and places down to each detail, no enemy ever would have believed anything but that they had gathered together by a common plot to deceive, as if they had founded the Gospel from a human conspiracy. But what seems to be out of harmony in small matters protects them from every suspicion and quite clearly defends our evaluation of those who wrote them.

 




 

Especially worth remembering is what Eusebius relates (Histor. eccles., bk. 3, about the middle of c. 21): “When the writings of the three evangelists came to John, he indeed approved them and gave his witness to the truth of them. Yet in their writings, only the narrative of those things Christ did at the beginning of His preaching was missing.” Eusebius continues:
 


And it is true what is said: One may discern that these three evangelists wrote only the activities of our Savior that occurred during the one year following John’s imprisonment and captivity, something they show in the prefaces of their accounts … Therefore they say that John the apostle, asked for their sakes, handed over in his Gospel the time the earlier evangelists had passed over in silence and what the Savior did in it, namely, the things preceding the imprisonment of the Baptist. To anyone who knows this (Eusebius concludes), the Gospels no longer seemed to disagree among themselves because the Gospel of John contains the earlier activities of Christ, while the others contain the account of His later period until the end.

 




 

However, the fact that Mark and Luke are not in the number of the apostles also does not take anything away from their canonical authority. Although they were not apostles, yet they were apostolic men; though their Gospel did not have apostles as their authors, yet they had apostles as their approvers.
 

§ 252. Therefore by the faith of our hearts and the confession of our mouths we separate ourselves from all those who in any way call the authority of the four evangelists into doubt, either directly or obliquely.
 

(1) The Manichaean Faustus (in Augustine, Contra Faustum, bk. 32, c. 2; bk. 33, c. 3) thinks that “the Gospels were written neither by the apostles nor by other disciples of the Lord but by some impostors who mixed in much that is false yet have peddled these falsehoods of theirs as apostolic writings.”
 

(2) The followers of Merinthus or Cerinthus used only the Gospel of Matthew, which they called the “Gospel according to the Hebrews” (Epiphanius, Haeres. 30). Irenaeus attributes this heresy to Ebion also (bk. 1, c. 26, p. 81). In bk. 3, c. 11, p. 186, Irenaeus says that Cerinthus accepted only the Gospel of Mark but disapproved of the rest. Marcion would accept only Luke—and only a mutilated and corrupt version of it (Tertullian, De praescript.; Adv. Marcion., bk. 4). Some would accept the three evangelists Matthew, Mark, and Luke but would reject John as being contrary to the others. Philaster (c. 60), Epiphanius (Haeres. 51), and Augustine (Haeres. 30) call these the “Alogi” or “Alogians” because they were unwilling to acknowledge the Word whom John preaches at the beginning of his Gospel as God. Some of the Photinians stand in their tracks. You see, Petrus Carolinus Pannonius, pastor of the church of Oradea, in his Explicat. doctr. de uno vero Deo, Patre, Filio et Spiritu sancto, p. 16, relates: “The first chapter of the evangelist John as a whole is rejected by some Photinians.” Valentinus, on the other hand, recognized no evangelist but John, as we mentioned earlier (§ 248) from Irenaeus. We must not, however, divide that sacred four-horse chariot of evangelists apart.
 

(3) There are some who concede that the Gospels were written by holy men of God, yet they argue that the Gospels in many places conflict with one another or with the truth, partly because the apostles at times made mistakes as men, partly because they did not hesitate to adorn zealously the glory of their Master with stories they made up. This is the way the heathen once blasphemed, according to Augustine (Retract., bk. 2, c. 16) as, for example, Julian the Apostate, according to Cyril (In Julian., bk. 10). According to the Damascene, Muhammad does this also (De centum haeresibus, bk. 10, toward the end). He cites this passage from the Qur’an: When Christ had arrived in heaven, God asked Him whether He had said that He was the Son of God, and it makes Him respond thus: “O Lord, have a gentle heart toward me. You know that this was not my prayer and that my service to You does not upset me. Those are the men who charged that I said this contrary to the laws, who came about me with a false accusation, and who erred exceedingly.” Cochlaeus (De Script. et ecclesiae auctoritate., c. 3) and, from him, Bellarmine (De verbo Dei, bk. 1, c. 61) state that Otho Brunfelsius taught the same thing during the last century. But they would have attributed that error more accurately to men of their faith. Albertus Pighius, Hierarch. eccles., bk. 1, c. 2, p. 8, Cologne edition of 1572: “The evangelists Matthew and John could have had a lapse of memory and could have lied.” Page 72: “Who has made you sure that, when the apostles wrote, they never made a mistake, they never fell asleep, as men do? Who has made you sure that only they have shown themselves to be the instruments of the Spirit, who dictated this to them?” Erasmus asserts that “at times the evangelists could have suffered a lapse of memory” (Annot. on Matthew 2 and 27). The Neophotinians especially have made this error their own. Socinus writes (De auctorit. Script., p. 14): “It could have happened among the evangelists that one retained the truth of such matters better than another and perhaps that one wrote a little or even very differently from another.” Page 104: “It can happen that everything that the account affirms about the evangelists and apostles is true, yet it can also be true that at times they erred slightly in this area.”
 

Against this dangerous error we set forth the following argument. Whoever wrote “as they were moved by the Holy Spirit” and whosesoever writing is “God-breathed,” such men were guilty of no error in the act of writing; otherwise that error would be attributed to the Holy Spirit. But the evangelists, no less than the prophets and apostles, wrote “as they were moved by the Holy Spirit” (2 Pet. 1:21), and their writing, no less than that of the prophets and apostles, is “God-breathed” (2 Tim. 3:16). Therefore they were not guilty of error in the act of writing. Augustine writes correctly: “It is right that the evangelists are free of all falsehood, not only the falsehood produced by lying but also that which comes from forgetfulness” (De cons. evang., bk. 2, c. 12). Epistle 8 ad Hieron.: “Once any lie is admitted into so great a peak of authority, there will remain no particle of these books that cannot be called into doubt.”
 


The Acts of the Apostles.
 

§ 253. In his commentary, Chrysostom notes that already at his time there was doubt as to “who is the author of that account.” Erasmus, however, rightly admonishes that “only the unlettered and inept” doubted or could have doubted it. For in fact, with careful planning, immediately in the introduction to Acts, Luke mentions the Gospel that he wrote to declare that he was the author of both writings and, by the memory of the Gospel that many already accepted with praise and veneration, to obtain the same confidence and grace for the book of the “Acts of the Apostles.” From this, in his preface to this book, Jerome writes: “There is no doubt that Luke, the physician from Antioch, wrote this book.” Jerome again, De vir. illustr.: “Luke, the disciple of the apostle (Paul) and his companion on every journey, wrote a Gospel …. He also published another fine book that is known by the title the ‘Acts of the Apostles,’ “etc. Sophronius, on Luke: “He wrote his Gospel in accord with what he had heard; however, the Acts of the Apostles he arranged in accord with what he himself observed.” Bede, on Acts: “Luke wrote the things that the apostles did, which he believed were enough to edify the faith of those who read and heard. He did this in such a way that this is the only book worthy of confidence in the Church that tells about the activities of the apostles, whereas all those are reproved who have dared to write what the apostles said and did without that faithfulness which was necessary.” This monostich is prefixed to the scholia of Oecumenius: “The Book of Acts that Luke wrote.” Bishop Dorotheus of Tyre relates that Luke wrote this book “at Paul’s command,” and Nicephorus also confirms this (Hist., bk. 2, c. 43). The primary, predisposing [[image: ]] cause, however, is the Holy Spirit Himself, who wanted to have down in writing what is contained in this book for the advantage of the Church until the end of the world. Therefore He impelled His instrument to do this holy work.
 

In De vir. illustr., Jerome mentions that Luke wrote this book in Rome. The time of writing they set as AD 60, in the fourth year of Nero’s rule and the twenty-seventh year after Paul’s conversion. They also note that it contains as many chapters as records of years contained therein. Although Luke was Syrian by nationality, he nevertheless wrote this account in Greek, as he did also his Gospel. Epiphanius reports (Haeres. 30, contra Ebionaeos): “This book was formerly preserved in Hebrew in the treasuries of the Jews in Tiberias.” Let the trustworthiness of this matter be in the hands of the reader. Even if there were such a thing, it has to be certain that it was a translation rather than the original writing. Jerome points out (on Isaiah 6): “The Greek language that Luke uses is quite elegant, in which Hebraisms are scattered occasionally.” Anyone who reads it will grasp that Luke used a style not unlike that which is used in the Greek version of the Old Testament. From this, one concludes that Luke was studiously explaining [the Greek Old Testament].
 

Acts consists of twenty-eight chapters, and it can be divided into two principal parts. The first contains the general history of those things that were common to the entire college of the apostles. The latter reveals the account of certain apostles specifically—namely, of Peter, Paul, and Philip, but especially of Paul, whose inseparable companion was the author of this book. It clearly explains Paul’s miraculous calling, Baptism, sermons, journeys, miracles, and persecutions.
 

§ 254. In Hist. eccles., bk. 4, c. 27, Eusebius reports regarding the Severians and, in c. 29, regarding Tatian and Cerinthus; Tertullian, in De praescript., reports concerning Cerdo; and Augustine, in Contra Adimantium and De utilit. cred., c. 3, reports regarding the Manichaeans that they “had the Book of Acts in no repute.” But that heretical depravity is of so little service in lessening the authority of this book that instead it gains more weight for it. For in fact, according to Eusebius (Hist., bk. 3, c. 25) and all the ancients who list the canonical books of the New Testament, Acts was counted as canonical by the approbation of the entire Church.
 

The introduction to the book reveals that it contains the second part of the Gospel account. “In the Gospel account, a grain of corn planted in the soil is described, but here it is described as having sprouted and gradually providing its fruits,” as Erasmus says in his Annot. on this passage. Therefore if one excludes the Book of the Acts of the Apostles from the canon, nothing else can happen but that he also excludes the Gospel of Luke from it. The truth of the history that is described in this book has been placed in such a bright light that not even the Jews, its most bitter enemies, have dared to deny it.
 

Luke also describes in this book the fulfillment of the prophets’ prophecies regarding the pouring out of the Holy Spirit upon the apostles, the calling of the Gentiles to Christ’s kingdom, the persecutions of the Church, etc. The style agrees in every respect with the rest of the canonical writings, the majesty of its subject matter and vocabulary sparkles everywhere, and as a result, the devout ancients adorn this book with their greatest praises. Jerome, preface to Acts, and, from him, Bede: “The Acts of the Apostles indeed seems to utter bare history and to tell of the infancy of the growing Church. If we know, however, that its author is Luke the physician, whose praise is in the Gospel, we shall notice that all his words likewise are medicine for the languishing soul.” Chrysostom, homily 1 on Acts, and from him, Theophylact:
 


Let us scrutinize this book with all care and diligence. Indeed, here we can see that the prophecies that Christ had indicated in the Gospel actually happened and were fulfilled, and we can see the truth resplendent in these happenings. In addition, the great change of the disciples for the better, a change implanted in them by the Spirit, is seen. In addition, here definite and solid statements can be found that, were this book not extant, no one would know so plainly. Instead, the Head and Summit of our salvation would lie hidden, and some things that pertain to life and to certain and solid statements about faith would be unknown and uncertain.

 




 

Especially memorable is what Jerome relates in De script. eccles.: that a presbyter from Asia dared to corrupt this book. He inserted into the accounts that Luke had published the Acts of Paul and Thecla and the entire account of the baptized lion. However, he was convicted of this fraud before the apostle John and frankly repented of this. In Haeres. 30, Epiphanius also says that the Ebionites added many not only false but also even wicked and disgraceful things to the apostolic Acts that Luke wrote. Purer antiquity, however, immediately wiped away these stains from it.
 


The thirteen Pauline Epistles.
 

§ 255. The thirteen Pauline Epistles are: Romans, 1 and 2 Corinthians, Galatians, Ephesians, Philippians, Colossians, 1 and 2 Thessalonians, 1 and 2 Timothy, Titus, and Philemon. It is evident that each and every one of these belongs to the canonical books of the New Testament on the basis both of their internal criteria and of the unanimous approval of the primitive Church, which never doubted that these were apostolic and accepted into the canon.
 

The devout ancients adorn Paul, the secondary author of these Epistles, with their praises. Chrysostom pursued his praises of Paul in detail in eight homilies. Cyril of Alexandria, bk. 1, on John, c. 9: “He is the receptacle of the mysteries of our Savior.” Jerome, Ad Pammach.: “He is the vessel of election, the trumpet of the Gospel, the roaring of our lion, the thunder of the nations, the river of Christian eloquence.” In vol. 4, p. 2, he calls him “the armory of Holy Scripture.” Eusebius (Hist., bk. 3, c. 24) calls him “more learned than all the apostles; he also is very powerful in his words and senses, and in a small collection of Epistles he contains immense and innumerable mysteries. Inasmuch as he was also snatched up to the third heaven, he saw what was happening there and took his instruction there as a disciple of the heavenly school in paradise.” Augustine, De civ. Dei, bk. 14, c. 9, calls him “the athlete of Christ, taught by Him, anointed of Him, crucified with Him, glorious in Him, a man who lawfully competes in a great conflict in the theater of this world, in which he becomes a spectacle for angels and humans, and pursues the prize of the supernal calling to the foremost things. Him we joyfully behold with the eyes of faith.”
 

The apostle wrote some of his Epistles before his captivity and some during his captivity. Before his captivity, he wrote seven in the following order: (1) 1 Thessalonians, (2) 2 Thessalonians, (3) 1 Timothy, (4) 1 Corinthians, (5) Titus, (6) 2 Corinthians, and (7) Romans. During his captivity at Rome, he wrote the rest, but there it is not very evident as to their order. Some arrange them as follows: (1) Philippians, (2) Colossians, (3) Philemon, (4) Ephesians, (5) Galatians, and (6) 2 Timothy. Nicephorus (Hist. eccles., bk. 2, c. 34) explains in detail the purpose or occasion for which the apostle wrote those letters. Here we note that golden statement of Augustine (Contra Crescon., bk. 1, c. 9): “Remember that the apostolic Epistles were written not only for those who were listening at the time they were written but also for us. You see, they are read in the Church for no other reason.”
 

§ 256. The Ebionites rejected all of Paul’s writings and called Paul himself “a Greek and an apostate,” according to Irenaeus (bk. 1, c. 26) and Epiphanius (Haeres. 30). Eusebius (Histor. eccles., bk. 6, c. 27) mentions that this same error pleased the Elcesaites. On the other hand, some heretics magnified Paul but despised the other apostles (Irenaeus, bk. 3, c. 13). Yet like the Christian faith, so also the canonical Scripture of the apostles and evangelists is all connected together. Regarding the Anomoeans, Epiphanius reports that they said that not everything in Paul’s Epistles was written “by the inspiration of the Holy Spirit” but that some things at times were written “under the direction of human prudence and reason alone” (Haeres. 76). That others also believed this is witnessed by Jerome (on Micah 5) and Augustine (Contra adv. legis et prophetar., bk. 2, c. 2). However, just as all of Old Testament Scripture is God-breathed, so also must we declare the same thing about each and every part of canonical Scripture in the New Testament.
 


Romans.
 

§ 257. Of the thirteen Pauline Epistles, the first is Romans, not in terms of the time of its writing but in dignity, for it is correctly called “the key to theology” because of the majesty of the things with which it deals. The occasion for its writing was this: There were at Rome both Jews and Gentiles who had been converted to Christ. The Jews were taking for themselves a sort of prerogative because of the divine covenant and their circumcision, urging the ceremonies of the Law and seeking to be justified partly by faith in Christ, partly by their works. The Gentiles, on the other hand, with high arrogance held the Jews in contempt as if God had rejected them. Also, many of them were using their freedom under the Gospel as license for the flesh. The apostle, therefore, wished to advise both with this Epistle.
 

Origen, preface to his commentary, concludes that Paul wrote this letter at Corinth on the basis of the following reasons: (1) Because he commends to the Romans Phoebe, whom he calls “a servant of the church at Cenchreae” (Rom. 16:1). But Cenchreae is the port of Corinth. (2) He greets them in the name of a certain Gaius, his “host,” about whom he writes to the Corinthians that he baptized him there (1 Cor. 1:14). (3) He greets them in the name of “Erastus, the city treasurer,” who, he writes, had remained at Corinth (2 Tim. 4:20). (4) The postscript added to this Epistle bears witness to the same thing.
 

Romans consists of sixteen chapters in which he joins to his introduction a treatment consisting both of a legal accusation of Gentiles and Jews—that both are guilty of sin—and of evangelical teaching concerning gratuitous justification and the consequent renewal of the life of justification. An epilogue follows this treatment.
 


1 Corinthians.
 

§ 258. To the extent that the Epistle to the Romans has authority in treating controversies of faith, so 1 Corinthians has authority in establishing church discipline. As a result, antiquity counts it in the second place among the Pauline Epistles. The occasion for its writing was this: The apostle had taught in Corinth for a year and a half (Acts 18:9-10). After the apostle’s departure, various scandals of doctrine and behavior arose, as generally happens in densely populated, rich, and powerful cities such as Corinth, which Cicero calls “the light and glory of all Greece” (Pro leg. Manil.). In the area of doctrine there were seducers who were eager to tear down Paul’s authority and who were bringing up various questions—about which the Corinthians consulted Paul by special letter. In the area of behavior, ambition, discord, luxury, greed, and many sins of this sort were holding sway. In this letter the apostle wanted to meet both evils and to reestablish church discipline.
 

Regarding the place where the Epistle was written, a certain discrepancy seems to occur in the final sentence of the Greek codex and in the account of the Acts of the Apostles. You see, the Greek text has that it was written at Philippi, where 2 Corinthians also was written. It is more likely, however, that it was written at Ephesus, for the apostle says, “I shall remain at Ephesus until Pentecost” (1 Cor. 16:8), and he greets the Corinthians in the name of the churches of Asia, but Philippi is a city of Macedonia. Furthermore, this Epistle was written before he passed through Macedonia (1 Cor. 16:5), and at that time the apostle was at Ephesus (Acts 19:[22]). Finally, he greets the Corinthians in the name of Priscilla and Aquila, but he left them at Ephesus when he went down to Macedonia (Acts 18:19). Some people reconcile this apparent contradiction in this way: that it was written at Ephesus but sent from Philippi. There is a more simple answer: that those postscripts did not come from the apostle Paul but were added by later writers.
 

It also has sixteen chapters in which, besides the introduction and epilogue, there is added in the middle a treatise partly censuring the schisms and sins that held sway in their behavior, partly teaching concerning adiaphora, matrimonial cases, the doctrine of the resurrection, etc.
 


2 Corinthians.
 

§ 259. This Epistle was written in the eighteenth or nineteenth year after Paul’s conversion and is almost entirely a defense. At that time he opposed false apostles and false teachers, as well as detractors who were interpreting his words and deeds in a sinister direction. Against both these groups he showed that he wrote nothing out of levity, ambition, or a desire to dominate—as the false teachers and detractors were portraying him—but out of a sincere concern for promoting their salvation. Yet mingled with his apologetic treatise are exhortation as well as rebukes of various kinds.
 

It consists of thirteen chapters. In these, after his introduction, he excuses the delay of his coming and the intensity of his rebukes (c. 1-2); gives an account of his ministry (c. 2-3); exhorts them to patience in adversities (c. 3-4), to piety (c. 5), to purity and chastity (c. 6-7), to give alms (c. 8-9); and, finally, he asserts his own authority with an enumeration of the labors, visions, and perils he had endured for the sake of the Gospel of Christ (c. 11-13). At the end he adds an epilogue.
 


Galatians.
 

§ 260. Galatians was written in the twenty-sixth year after his conversion, in AD 59. This was the occasion for its writing: The apostle had learned that the Galatians had allowed themselves to be misled by false apostles who were corrupting the pure teaching of the Gospel that the Galatians had received from Paul regarding justification by faith (or gratuitous justification through faith alone in Christ) by mixing in the righteousness of works. The false apostles were teaching that man is not justified by faith alone in Christ but that to attain righteousness before God and hence eternal life there is an additional need for the observance of the Law and, in fact, not only of the moral but also of the ceremonial law. With great strength, the apostolic spirit in this Epistle sets itself against their corrupting influences.
 

It consists of six chapters, and it is completed in three parts. In the first part the apostle asserts the authority of his apostleship against the detractions of the false apostles who were attacking the person, office, and calling of Paul in order to make suspect the apostle’s teaching about gratuitous justification by faith. In the second part he deals with the principal question by confirming the righteousness of faith and, on the other hand, by refuting the righteousness of works. In the third, he encourages them to pursue holiness because true faith reveals itself through good works.
 


Ephesians.
 

§ 261. For a two-year period Paul had preached the Gospel in Ephesus, the chief city of Ionia in Asia Minor (Acts 19:1), and had gathered quite a large church for Christ (1 Cor. 16:9), which after his departure he had entrusted to his disciple Timothy (1 Tim. 1:3) and of which the evangelist John is said to have been in charge later. [Paul] directed his letter to the inhabitants of that city. No schisms had been stirred up there; no false doctrine had been sown there, as among the Galatians. Rather, the impelling cause for writing was the far-seeing concern of the apostle lest they become weak and weary of the Gospel because of the chains that were binding him at Rome.
 

It consists of six chapters and falls into two parts. The first is the teaching part, for it explains the foundation of our salvation, which consists in the gratuitous election of our God, in the redemption performed by Christ, in our calling by the Gospel, in justification and the gift of an eternal inheritance. The latter part is exhortation: (1) a generic one about the responsibility of the devout in general, that they should pursue piety, harmony, love, and the other Christian virtues; and (2) a specific one about the duty of husbands to wives, parents to their children, masters to their slaves, etc.
 


Philippians.
 

§ 262. The apostle had begun a church at Philippi, the chief city of Macedonia (Acts 16:12). This church had sent Epaphroditus, through whom it had offered help to Paul. In this letter, therefore, the apostle responds to them and makes known their devout eagerness.
 

It consists of four chapters and falls into two parts. The first is exhorting, encouraging them to a steadfast faith and holy life; the second is of thanksgiving, in which he gives thanks for the benefits of the Philippians.
 


Colossians.
 

§ 263. Colosse was the principal city of Phrygia in Asia Minor, near Laodicea. There Epaphras, a fellow worker of the apostles, had gathered a congregation by preaching the Gospel. The apostle directed this Epistle to the inhabitants of that city. Although the people of Rhodes are found to have been called “Colossians” [Colossenses] because of their famous Colossus, the apostle nevertheless addresses not them but residents of Phrygia. The occasion for its writing was this: The Colossians had been attacked by false teachers. Some of these, who had come from Judaism, were confusing Moses with Christ and were arguing that the ceremonies of the Law were necessary for salvation. Some, who had been converted to the Christian faith from heathenism, were urging human rules from the teachings of the philosophers. At Epaphrus’s request, therefore, Paul wrote this Epistle to them from his captivity in Rome to strengthen them in the true faith and safeguard them against the false teachers.
 

It consists of four chapters in which, according to his usual method, (1) he fortifies the truth of the faith; (2) he hands down rules for life and behavior—both general rules, common to all Christians, as well as specific rules proper to certain groups, namely, to wives and husbands, to children and parents, to slaves and masters.
 


1 Thessalonians.
 

§ 264. Thessalonica was a town at the mouth of the Macedonian Bay, located at the middle of a bend in the coast. There the apostle, through his preaching of the Gospel, had converted some Jews and Gentiles to Christ (Acts 17:2). However, because of persecution that the still-unbelieving Jews had stirred up against him, he was not able to remain there long. When he realized that the church he had recently planted was falling into great danger because it was afraid of persecutions, he sent Timothy to it to strengthen the Thessalonians in their faith. Timothy noticed that they were not at all terrified by persecutions, that they were still constant in their faith and patient in their adversities, and he related everything to the apostle faithfully. So, in this Epistle, Paul praises them and bears witness of his faithfulness, care, and concern on their behalf. Later, he encourages them to a holy pattern of life, to love, and to a moderation of their grief over the dead, which occasion he uses to discuss the resurrection of the dead and the final judgment.
 

It consists of five chapters and falls into two parts, the former of which is of praising; the latter, of exhorting.
 


2 Thessalonians.
 

§ 265. The occasion for the writing of 2 Thessalonians was this: Some of the Thessalonians were understanding what the apostle had written in c. 3-4 of the first Epistle regarding the immediate coming of Christ as if the Day of the Lord were already upon them. In this Epistle, the apostle wanted to resist this false opinion.
 

It consists of three chapters and the same number of parts. The first of these is of praising, in which the apostle commends the Thessalonians for their faith, love, constancy, and patience and offers them comfort for opposing persecutions. The second part is of correcting, in which he forewarns against the error that Christ’s coming would happen soon and teaches that the Antichrist must be revealed first. The third is of disciplining, in which he urges them toward Christian virtues.
 


1 Timothy.
 

§ 266. At one time the Donatist Petilianus considered Paul’s disciple Timothy to be a layman, according to Augustine (Contra liter. Petiliani, bk. 3, c. 106). It is evident from the Epistles written to him, however, that he was a distinguished light of the Eastern Church, the bishop of Ephesus for forty years, as some think. The apostle had put this disciple of his in charge of the congregation at Ephesus that he [Paul] had planted. In this Epistle, then, [Paul] is instructing [Timothy] how he ought “to conduct himself in God’s house” and how he must perform his duty correctly.
 

It consists of six chapters and is entirely of teaching, for he is instructing Timothy regarding ecclesiastical duties, persons, and virtues.
 


2 Timothy.
 

§ 267. With regard to time, this is the last Epistle of St. Paul. He wrote it to Timothy a few days before his blessed departure [[image: ]] from his captivity at Rome.
 

It consists of four chapters and falls into three parts. In the first, he encourages Timothy to guard the soundness of doctrine with great zeal and not to allow any perils to move him from his confession. In the second, he forewarns him of misleading spirits that already at that time were springing up in the Church. In the third, he explains his own situation to Timothy and asks Timothy to come to him, to bring Mark with him, and to bring some of his own things to him.
 


Titus.
 

§ 268. Titus, to whom this Epistle was written, was bishop of the church of Crete, a faithful minister and dear friend of the apostle (2 Cor. 2:13; 7:6). The apostle sent him this Epistle from Macedonia. It has nearly the same theme as 1 Timothy.
 

It consists of three chapters and the same number of parts. The first teaches what sort of persons should be elected to the episcopate and diaconate. The second prescribes to individuals their duties. In the third he gives Titus advice about his office.
 

But yet, at one time, Marcion rejected these entire Epistles to Timothy and Titus, according to Epiphanius (Haeres. 42) and Jerome (commentary on Titus); however, they have always been considered canonical by the common approval of the entire Church. Augustine, De doctr. Christ., bk. 4, c. 16: “Paul wanted him on whom the persona of a teacher has been imposed in the Church to have always before his eyes these three apostolic Epistles.”
 


Philemon.
 

§ 269. The apostle calls Philemon his “fellow worker” (v. 1), namely, in preaching the Gospel. From this it appears that he was the minister of the church at Colosse (v. 17). Anselm calls him a bishop; Jerome, an evangelist. The occasion for the writing of this Epistle was this: Onesimus, Philemon’s servant, had secretly escaped from his master and had stolen some things from him. He went to Rome, was there converted to the Christian faith, and became a faithful servant to Paul in his imprisonment (Col. 4:9). Wanting to repay this faithfulness, the apostle earnestly intercedes for him with Philemon.
 

This treatise is divided into the proposition or explanation of his petition, the confirmation of his petition, and the confutation in which he removes the charge against Onesimus and promises that he himself will make satisfaction for him.
 

The Anomoeans held this Epistle in contempt as “written in human fashion,” as Epiphanius relates (Haeres. 76). The devout ancients, however, who list the canonical books of the New Testament, do not omit this Epistle.
 


1 Peter.
 

§ 270. In its inscription this Epistle is called “catholic” because it was written not to some one person—like Paul’s Epistles to Timothy, Titus, and Philemon—nor to some one particular church—as Paul’s to the Romans, Corinthians, etc.—but to converts from the Jews who were scattered here and there, as the inscription reveals. Yet certain matters in this Epistle occur that pertain chiefly to Gentiles (c. 2:5, 10; c. 4:3), namely, because converted Jews, along with those of the Gentiles who had been converted, were making up one Church and were embracing one another as brothers (1:14, 18). The apostle himself explains the aim of his writing toward the end of the Epistle. He says, “By Silvanus, a faithful brother as I regard him, I have written briefly to you, exhorting and declaring that this is the true grace of God in which you stand” (5:12). He had two purposes especially in this Epistle: (1) to bear witness to the converted Jews that the teaching regarding the grace of God through Christ, which they had embraced by faith and in the confession of which they were standing fast, is the one, indisputable way of salvation, heavenly truth, and immovable doctrine. (2) To exhort them both to persevere steadfastly in this faith and to live a life worthy of that confession and pleasing to God.
 

In 5:13 he greets those to whom he has written in the name of “the church that is gathered at Babylon,” from which one concludes that Peter wrote this Epistle in the city of Babylon. The question arises, however, whether we should take the name “Babylon” properly for the city of Egypt or metaphorically for the city of Rome. Those who claim the former use the following arguments: (1) It fits with the apostleship of Peter, inasmuch as he was especially appointed for the Jews (Gal. 2:7), a great number of whom were living in those eastern regions and especially in Babylon. (2) We should not abandon the literal sense unless necessity itself compels us, none of which appears here. Baronius makes the exception (vol. 1, Annal., ann. 45, no. 17): “Peter did not use the proper name for the city of Rome because he had escaped from prison and had fled from Jerusalem. He did not want everyone to know where he was living.” However, he first should have proved that Peter had gone from Jerusalem to Rome and wanted to hide there. (3) No reason can be offered why the apostle would want to conceal the name of the city of Rome and hint at it with a degrading name if he had written this letter from Rome. (4) Some of the Papists—Erasmus (Annotat.) and Costerus (Enchir., c. 3)—acknowledge this: “It is not inappropriate to say that the first Epistle of Peter was written from Babylon of Egypt.”
 

§ 271. Baronius claims the latter in vol. 1, Annal., ann. 45, no. 16, col. 380, where he declares that “they are mad who claim that these things were said about a Babylon other than Rome.” (See Estius, commentary on 1 Peter, col. 773.) These men, however, are looking at this for the purpose of being able to discover the number of years during which they imagine Peter was in charge of the Roman see: (1) Papias, in Eusebius, Histor., bk. 2, c. 14, contends that “Peter called Babylon ‘Rome’ by a metaphor of the word.” We respond. The same Eusebius testifies regarding Papias that “he invented some strange fables about our Savior along with some other fable-filled material in which he imagined that there would be a thousand years after the resurrection” (bk. 3, c. 36). Therefore his authority in the Church is not great.
 

(2) Jerome, Catal. scriptorum, on Mark: “Peter also mentions this Mark in his first Epistle, signifying Rome figuratively by the name ‘Babylon.’ “We respond. Baronius often differs from Jerome. In vol. 1, ann. 69, on the time of the martyrdoms of Paul and Peter, he claims that “he [Jerome] fell into an obvious error.” In ann. 51, no. 8, he writes that “he erred” regarding the time of the Council of Jerusalem. In ann. 62, no. 52, he disagrees with Jerome regarding the acceptance of the Epistle to the Hebrews, which the Latins rejected.
 

(3) “The learned reader will discover that in the divine Scriptures ‘Babylon’ is often used to foreshadow the Roman Empire.” For this opinion he cites Augustine, De civit. Dei, bk. 18, c. 22: “Rome was founded like a second Babylon and like the daughter of the first Babylon.” In agreement with this is what Gretserus (De Roman. Pontif., bk. 2, c. 2, no. 66) urges, that in Revelation 17, Rome is denoted by “Babylon.” For this opinion he cites Tertullian, Adversus Judaeos, c. 9, and Contra Marcion., bk. 3, c. 13. We respond. In Revelation this is rather the expression for the Antichristian empire that has its seat in the city of Rome. Nor is this proof very strong: “Elsewhere, the name Babylon is taken figuratively for the city of Rome; therefore here too.” In other places I could draw conclusions in the same way: The names “Sodom” and “Jerusalem” are taken figuratively in Revelation; therefore they are to be taken figuratively in other writings of the New Testament.
 

(4) “We take this to mean either Babylon of Assyria or Babylon of Egypt, which alone are called Babylon in Scripture, or figuratively, Rome. It is not Babylon of Egypt because there is no mention of the bishop of Babylon except five hundred years later under the younger Justin. Nor is it Babylon of Assyria, as is evident. Therefore we take it to mean Rome.” We respond. Even if there were no mention individually regarding Babylon of Egypt, still it would be enough that a congregation had been gathered in Egypt.
 

§ 272. Concerning this first Epistle of Peter, Eusebius witnesses (Histor. eccles., bk. 3, c. 3): “There never was in the Church any controversy about it as if it were not of Peter, who gives it his own name. For this reason it should be listed among the canonical books.” For this reason we also place it among the canonical books of the first rank. Among the ancients it is called the “Epistle to the Pontians” [Epistola ad Pontios], as is evident from Tertullian (at the end of his Scorpiac. adv. Gnosticos) and Cyprian (Testimonia, bk. 3, c. 36), because Pontus is named in the first place among the regions to which it was sent: “to the exiles of the dispersion in Pontus, Galatia,” etc. (1 Pet. 1:1).
 

In the theme that he placed at the beginning of his paraphrase of this Epistle, Erasmus suspects that “Peter had written to the same people still another letter before this first Epistle” because he says at the end of this Epistle: “By Silvanus … I have written briefly to you” (1 Pet. 5:12). However, the words of his second Epistle clearly refute this opinion: “This is now the second letter I have written to you, beloved” (2 Pet. 3:1). He ought not have said “second” but “third” had he already written them two. Therefore when he claims that he has written by Silvanus, he is speaking not about another but about this first Epistle. (Cf. Heb. 13:22; 2 John 12.) From the words of 1 Pet. 4:16—”But if as a Christian”—one gathers that this Epistle was written after the disciples already had begun to be called “Christians.” Luke mentions when this happened (Acts 11:26).
 

It consists of five chapters and contains, besides the preface and conclusion, (1) a remembrance of the spiritual benefits of God and (2) an exhortation to the true use of those benefits and to the pursuit of piety that is worthy of Christians.
 


1 John.
 

§ 273. (VIII) This too is called “catholic” because it was written to all Christians. Oecumenius calls it “encyclical.” The ancients say that this Epistle was written to the Parthians, for this title is given it by Possidius (Indiculus operum Augustini) and by Augustine himself (QQ. evang., bk. 2, c. 39) because in that area between the Tigris and Indus Rivers and in the places thereabouts there were many Jews from the ancient captivity and dispersion of the ten tribes. As a result they are again set in the first place (Acts 2:9); yet no less than Peter, John wanted this letter of his to belong also to those of the Gentiles who had been converted.
 

Eusebius (Hist. eccles., bk. 3, c. 25) and Jerome (Catalog.) bear witness that “there never was any doubt in the Church concerning the authority and author of this Epistle.” Indeed, the style and character, the constant inculcation of love, indicate sufficiently that John is the author of this Epistle, for which reason we put it among the canonical books of the first rank. In his commentary on this Epistle, Socinus claims: “The aim and theme of this letter are stated only by an exhortation to love, innocence of life, and the observation of Christ’s precepts.” The actual subject matter, however, shows that the theme of the Epistle extends more broadly.
 

It consists of five chapters and falls into three parts. The first is of teaching, concerning the person and office of Christ; the redemption performed through Christ; the benefits of Christ: adoption into sonship, the regeneration and indwelling of the Holy Spirit; about the coming of the Antichrist; the sin against the Holy Spirit; and the mystery of the Trinity. The second is of exhortation toward sanctity, purity, obedience, and especially to Christian love. The third is of warning about being wary of heretical seducers and antichrists. In Oeconomia biblica, Georgius Ederus follows Petrus Aureolus and claims that the apostle’s purpose was to treat carefully the three theological virtues: faith, hope, and charity.
 


[image: ]
 

44 Read usque ad instead of eoque ad.
 

45 From the sequence hymn Jocundare plebs fidelis by Adam of St. Victor.
 



  


CHAPTER X: ON THE CANONICAL BOOKS OF THE NEW TESTAMENT OF THE SECOND RANK
 


The Epistle to the Hebrews.
 

§ 274. To the canonical books of the New Testament of the second rank belong the following: the Epistle to the Hebrews. Some in the Church used to doubt and still doubt whether this Epistle should be numbered with Paul’s Epistles. Tertullian, Cyprian, Lactantius, and Arnobius quote it nowhere. Tertullian mentions it no more than once (De pudicit., c. 20), but he claims: “It was not written by Paul but by Barnabas.”
 

Eusebius, Hist. eccles., bk. 3, c. 3: “Fourteen Epistles of Paul are obvious and clear. But it would not be right to ignore the fact that some rejected the letter to the Hebrewis—those of the church at Rome—as if it were not Paul’s, asserting that it is spoken against. And what those who preceded us have said about it, I shall add in its own place.” In the same book, c. 32:
 


In his epistle that he wrote in the persona of the Roman church to the Corinthians, Clement drew many ideas from the Epistle written to the Hebrews. In fact, he even uses certain expressions from it word for word ([image: ]), which proves clearly that this is not a recent and new writing. For this reason, it did not seem wrong to list it among the rest of the apostle’s writings. You see, because in this writing Paul spoke to the Hebrews in his native tongue, some say that the evangelist Luke translated this Epistle; others, that Clement did, something that seems to be more in harmony with the truth for this reason: both the epistle of Clement and that written to the Hebrews contain a similar character of diction, and the ideas of each do not differ much from each other.

 




 

Hist., bk. 6, c. 20: “There has come to us the disputation of Caius, a fluent man, delivered at Rome under Zephirinus against Proclus, proponent of the Cataphrygian heresy. In it, to shut up the rash audacity of the opposing party by which they were bringing some new scriptures, he mentions only thirteen Epistles of the holy apostle and does not count Hebrews among the others. Up till now also, some of the Romans do not think it is of the apostle.”
 

Origen, in a homily on that Epistle recorded by Eusebius in Histor., bk. 6, c. 25: “The character of the diction of the Epistle entitled ‘to the Hebrews’ does not have in its words the style of the apostle ([image: ]), for he confessed that he was unskilled in his speech, that is, in his diction. The Epistle, however, is quite Greek in the composition of its diction ([image: ]). Anyone skilled in differentiating among styles will admit this. Again, anyone who pays careful attention to reading the apostle will admit that the ideas of this Epistle are great ones and by no means inferior to those letters that are, without contradiction, apostolic, and that this is true.” And later:
 


To state my opinion, I, on the other hand, would have said that the ideas of this Epistle are of the apostle, but the style and structure are of someone else who took notes of the apostle’s statements and put them down—like lecture notes [scholia] that he heard from his teacher. It is of someone who remembed apostolic things and as of one who took notes of the things said by his teacher. So if a church has considered this Epistle as being by Paul, let it embrace and approve it also by this name ([image: ]), for it was not for no reason that ancient men handed down that it was Paul’s. God knows who wrote it, but the story has come to us that some say it was written by Bishop Clement of Rome but that others say it was written by Luke, who also gave us his Gospel and the Acts.

 




 

Nazianzen, letter to Seleucus, writes: “Some consider the Epistle to the Hebrews to be spurious.”
 

Jerome, Catal. viror. illustr., on Caius: “Caius, a certain ancient and learned author, listed no more than thirteen Epistles of Paul. The fourteenth, which is called Hebrews, he says is not Paul’s. Yet also among the Romans up to this day, it is still not considered to be of the apostle Paul.” Ibid., on Paul: “The Epistle that is called ‘to the Hebrews’ is not considered his because of a dissonance of style and speech.” On Isaiah 6: “Latin custom does not accept this Epistle.” On Isaiah 8: “The Latin Church does not accept the Epistle to the Hebrews among canonical Scripture.” On Isaiah 50: “This is said also in the Epistle that is called ‘to the Hebrews.’ “On Jeremiah 31: “The apostle Paul, or whoever else wrote the Epistle to the Hebrews, used this testimony.” On Zechariah 8: “Nevertheless if the Latin language does not reject taking up the Epistle by authority of the Greeks ….” On Matthew 26 he writes: “Many of the Latins had doubts about it.”
 

Augustine speaks frequently about this Epistle as if it were of doubtful authority, as one may see in his Enchir., c. 8; De peccat. merit. et remiss., bk. 1, c. 27, etc. In De civ. Dei, bk. 10, c. 5, he speaks in this way: “… in the Epistle that is entitled ‘to the Hebrews.’ “Vives comments on this passage: “He means that the author is uncertain.” De civ. Dei, bk. 16, c. 22: “Many say that the Epistle to the Hebrews belongs to the apostle Paul, but some deny it.” On this passage, Vives makes the following comment: “Jerome, Origen, Augustine, and other ancients are undecided about this. Before the time of Jerome, the Latins did not accept this Epistle among the sacred books.”
 

Platina, Vita Petri, p. 10: “The Epistle to the Hebrews, which is published abroad under the name of Paul, was considered uncertain because of a difference of style and speech. Also, there used to be those who ascribed it to Luke and Barnabas and Clement.”
 

Cajetan says that it is not a canonical Epistle—it proves the eternity of Christ from the figurative sense of 2 Samuel 7 (Heb. 1:5).
 

In Bibl., bk. 7, Sixtus Senensis says, “Some attribute it to Tertullian,” which is a completely absurd statement because Tertullian himself attributes it to Barnabas.
 

Erasmus, Annot. on Acts 1, p. 199: “The Epistle to the Hebrews was accepted late.” On Hebrews 2, p. 493: “Stapulensis brings the interpreter of this Epistle to court; whoever he may have been is uncertain, so it is not likely that Paul wrote it. Actually, there are those who think that Luke was its interpreter.” Page 498: “It is uncertain whether Paul is the author of this Epistle.” He discusses this matter most broadly toward the end of his commentary on this Epistle, where he says (p. 517): “It differs far and wide from Paul’s style as regards diction, but it comes very close to Paul’s heart and spirit.” Also: “One can conclude from many indications—if not certain, at least probable—that it was written by someone other than Paul.”
 

Of our people, blessed Luther (on Genesis 48, f. 643) thinks that Apollos is its author. In his preface to this Epistle, he claims: “It belongs neither to Paul nor to another apostle because its author (in 2:3) declares that he is a disciple of the apostles, something that Paul denies about himself (Gal. 1:12),” and also because in 6:4 and 10:26 “it seems to deny repentance to sinners after Baptism.” Nevertheless he concludes: “This is a beautiful and especially outstanding Epistle, written by a disciple of the apostles.” Dr. Hunnius, on Hebrews 2 and in his Exam. Bellarm., bk. 1, de verbo Dei, c. 17, p. 153, likewise denies that Paul wrote it. Dr. Lucas Osiander, preface to this Epistle: “It is proved that it is not Paul’s because the style is not Pauline and because the author professes to be a disciple of the apostles, which Paul denies about himself. Perhaps we ought to attribute it to Barnabas or Apollos, but more to the latter because he was of a more favorable spirit.” Dr. Andreas Osiander, Anal. de eccles. contra Greg. de Valent., p. 484: “It is written in the apostolic spirit, but it is not Pauline.” Dr. Mentzer, Apol. cont. Pistor., p. 247: “I admit that I do not know who the author of this Epistle is. Other arguments as well as especially the passage 2:3 completely persuade me that it does not belong to Paul.”
 

Of the Calvinists, Beza, Hemmingius, Aretius, and Whitaker leave the matter of its author undecided. Calvin, Marloratus, and Arminius say that it is Paul’s.
 

Of the Photinians, Eniedinus says that this Epistle is not canonical because in 11:21, 9:19, and 9:4 things are quoted from the Scripture of the Old Testament that are not extant there and because in 1:6 and 10:5, 13, and 16 some things are not cited carefully enough. Nevertheless in De auctorit. Script., p. 70, Socinus acknowledges that the Epistle to the Hebrews is Paul’s. In Solut. scrupul., p. 34, he calls the author of that Epistle “a divine writer.” In the Theses de offic. Christ., 4: “We think that no sufficiently firm reason can be given as to why the Epistle to the Hebrews ought not have authority in deciding controversial questions.”
 

§ 275. On the other hand, however, some of the ancients, as well as more recent people, affirm that this Epistle is both canonical and Pauline. Clement of Alexandria, Hypotypos., according to Eusebius, Hist. eccles., bk. 6, c. 11: “This Epistle clearly is Paul’s and was written in Hebrew for Hebrews but was translated into Greek by Luke.” It is placed in the catalog of Holy Scripture under Paul’s name by the Council of Laodicea, canon 59; the third Council of Carthage, canon 47; the Council of Rome under Gelasius; etc. It is numbered among the Pauline Epistles by Athanasius (Synopsis), Cyril (Thesaurus, bk. 12, c. 9), Nazianzen (Carmina), Amphilochius (Carm. ad Seleucum), Chrysostom (commentary on this Epistle), Epiphanius (Haeres. 76), John of Damascus (bk. 4, c. 18), etc. Dionysius (Epistle ad Tit.) quotes it under the name of Paul. Theophylact wonders at the shamelessness of those who deny this. Athanasius, Dial. 1 de Trinit.: “This Epistle is believed to be by Paul, who announced the Gospel of Christ.” In Catal. haeres., Philaster numbers those who reject this Epistle or who deny that it is Paul’s among the heretics.
 

Also, some of the Latin fathers acknowledge that this Epistle is Pauline. Jerome, Epistle 29 ad Dardanum:
 


Our people must say this: that this Epistle that is entitled “to the Hebrews” is accepted as if Paul’s, not only by the Eastern churches but also by all the churches formerly and the writers of the Greek language, though most think that either Barnabas or Clement is the author. It makes no difference whose it is, because it is by a churchman and is honored by being read daily in our churches. However, if the custom of the Latins does not accept it among the canonical Scriptures, if the churches of the Greeks do not accept the Apocalypse of John with the same freedom, we nevertheless accept both because we follow certainly not the custom of this time but the authority of the ancients, who frequently use the testimonies of both, not as they at times are accustomed to do in regard to apocryphal writings—and indeed they use examples of heathen literature not rarely—but as if from the canonical, ecclesiastical writings.

 




 

Hilary (De Trinitat., bk. 12), Ambrose (De Cain, bk. 2, c. 2), Augustine (De doctrin. Christ., bk. 2, c. 8), Rufinus (Symb.), Avitus Viennensis (Carm.), Isidore (Origin., bk. 6), and Cassiodorus (Div. lect., bk. 1, c. 4) claim it is Pauline. Ambrose, on Psalm 119, calls it Pauline, and he wrote commentaries on it as a Pauline Epistle. Gregory quotes it in Moral., bk. 5, c. 3.
 

Of the more recent theologians, the following make the same claim: Flacius (Annot. N. T., in the introduction to this Epistle), Chytraeus (Onomast., p. 186), Palladius (Isag. Bibl.), Gesnerus (Comp. doctr. coelest., locus 1, p. 13), and many others.
 

Of the Calvinists, almost all teach this. Calvin, bk. 3, c. 3, § 21: “Some good men, offended by the harshness of the passages (of Hebrews 6 and 10) have believed that this is a spurious Epistle. Nonetheless in every part it has the true flavor of the apostolic spirit.” Whitaker, Controv. de Script. 1, q. 1, c. 16: “We all concede that in every way this Epistle is canonical; it is not just as clear, however, whether Paul wrote it.” Paraeus, Disput. de Script., thesis 106: “The Epistle to the Hebrews is Paul’s; thus we deduce clearly that it is divine and canonical from Scripture, 2 Thess. 3:17.” (Cf. Piscator, Anal.; Keckermann, Syst. theol., p. 184.)
 

Of the Papists, Lindanus affirms: “One must believe that Paul wrote it no less than he must believe it is canonical Scripture” (Panop., bk. 4, c. 100). Bellarmine (De verb. Dei, bk. 1, c. 17) claims that “one can prove easily that it is both canonical and by Paul.” Estius makes the same claim in his preface to this Epistle.
 

§ 276. Arguments are not lacking by which it could be proved that Paul wrote this Epistle. (1) The author of this Epistle recommends a certain well-known disciple: Timothy (13:23). But no one had such a disciple besides the apostle Paul. Oecumenius urges this argument in his preface to this Epistle.
 

(2) The author of this Epistle makes mention of his bonds (10:33). We have this frequently in Paul: Phil. 1:7ff.; Col. 4:18; 2 Tim. 2:9; Philem. 9-10.
 

(3) We conclude its truly apostolic majesty and truly divine spirit from many indications.
 

(4) It has many of the same axioms as Paul has: compare Heb. 1:2-3 with Col. 1:14-17; Heb. 5:12-13 with 1 Cor. 3:1-2; Heb. 9:15 with Rom. 3:25; Heb. 10:34 with 1 Thess. 2:14; Heb. 11:11-12 with Rom. 4:18-19; Heb. 12:1 with 1 Cor. 9:24; Heb. 13:9 with Eph. 4:14; Heb. 13:15-16 with Rom. 12:1-2; Heb. 13:18 with 2 Cor. 1:11-12; etc.
 

(5) Second Peter 3:15 witnesses that Paul wrote to the Hebrews when it says, “Just as our beloved brother Paul also wrote to you,” namely, to the Hebrews; for it is concluded that 1 Peter was written to them from 1:1 and that the second was written to them from 3:1. Either that Epistle has disappeared or this is it. It is not likely that it has perished because divine kindness has preserved the Epistle to Philemon, which is brief and appears to discuss only private business. Because the apostle wrote so many Epistles to churches gathered from the Gentiles, it is likely that he would have written at length and accurately about the mystery of salvation through Christ to Hebrews who had been brought up under the divine Law. The subject matter itself says that this is being done in this Epistle.
 

(6) Peter (loc. cit.) witnesses that Paul wrote to the Hebrews concerning those things about which he himself writes to them in his own Epistle. Now, a comparison shows that the same subjects are being treated in Peter’s Epistle and in this letter to the Hebrews. Peter teaches that all things that have to do with life are given us through Christ, who is the Son of God and our Mediator, about whom the prophets prophesied. The author of the Epistle to the Hebrews shows the same thing at length. Peter urges the Hebrews to pursue piety and holiness and gives a grave warning about the destruction awaiting the apostate. The author of the Epistle to the Hebrews teaches the same thing at length.
 

(7) Peter says that Paul wrote “according to the wisdom given him” (2 Pet. 3:15). But that divine wisdom glows in the sentences and words of this Epistle.
 

(8) In the same place Peter bears witness about those things Paul writes about in the Epistle to the Hebrews and in his other Epistles, that there “are some things difficult to understand [[image: ]], which the ignorant and unstable twist …” (2 Pet. 3:16). But such things occur in Hebrews 6 and 10.
 

(9) In 2 Thess. 3:17, Paul affirms that he closes all his Epistles with the subscript of human words: “The grace of our Lord Jesus Christ be with you all. Amen.” With this mark he wants his Epistles to be recognized and distinguished from others. But now, this little statement is found at the end of this Epistle (Heb. 13:[25]).
 

(10) We observe the same technique in this Epistle as we note in the rest of the Pauline Epistles. For he first explains the mystery of salvation given us through Christ, and from that he then draws exhortations to pursue piety.
 

§ 277. The following are the more significant arguments that are brought for the opposite position. (1) “In his Epistles, Paul generally sets down his name first, but this is not done in this Epistle.” We respond. Jerome, in his preface to the Epistles of Paul, responds violently that if it is not Paul’s because it does not bear his name, then no one wrote it because it bears the title of no one. First John likewise has no name added in the title; nonetheless no one doubts that it is John’s. Others respond that Paul did not want to make express mention of his name because he knew that it was hateful to the Hebrews, who indeed had accepted the rumor that he taught people to revolt from the Law. By the omission of his name, then, Paul wanted to take care, lest the Hebrews see the title and immediately reject the Epistle. This is the view of Athanasius (Dial. 1 de S. Trinit.). Some respond that the greeting and name were omitted because this Epistle was written in book style rather than in letter style, for it says at the end: “For I have written to you briefly” (13:22), something he did not intend to say about the Epistle, since this is a long letter. Jerome offers another reason for the omission of the name (on Galatians 1): “Because the apostle intended in this Epistle (3:1) to call Christ ‘the Apostle of our confession,’ he did not want to call himself the ‘apostle’ Paul at the beginning, according to his usual custom, lest he appear to compare himself with Christ in some respect.” (See the statement of Clement of Alexandria in Eusebius, Histor., bk. 6, c. 13.) In his preface to this Epistle, Theodoret and, from him, Thomas Aquinas, in his commentary, respond that the name was omitted “because Paul was not an apostle for the Jews but for the Gentiles” (Gal. 2:9; 1 Tim. [2]:7). This, however, must by no means be taken exclusively, but rather comparatively, for the apostle did preach quite often to the Jews (Acts 13:46; 28:23; etc.). Beza testifies (Annot.): “In all my codices, with only one exception, I found this inscription: ‘The Epistle of the Apostle Paul to the Hebrews.’ “Therefore it is likely that the name of Paul was ascribed at first but was later removed.
 

(2) “In Heb. 6:1-2, mention is made of catechizing, yet that custom appears to have started only after Paul’s time.” We respond. On the contrary, we see from Gal. 6:6 that the custom of catechizing was already in use at Paul’s time: “Let him who is taught in the Word [[image: ]] share all good things with him who teaches.” Acts 18:25-26 says the following about Apollos: “He had been instructed [[image: ]] in the way of the Lord.”
 

(3) “The author of this Epistle counts himself in the number of the disciples of the apostles (2:3). But now, the apostle Paul strongly denies that he had learned anything in the Gospel from men” (Gal. 1:22; 2:6). Bellarmine responds: “Paul is not speaking here about confirmation through instruction, which he is discussing in the Epistle to the Galatians, but about confirmation through miracles, for he says that salvation, that is, the preaching of salvation, was confirmed through the apostles as God bore witness through signs and miracles.” It is more simple to respond that these things are to be understood through communication [per [image: ]] or by considering as common [[image: ]], by which the person who speaks or listens associates himself with the hearers or readers and transfers to himself what properly belongs to them. Examples of this occur in Isa. 53:3; 1 Cor. 4:6; 11:31-32; 15:51; 1 Thess. 4:17; especially 1 Pet. 4:3; and in this Epistle, 3:6, 14; and, in fact, in this passage 2:3.
 

(4) “In Chapter 6 and 10 there seems to be a denial of repentance and forgiveness to sinners after Baptism. In 12:17 Esau is said not to have found a place of repentance. These points seem to be opposed to the analogy of faith.” We respond. By this argument not only the author of this Epistle but also its actual canonical authority would be called into doubt, something that no one will say easily. We have explained how one must take those passages in our articles On Repentance [Commonplace XVIII] and On Actual Sins [Commonplace XIII].
 

(5) “Until the time of Jerome, the Latins did not accept it.” We respond. Judgment on this matter can be drawn from the testimonies we cited from the ancients on each side of the question. Bellarmine asserts: “All the Latins after Lactantius acknowledge this Epistle as Pauline,” though Jerome, nearly two hundred years later than Lactantius, says in c. 8 on Isaiah: “The Latin Church does not accept this Epistle.”
 

(6) “Some things in it are quoted as if from the Old Testament that are not held among the Hebrews as, for example, Heb. 12:21: ‘(Indeed, so terrifying was the sight that) Moses said: “I tremble with fear.” ‘ It was not the custom of the apostles, however, to use testimonies from apocryphal writings.” We respond. Paul even cites some things from the heathen, namely, from Aratus, Menander, and Epimenides. It is probable that Paul had this from tradition, just as in the case also of the names of the mages Jannes and Jambres (2 Tim. 3:8). Thomas Aquinas responds: “This very fact proves that Moses said it.” Some respond that Exod. 19:19 says of Moses that which agrees with this passage, namely: “And as the sound of the trumpet grew louder and louder, Moses spoke, and God answered him with a voice.” From this they conclude that Moses was terrified by the trumpet blare, that he complained about his fear, and that God lifted him up with His gentle voice.
 

(7) “The style and character of speech have no affinity with Paul’s diction” (Jerome, Catal. illustr., on the word “Paul”). We respond. The opposite conclusion is drawn from the similarity of phrases and from the methodology. Moreover, also in the other Pauline Epistles a certain diversity of style occurs.
 

(8) “The author of the Epistle says that he is not laying a foundation of doctrine (6:1). Yet the apostles do do this.” We respond. We take [image: ] [“first principles,” Heb. 5:12] to mean the rudiments and beginnings of doctrine for beginners that, at this time and in this Epistle, he did not consider necessary to set down. Otherwise he most especially laid the foundations of heavenly doctrine concerning Christ’s person and office, faith, forgiveness of sins, etc.
 

(9) “The passage Heb. 9:4 seems to speak contrary to a canonical book (1 Kings 8:9), where we read: ‘There was nothing in the ark except the two tables of stone.’ “This is Cajetan’s argument. Theophylact responds: “At Solomon’s time there was nothing else in the ark except the tables of the Law (as 1 Kings 8 says), but later the Jews also placed the urn and rod within the ark.” From Hebrews, Lyra and Vatablus respond: “At first, indeed, manna and Aaron’s rod were in the ark, and it is about this time that the Epistle to the Hebrews is speaking. Later, they were taken from the ark, and the discussion (in 1 Kings 8) concerns this time.” Some refer the relative pronoun [image: ] [“which”] in the apostolic passage not to the closest noun, [image: ] [“ark”], but to a more distant one, namely, [image: ] [“tabernacle”]. Some respond that the preposition [image: ] [“in”] has the same force in this passage as “near.” In either case, it remains true that only the tables were within the ark, for the vase and the rod were before the ark (Exod. 16:34; Num. 17:[8]; 1 Kings 8:9). We say that the noun “ark” is taken in two ways: first, for the entire body of the ark, which includes also the side compartments in which lay Aaron’s rod and the urn with the manna; second, for the interior and what we would call the belly of the ark, in which lay only the tables of the Law.
 

(10) “In c. 1, the author of the Epistle proves that Christ is the Son of God from the words of 2 Sam. 7:14: ‘I will be his Father.’ Yet these words are understood literally of Solomon. Firm arguments, however, are drawn only from the literal sense” (Cajetan, ibid.). We respond. On the contrary, the apostles are able to seek firm arguments even from the allegories of the Old Testament, because they wrote by the immediate impulse of the Holy Spirit. Furthermore, 2 [Sam.] 7 contains some things that in the literal sense fit Solomon but also some that fit Christ, as is explained more fully in its own place.
 

(11) “In 9:20, the author of the Epistle, speaking about a testament in its proper sense as something that is confirmed by the death of its testator, quotes the words of Exod. 24:8: ‘This is the blood of the testament that God has commanded you.’ Yet in Exodus, according to the Hebrew verity, a ‘pact’ is mentioned, not a ‘covenant.’ “This is Erasmus’s argument. We respond. Not only the author of this Epistle but also the Septuagint translators translate the word [image: ] as [image: ] (“testament”). In fact, the apostle himself uses it this way in Rom. 9:4; Gal. 3:17; and 4:24. The matter itself proves this, because the promise of eternal life published in the Old Testament was a covenant and testament in diverse respects, as we explain elsewhere.
 

§ 278. Therefore we show our agreement with this latter position and claim that the Epistle to the Hebrews is (1) a letter of Paul himself; (2) canonical, but it is of the second rank because some people in the Church once had doubts about it; (3) written in Greek.
 

Clement of Alexandria (Stromat., bk. 4), Eusebius (Hist. eccles., bk. 3, c. 32), Jerome (Catal. script. illustr.), and certain others of the ancients think that it was written in Hebrew and was translated into Greek by Luke or Barnabas. We think, however, that it is more likely that Paul himself wrote it in Greek: (1) Because the Greek language at that time was familiar to most Jews, especially to those who were living in Asia Minor. (2) Since Peter and James wrote their Epistles addressed to the scattered Jews in Greek, it is likely that Paul did the same thing. (3) Since Paul wrote all the rest of his Epistles in Greek, it is likely that in this Epistle, too, he used the same character of speech followed by the canonical books of the New Testament. (4) With this Epistle, the apostle wanted to advise not only the Hebrews but also other nations, among whom the Greek language was in use. (5) The style and diction of this Epistle have the flavor of Greek eloquence, not of Hebrew. (6) Had the Epistle been written in Hebrew, Hebraisms ought to appear here and there in the Greek translation. Hebraisms, however, are less frequent in this Epistle than in the rest. (7) There is no ancient writer who testifies that he saw a Hebrew copy of this Epistle. (8) The Old Testament Scriptures are quoted in it not according to the Hebrew sources but according to the Septuagint translation. (9) The Hebrew name Melchizedek is translated as “king of righteousness” and Salem as “peace.” This, however, in no wise fits, if he wrote in Hebrew. (Cf. Franciscus Junius, Paral., bk. 3, on c. 9 of this Epistle, p. 479.)
 

The subscript shows that it was sent from Italy through Timothy. Chrysostom adds that it was written from prison in Rome.
 

Athanasius explains the theme of this Epistle in his Synopsis in this way: “Because the Jews were devoting themselves to the Law and its shadows, for this reason the apostle Paul became the teacher of the Gentiles and was sent to the Gentiles to preach the Gospel to them. When he had written to all the Gentiles, now, finally, he writes also to all the Hebrews—those of the circumcision who had believed. He writes to them this Epistle that is filled with statements and proofs of the coming of Christ and the Law’s shadow, which Christ’s coming brought to an end.” Thomas notes: “This Epistle was written against the errors of certain people who, after their conversion from Judaism to faith in Christ, wanted to observe the legal matters of the Old Testament along with the Gospel, as if the grace of Christ were not sufficient for salvation.” The aim and sum of the entire Epistle consists in this: that Jesus Christ, true God and true man, was promised in the Old Testament and revealed in the New as the Messiah, the only prophet, priest, and king of the Church; that He was foreshadowed by the Levitical ceremonies; that by Him the entire Church of God must be illumined and sanctified; that embracing His Gospel by faith, we should produce fruits worthy of the Gospel.
 

It consists of thirteen chapters in which are discussed (1) Christ and His person and office; (2) the duties of Christians by which they must show their gratitude to their Redeemer, to which pertains also patience, which must be shown in persecutions suffered because of Christ.
 


The Epistle of James.
 

§ 279. At times there were likewise doubts in the Church about this Epistle. Eusebius, Hist. eccles., bk. 2, c. 23: “This Epistle, which is first among the catholic Epistles, is said to be the work of James. But one should note that it is not considered genuine ([image: ]), for not many of the ancients mention it, just as they also do not mention that Epistle which is entitled “of Jude,” though it, too, is one of the seven that are called ‘catholic.’ Nevertheless we know that these, along with the rest, are read publicly in many churches.” (In De verbo Dei, bk. 1, c. 18, arg. 3, Bellarmine accuses the historians of Magdeburg of lying for calling the Epistle of James “corrupt” from Eusebius. But look closely at the actual words of Eusebius and the entire matter will become quite clear.) The same Eusebius, in Hist., bk. 3, c. 22, after his enumeration of the canonical books of the New Testament of the first rank, adds: “But the following are the ones spoken against, though they are well-known to many: the Epistle that is attributed to James,” etc. Book 6, c. 12: “Clement of Alexandria has made detailed explanations of all of canonical Scripture in such a way that he has omitted not even those which are spoken against.” Chapter 13: “He is speaking about the catholic Epistles.” Jerome, Catal. illustr., on James: “James, the brother of the Lord, wrote a brief Epistle that belongs to the seven canonical Epistles. It is claimed to have been published by someone else under his name, though it gradually gained authority as time passed.” Cassiodorus, Div. lect., bk. 1, c. 8: “Clement of Alexandria declared that the Epistle of James was written in the Attic language, and we have had it translated into Latin.”
 

Of the more recent writers, Cajetan (commentary on this Epistle) says: “It is still not very certain whether this Epistle is by James, the brother of the Lord. The salutation placed here is so pure that it is not in conformity with the salutation of any other apostolic Epistle. You see, it says nothing of God, nothing of Jesus Christ, nothing of grace, nothing of peace. Instead, it gives a greeting in the secular fashion. Also, the author does not call himself an apostle but only a servant of Jesus Christ.” Erasmus, c. 1, Act., p. 199: “There has been some doubt about the Epistle of James.” On James 5, p. 523: “Regarding this Epistle, though filled with salutary precepts, there once was doubt as to whose work it was. Nowhere does it appear to report that apostolic majesty and gravity, nor as much Hebraism, as one might expect from James, who was bishop of Jerusalem.” St. Jerome (Catalog. script. eccles.) indicates on the basis of the authority of Hegesippus: “There were many disciples who had this name. Even he does not call himself an apostle in the title of the Epistle, though in our versions the cognomen ‘apostle’ has been added. With great agreement, however, the Greek versions cry out against this.” And later: “Although I shall do battle with no one over this issue, I approve of this Epistle and cherish it. I am surprised at this: that regarding these matters no one makes more hateful and more secure declarations than those who cannot even explain in what language it was written, Hebrew or Greek, or who translated it into Latin. Such a great man as Jerome had his doubts and prudently tells us what he thought. The less we understand, the more boldly we make our affirmation.” Luther writes (De capt. Babyl.): “Many make the probable claim that this Epistle is not James’s nor worthy of the apostolic spirit.” They are moved by two arguments: (1) From the style. James says that we are justified not only by faith but also by works, which seems to be opposed to Paul. (2) From the object. James makes no mention of Christ, nor of the Gospel.
 

—Campianus reproaches us with the charge that Luther called this Epistle “contentious, tumid, dry, of straw, and unworthy of the apostolic spirit” (Rat. 1). We respond. Certainly, in the first edition of his German Bible, in his preface to the Epistle of James,46 he writes: “In dignity it cannot compete with the Epistles of Peter and of Paul. Rather, it is an Epistle of straw if it is compared with those.” However: (1) Nowhere does he call it “contentious, tumid, dry.” (2) It is one thing to speak simply [[image: ]], another to speak comparatively [[image: ]]. (3) Those words have been omitted in later editions of the Bible. After 1526, Luther does not call it “of straw” in any edition of the Bible. (4) He rather holds the opposite position in those later editions, namely, that though the ancients rejected it, he nevertheless praises it and considers it useful and profitable.—
 

Dr. Lucas Osiander, preface [to this Epistle]: “The early Church had doubts about it not unjustly, for it mentions Christ’s name only twice nor does it teach us anything about His benefits, suffering, and merit. Furthermore, it contends that Abraham was not justified by faith alone. Finally, it calls the Church a ‘synagogue,’ which is foreign to the custom of the apostles.”
 

§ 280. Arguments to prove that this Epistle is apostolic, however, are not lacking. (1) Not only does it contain nothing unworthy of an apostle, but it also shows apostolic gravity and zeal in all things. (2) The Council of Laodicea and the third Council of Carthage quote it under James’s name. (3) The following give their testimony to it: Origen (homily 7 on Joshua), Epiphanius (Haeres. 76), Athanasius (Synopsis), Dionysius (De divin. nom., c. 4), Cyprian (Ad Novatianum), Jerome (Ad Paulinum), Augustine (Epistle 29 ad Hieron.; De doctr. Christ., bk. 2, c. 8), Rufinus (Exposit. symb.), Isidore (Etymolog., bk. 6, c. 1), the Damascene (Orth. fid., bk. 4, c. 18), and as many as published a catalog of the canonical books of the New Testament.
 

§ 281. These are the more significant arguments that are set forth for the opposite. (1) “The Syriac version attributes this Epistle to James, the son of Zebedee, the brother of John, for this is the way the inscription reads on the three Epistles, namely, of this one, of 1 Peter, and of 1 John. These three are the Epistles of the three apostles before whose eyes our Lord transfigured Himself, that is, James, Peter, and John. Yet that James was taken away from them by Herod at the beginning of the preaching of the Gospel (Acts 12:1). This Epistle seems to have been written a bit later, when the Gospel already had been preached among the nations among whom converted Jews had been scattered.” Some people respond that because ten years, more or less, intervened between the death of Christ and the martyrdom of James, it is likely that within that period James wrote this letter to his Jewish brethren who were scattered after the murder of Stephen. Obviously, they take this “dispersion” to mean the one mentioned at the beginning of this Epistle. However, because (as Irenaeus witnesses in Adv. haeres., bk. 3, c. 1) the apostles began to consign their instruction to writing late, because they were at first intent upon the preaching of the Word, and especially because this Epistle is directed against the opinion of those who were taking Paul’s instruction about faith alone justifying without works inaccurately, therefore it is not likely that this Epistle was written at that time when Paul had not yet begun to preach to the Gentiles nor yet to write his Epistles. Therefore it is more correct to attribute this Epistle to the other James, the son of Alphaeus, brother of Jude, otherwise called “the Less,” whose cognomen was “Oblias,” who later was bishop of the church at Jerusalem and whom Paul listed among “the pillars of the church” (Gal. 2:9). But Jerome points out (Adv. Helvid.) that that James was of the number of the twelve apostles and thus could have written a catholic Epistle. We must disagree, then, in this point from the Syriac version.
 

(2) “The author of this Epistle calls himself neither an apostle nor the brother of the Lord.” We respond. Paul, too, in his Epistle to the Philippians, both to the Thessalonians, and to Philemon does not call himself an apostle of Christ, but either a servant, which James does also, or he adds nothing. Likewise, John adds the name “apostle” in neither his Epistles nor the Apocalypse. But Jude, too, who was beyond all doubt in the number of the twelve apostles, does not call himself an apostle but only the servant of Jesus Christ and the brother of James. As to why neither Jude nor James calls himself a brother of the Lord, the explanation can be given that they could have appeared to have honored themselves rather than Christ if they had called themselves the brothers of Him whose apostles and servants they were, especially if they were to do this in public letters written to their churches. In the epistle of Epiphanius to John of Jerusalem, which Jerome translated from Greek to Latin, James, the author of this letter, is called in clear words sometimes an “apostle,” sometimes “the brother of the Lord.”
 

(3) “This Epistle seems to conflict with justification by faith.” We respond. In our article On Justification Through Faith [Commonplace XIX], § [191], we explained the genuine meaning of c. 2 in detail. Augustine, De fide et operibus, c. 14: “Because this idea had begun (that good works are not necessary), other apostolic Epistles—of Peter, John, James, and Jude—direct their thought particularly against this opinion, to affirm strongly that faith without works profits nothing, just as also Paul himself defined not just any faith by which one believes in God but that salutary and fully evangelical faith whose works proceed from love. And faith, he says, is something that works through love.”
 

(4) “The salutation is not similar to the apostolic salutation.” We respond. On the contrary, there is a similar salutation in Acts 15:23: “The brethren, both the apostles and the elders, to the brethren who are of the Gentiles in Antioch, Syria, and Cilicia: health [salus].” The apostles did not always use the same or a similar formula for greeting [salutandi] in their Epistles but would follow commonly accepted custom in this matter. One must not judge that the person who speaks the greeting [salus] has omitted grace and peace, because there is no place for true health [salus] without grace and peace.
 

(5) “It preaches neither Christ nor faith because it teaches nothing about the way to obtain salvation through faith in Christ.” We respond. On the contrary, it mentions Christ and faith several times: “Christ,” when he calls himself His servant (1:1); when he calls Him the “Lord of glory” (2:1); when he mentions His coming in judgment (5:7ff.); when he commands us to pray in His name (5:14); and “faith,” when he declares that “the testing of faith works patience” (1:3); when he teaches that “one must pray in faith” (1:6); when he teaches that, having grasped the word of truth by faith, we are born of God (1:18); when he orders us to “receive the implanted Word,” namely, by true faith (1:21); when he forbids us to have faith in our acceptance of persons (2:1), that is, he requires us to have the sort of faith that has true love connected to it, which does good to all without a distinction of persons; when he claims that “the rich in faith have been elected by God” (2:5); when he teaches that we must demonstrate true faith “through works and from works” (2:14ff.); and when he teaches that “the prayer of faith will save the sick” (5:15). Yet all these passages speak about the true and saving faith that grasps the promise of the grace of Christ set forth in the Gospel for righteousness and salvation. Moreover, the principal aim of this Epistle consists in refuting the false idea of those who were abusing the doctrine of gratuitous justification through faith to make it a license for the flesh. Therefore the author especially applied his instruction to this aim.
 

(6) “It calls the Law of the Old Testament ‘the law of liberty’ (1:25; 2:12), but Paul calls it ‘the law of slavery’ (Gal. 4:31).” We respond. In and of itself, the divine moral law is the law of liberty, but through accident,47 with respect to us, it is the law of slavery. Thus Stephen calls the Law in and of itself “living oracles” (Acts 7:38). Paul calls it through accident “the dispensation of death” (2 Cor. 3:7). Bellarmine responds: “James is speaking about the new law that at the same time offers grace and strength to perform what the Decalogue demands.” About this matter, we have explained in its own place what should be thought about it.
 

(7) “He calls the Church a ‘synagogue’ (2:2), which is a custom foreign to the apostles.” We respond. In Heb. 10:25 we have the expression [image: ] [“meeting together”], drawn from Matt. 23:37: “How often have I wanted [image: ] [“to gather together”] your children?” Some people refer to this the passage 2 Thess. 2:1, where the word [image: ] is taken to mean the universal gathering of the devout on the Day of Judgment. Irenaeus, Adv. haeres., bk. 3, c. 6, p. 175: “Those who had received the adoption are the Church, for this is the synagogue of God, which God, that is, the Son Himself, has gathered through Himself.” Moreover, words related to [image: ] (“congregation”) are attributed to the Christian people (Matt. 13:2; 18:20; John 11:52; 20:1; Acts 4:31; 11:26; 14:27; 15:6; 20:7).
 

(8) “The author of the Epistle gives testimonies from the Epistles of Peter and Paul. Therefore he was not one of the apostles but one of the disciples of the apostles.” We respond. In this Epistle, some statements similar to those that occur in the Epistles of Peter and Paul are found, but that is so far from diminishing its canonical authority that, on the contrary, it proves its authority. In Isa. 2:3 and Mic. 4:1, completely similar statements occur, yet no one doubts the canonical authority of these prophets.
 

(9) “Eusebius says in Hist., bk. 2, c. 23, that this Epistle has been corrupted.” We respond. He says this not with regard to canonical authority but only with regard to the author because, according to Jerome in Catal., on James: “It gradually obtained authority as time passed.” And from Eusebius himself one concludes that such a doubt was either of only a few people or a few churches.
 

§ 282. Therefore we deem that this Epistle is both canonical and apostolic; that it was written at Jerusalem, inasmuch as it is likely that James was bishop of the church at Jerusalem; that he wrote it not long before his blessed death so that the faithful Jews might have the instruction of their apostle and bishop sealed in writing, with which they would be instructed even after his death.
 

It consists of five chapters in which the faithful who already for a long time have been established in the instruction of Christ (1) are dissuaded from various vices unbefitting their profession of faith and (2) are, on the other hand, exhorted to the virtues worthy of their profession.
 


2 Peter.
 

§ 283. In the early Church some people had doubts about the latter Epistle of Peter as well. Consequently, we place it also among the canonical books of the second rank. Eusebius, Hist., bk. 3, c. 3: “One Epistle of Peter, which is called ‘the Former,’ was accepted without controversy. The old presbyters used it in their writings without any hesitation. But we have accepted that the one which is called ‘the Latter’ is not legitimate and canonical. Yet because it seems useful to many, it is used along with other Scriptures.” And later: “Regarding those letters that are attributed to Peter, of which I realize that only one of them was held to be truly an epistle of that man in the estimation of the ancient presbyters, let this still be said.” In the same book, c. 22, after enumerating the canonical books of the first rank, he adds: “Those that are spoken against, though they are well-known to many, are these: the Epistle attributed to James, the Epistle of Jude, 2 Peter, and 2 and 3 John.” Book 4, c. 24, from Origen in his explanation of Psalm 1: “Peter left behind one Epistle about which there is definite agreement. But let it be that he also left a second one about which there is controversy.” Didymus, Jerome’s teacher, concludes his brief commentary on this Epistle in this way: “Therefore one must be aware that this Epistle has been falsified. Although it was published, that is, read in the churches publicly, nevertheless it is not in the canon.” Jerome, Catal. viror. illustr., on Peter: “Most deny that the second Epistle of Peter is his.” It is omitted in the Syriac paraphrase.
 

Of the more recent writers, Cajetan reflects doubt about it in his commentary on this Epistle. Erasmus, on 2 Peter 3: “There was controversy about this second Epistle of Peter as to whose it was. The difference of style both in the words and in their sense is too clear to ignore. Consequently, when he witnesses here that he was an eyewitness of the vision on the mountain, then mentions an earlier Epistle, and finally calls Paul a brother, what Jerome says about the interpreter does not displease me.” The words of Jerome, Epistle 150 ad Hebidiam, q. 11, read as follows: “Blessed Paul had Titus as his interpreter, just as blessed Peter had Mark, whose Gospel was composed as Peter told it and Mark wrote it. Finally, the two Epistles that are called Peter’s differ between themselves in style and character, as well as in the structure of the words. From this we understand that he used different interpreters in view of the necessity of his subject matter.” In Contra D. Mentz., p. 161, Pistorius admits that “for some time there was doubt about this Epistle.”
 

§ 284. There are ready arguments, however, to persuade that this is an apostolic Epistle and that Peter wrote it. (1) Its author in clear words calls himself “Simon Peter, servant and apostle of Jesus Christ.” (2) It was entitled as written to the same people as was the first, namely, to the Jews scattered throughout the Roman Empire who had been converted to Christ and whose apostle Peter was. (3) The spirit in it is apostolic. (4) Its style and composition are in conformity with those of the first Epistle. The authors of the Hist. Magdeb., cent. 1, bk. 2, c. 4, col. 54: “Besides this one, which is said to lack the testimony of antiquity, the other seems to me to lack nothing to be considered a genuine Epistle of Peter, for its style and composition do not differ greatly from the first.” (5) The author of this letter says that “the putting off of his tabernacle had been declared by Christ” (2 Pet. 1:14). With these words he is undoubtedly looking to Christ’s prediction in John 21:18. (6) He says that he was an eyewitness of the transfiguration on the mountain (2 Pet. 1:16). But now, Peter was there along with James and John. (7) He mentions a prior Epistle (2 Pet. 3:1). (8) He calls Paul his “beloved brother” (2 Pet. 3:15). (9) It is placed in the canon under Peter’s name by the Council of Laodicea (canon 59), the third Council of Carthage, Athanasius (Synopsis), the Damascene (bk. 4, c. 18), Epiphanius (Haeres. 76), Jerome (Ad Paulin.), Augustine (De doctr. Christ., bk. 2, c. 8), Gregory (In Evangel., homily 18), etc. In his commentary, Bede wonders “in what way there could be doubt regarding the author of this Epistle, since he expresses his name and testifies in clear words that he was on the mountain with the Lord.” Origen and Jerome in many places cite testimonies from this Epistle as from Holy Scripture. Luther (Praefat. epist. ad Hebr.) places it among the canonical books.
 

To that which some argue to the contrary, that is, the diversity in style from the first Epistle, we respond with a denial. Even if there were a diversity of style here, the same things also occur in the Pauline Epistles. Jerome claims that this came from a difference of interpreter (Ad Hebidiam, q. 11). Because for some time there was doubt about it in the early Church, this argues that it should be referred to the canonical books of the second rank.
 

It was written to the same people as was the first, namely, to the converted Jews (3:1), which is also concluded from 1:19. It consists of three chapters in which are added to the apostolic introduction (1) an exhortation to a zeal for continuing and persevering in the faith; and (2) a warning to watch out for both seducers as well as mockers and scorners who deny the final coming of Christ. The whole Epistle concludes with a doxology worthy of the apostle.
 


2 and 3 John.
 

§ 285. At one time there was no less doubt about 2 and 3 John than there was concerning Hebrews, James, and 2 Peter. Eusebius, bk. 3, c. 21: “The ancients, as well as the more recent, accept the first Epistle of John without any hesitation, but they speak against the other two.” In the same book, c. 22: “Those that are spoken against, though they are well-known to many, are these: the Epistle attributed to James, etc., and 2 and 3 John, whether they are the work of that evangelist or of someone else with the same name as his.” Book 6, c. 24, from Origen: “John left to us an Epistle with only a few verses. Let the second and third also be added (since they say those are not completely genuine), yet both do not have a hundred verses.” Jerome, Catal. viror. illustr., on John: “There are also two other Epistles of John that are claimed to belong to John the Elder, whose grave still today is at Ephesus. Some think that they are two memoirs of John the Evangelist.” (Eusebius, Hist., bk. 3, c. 36, also decided, in accord with the opinion of Papias, that there are two Johns, namely, the apostle and the elder.) Erasmus, in his commentary: “The authorities are agreed that 1 John is the work of that John whom Jesus loved most and that John the Elder wrote the latter two Epistles, not John the apostle.” In his commentary, Cajetan denies that they are canonical.
 

§ 286. It can be proved, however, that these Epistles, too, are apostolic and canonical. (1) Their author calls himself [image: ] [“the elder”], which word often signifies ecclesiastical office but here seems rather to indicate his age. But now, it is evident that John reached an age greater than that of the other apostles.
 

(2) The salutation is fully apostolic: “Grace, mercy, and peace be with you from God our Father and from our Lord Jesus Christ, the Son of the Father, along with truth and concord.”
 

(3) They agree in statements and words with the first Epistle, as a comparison shows. Bede, in his commentary on 2 John: “Some people think that this and the following Epistle are not the work of the apostle John but of a certain John the Elder, whose tomb can still be seen today in Ephesus. Now, however, the general consensus of the Church holds that the apostle John did write these Epistles because he indeed reveals a great similarity of words and of faith with his first Epistle and also admonishes the heretics with similar zeal.” (Compare 1 John 2:7 with 2 John 5; 1 John 2:23 with 2 John 9; 1 John 3:6 with 3 John 11; 1 John 4:1-3 with 2 John 7; 1 John 5:3 with 2 John 6. Compare also those passages in both Epistles in which he encourages a love that is in truth.)
 

(4) The ancients cite these Epistles under John’s name and list them with the canonical books: the third Council of Carthage (canon 47), the Council of Laodicea (last canon), Augustine (De doctr. Christ., bk. 2, c. 8). In the Synod of Carthage held under Cyprian, sentence 81 among the decisions of the bishops reads: “The apostle John has stated in his Epistle, saying: ‘If anyone comes to you ….’”
 

The fact that Papias (in Eusebius) and Jerome attribute these not to the apostle John but to John the Elder proves that these letters belong to the canonical books of the second order. You see, though a few people had doubts about their author while all the rest attribute them to John the apostle, this does not injure their canonical authority. What of the fact that Jerome speaks in accord with the opinions of others rather than his own and says, “They claim that they are the work of John the Elder”? However, when he was about to cite them in Epistle 85 ad Evagrium, he prefaces his remarks as follows: “Let the Gospel trumpet sound, the ‘Son of Thunder’ whom Jesus loved most, who drank the wellsprings of doctrine from the Savior’s breast.” Jerome again, Epistle 103 ad Paulinum: “The apostles James, Peter, John, and Jude published seven Epistles,” etc. From this it appears that Jerome assigned these to John without hesitation.
 

The second Epistle appears to have been written especially against the wickedness of Basilides and of his adherents, who taught that “Christ was not true man but only a phantom; therefore He did and suffered none of those things He appeared to do and suffer” (Epiphanius, Haeres. 24). Therefore John congratulates “the elect lady,” that is, a noble and outstanding woman who had been converted to Christ, and her sons, because they were holding the true faith concerning Christ Jesus. He encourages them to persevere in it, to adorn it with love and good works, and to watch out for heresies and the architects of heresies with great zeal.
 

The third Epistle commends Gaius for holding the correct faith regarding Christ and for adorning it with works of love. It encourages him to persevere faithfully in sincerity of faith and holiness of life and to follow the example of neither Diotrephes nor Demetrius in this matter.
 


The Epistle of Jude.
 

§ 287. The Epistle of Jude at one time was not placed beyond the uncertainty of doubt by all people. Eusebius, Hist. eccles., bk. 2, c. 23: “Not many of the ancients mention the Epistle of James, just as they do not mention that which is ascribed to Jude, though it, too, is one of the seven that are called ‘catholic.’ Nevertheless we know that they, along with the rest, are read publicly in many of the churches.” In bk. 3, c. 22, he lists the Epistle of Jude among the antilegomena. Jerome, Catal. vir. illustr.: “Jude, the brother of James, indeed left a short Epistle that belongs to the catholic Epistles. Many reject it because in it he draws testimony from the Book of Enoch, which is apocryphal. Nevertheless it has now merited authority by its age and use.” Cajetan, commentary on this Epistle: “This Epistle is of less authority than those that are of certain authority.” Erasmus, commentary [on this Epistle], p. 541: “The passage that Jude quotes here was taken from the apocryphal books of the Hebrews and, as St. Jerome also indicates in his commentaries on the Epistle to Titus, was from the book that they ascribe to Enoch. Consequently, this Epistle was not free from suspicion.” The Histor. eccles. Magdeb., cent. 1, bk. 2, c. 4, gives several reasons that argue that the Epistle of Jude is not genuine.
 

§ 288. The following, however, prove that this Epistle is apostolic: (1) The inscription. The author clearly calls himself “Jude, a servant of Jesus Christ and brother of James.” (2) The subject matter. This Epistle agrees with both the thoughts and words of 2 Peter, of which it contains something like a brief summary and epitome. (3) The testimonies of the ancients. It is counted among the canonical books of the New Testament by the Council of Laodicea, the Council of Carthage, Athanasius, Augustine, and as many of the rest who listed a catalog of the sacred books. The following quote it under Jude’s name: Dionysius (De div. nom., c. 4), Tertullian (De habit. muliebr., c. 5) Origen (in Josuam, hom. 7; bk. 5 on Romans 5), Cyprian (Ad Novatian.), Epiphanius (Haeres. 76), Jerome (on Jeremiah 29, Ezekiel 32, Titus 1, etc.), ** Cyril of Jerusalem (Catech., 4), Ambrose (on Luke 8), Augustine (De fide et operibus, c. 65), Cyril of Alexandria (De fide ad Regin.), Isidore of Pelusium (bk. 4, Epistle 58), Cassian (Coll. 4, c. 13), Clement of Alexandria (Strom., bk. 78). ** (4) Eusebius himself (Hist. eccles., bk. 6, c. 11) relates that Clement of Alexandria, in his books of Hypotyposes, wrote brief explanations on the Epistle of Jude as on the other Scriptures, explanations that were still extant at that time.
 

§ 289. The stronger arguments in support of the contrary are as follows: (1) “In Holy Scripture there appear no traces of the accounts that this Epistle cites. Where is the account of the argument between the archangel Michael and the devil about the body of Moses?” We respond. Just as Paul cites the names of the mages Jannes and Jambres from tradition (2 Tim. 3:8), so also does Jude, regarding that argument of the archangel Michael and the devil. Furthermore, traces of that history are extant in a canonical book. Deuteronomy 34:6 mentions that the Lord buried the body of Moses in the valley of Mount Nebo and that the Israelites did not know the location of that tomb. The devil, therefore, seems to have wanted to reveal this to the Israelites so that they might establish an idolatrous worship of it, just as they later abused the golden serpent to the point of idolatry. The archangel Michael, however, prohibited the devil. At one time there was a writing called [image: ], “The Departure of Moses from This Life,” or in the Greek, [image: ]. In it are contained the things cited in this passage about Moses’ body. Some understand that argument as though the angel would have offered a service in burying Moses but that the devil was not willing to endure this; so the devil made the accusation that Moses belonged to him because of his murder of the Egyptian, and consequently the devil would not allow Moses to have an honorable burial. The earlier explanation, however, is the more simple.
 

(2) “The author of this Epistle takes testimony from the Book of Enoch, which is apocryphal.” We respond. Tertullian (De habit. muliebr.) and Bede (commentary on this Epistle) contend that the true Book of Enoch was still extant in the hands of men at Jude’s time. Jerome (on Titus 1) and Augustine (De civ. Dei, bk. 15, c. 23; bk. 18, c. 38) respond: “Even in the apocryphal books there is some truth, and Jude took this from an apocryphal book.” Nevertheless Jude did not consequently give his approval to the entire book, because the apostle proffers testimonies even from heathen poets yet did not intend to assign canonical authority to them. Some respond that Jude is not looking so much to a prophecy of words [verbale] as to a prophecy of things [reale], that is, to the order among the patriarchs. Just as bodily death, because of sin, held dominion over the first six fathers of the Church—namely, Adam, Seth, Enosh, Kenan, Mahalalel, and Jared—but could not exercise its power and dominion in the case of the seventh—Enoch—so also for the six thousand years during which this world will stand, it will hold sway over all men; but in the seventh millennium, which will be the beginning of eternal, heavenly life, it will lose its sting and be abolished completely. (Cf. Chunmannus Flinspachius, De conject. extr. tempor.) However, because Jude says explicitly: “Enoch prophesied also of these, saying: ‘Behold, the Lord came,’ “others make the more probable claim that Jude is speaking about a prophecy of words which, though not put into writing by Enoch, nevertheless could certainly have been known to Jude by the revelation of the Holy Spirit.
 

(3) “The author does not call himself an apostle.” We respond. Neither James nor John in their inscriptions call themselves “apostle.” In the Epistle to the Philippians, Paul calls himself “a servant of Christ,” which Jude also does here and adds “the brother of James,” from which its apostolic authority is gathered clearly. In both letters to the Thessalonians, Paul omits the word “apostle,” yet no one on this account doubts the authority of those Epistles.
 

(4) “The author signifies that he lived after the apostles: ‘Be mindful of the words foretold by the apostles of our Lord Jesus Christ’ (v. 17).” We respond. This proves that this Epistle was written after the Petrine and Pauline letters in which those prophecies are extant (1 Tim. 4:1; 2 Tim. 3:1; 2 Pet. 2:1). By no means, however, does he exclude himself from the number of the apostles with these words. Jude came after some of the apostles—Peter, Paul, and James—but not after them all, because John still survived.
 

(5) “Jude taught in Persia; therefore he would have written in Persian, not in Greek, if he were the author of this Epistle.” We respond. The Epistle of Jude is a catholic one, that is, written not to a particular church but to all the faithful. Therefore the author wanted to use the most common language of that time (that is, Greek) in his writing. When Paul wrote to the Romans, he used the Greek language, not the Roman one. Clearly the Holy Spirit wanted Greek to be the authentic language in the New Testament, just as he wanted Hebrew to be the authentic language in the Old Testament.
 

§ 290. Therefore we accept the Epistle of Jude among the canonical books, but of the second rank. Its author Jude had three names, for he was also called Thaddaeus and Lebbaeus (Matt. 10:3;48 Mark 3:[18]49). This Epistle seems to have been written to the same people as 2 Peter, namely, to those especially who from their circumcision had believed the things he signified in v. 17: “Be mindful of the words foretold by the apostles of our Lord Jesus Christ. They told you that in the last days scoffers will come,” words that are in 2 Pet. 2:1. He indicates this in v. 5: “I want to warn you, though at one time you knew all things.” You see, this fits the Jews aptly, who were imbued with a knowledge of sacred history from the beginning of time. It also has the same theme as has 2 Peter, along with which it uses the same ideas and words.
 

Some people think that these Epistles of Peter and Jude were directed especially against the Gnostics. Their heresy, however, came after the times of the apostles, as is evident from Irenaeus and Epiphanius. Therefore it is more correct to claim that they were written against the followers of Simon Magus and the Nicolaitans, whose shameful heresy began to creep in far and wide after the deaths of the apostles. That is why Epiphanius (Haeres. on the Gnostics, who took their beginning from Simon Magus), after mentioning the wicked passions of that former sect, adds: “Disturbed as He was about these people, the Holy Spirit said to the apostle Jude: ‘Whatever as mute spirits they knew naturally, such things are corrupted in them.’ “In this Epistle, therefore, Jude exhorts those who were converted from Judaism to be steadfast in the faith, and he forewarns them of seducers who would corrupt the doctrine of the person of Christ, who would transfer the grace of God and spiritual freedom into license of the flesh, who would deny subjection to the magistracy, and who would stir up dissensions in the Church. Jude frightens them terribly and threatens God’s judgment against them with the examples of the Israelites in the wilderness, of the wicked angels, and of the people of Sodom. Finally, he also teaches how they should be wary of deceits through their faith and prayers.
 

Furthermore, the seven Epistles that hold the last place in the class of apostolic letters—one of James, two of Peter, three of John, and one of Jude—are commonly called “canonical,” not because they are solely or especially canonical but because they contain canons or rules and precepts of the Christian life. The old inscription in the Latin codices, and especially in the Greek, calls them “catholic” (by which title they are also cited by Origen, in Eusebius, Hist., bk. 6, c. 19; Dionysius of Alexandria, also in Eusebius, bk. 7, c. 20; Eusebius himself, bk. 2, c. 22; Cyril of Jerusalem, Catech. 17; Jerome, Catal. script.; etc.) because they were written not to some one city and particular church (such as Paul’s Epistle to the Romans, to the Corinthians, etc.) nor to one person (such as Paul’s to Timothy, Titus, and Philemon) but generally, to all the faithful scattered in various areas. This explanation for the title does not properly fit 2 and 3 John, yet usage has held that they, too, be called thus because they are connected to 1 John, a catholic Epistle. In his Epistle ad Paulinum, Jerome adorns these catholic Epistles with the following encomium: “James, Peter, John, and Jude published seven Epistles as mystic as they are succinct, equally short and long—short in words, long in ideas—so that he is rare who would see poorly in reading them.” Augustine claims: “Peter, John, James, and Jude have aimed rightly at attacking the opinion that faith (that is, the empty persuasion of faith and the bare profession of faith) without works is sufficient for salvation” (De fid. et operibus, c. 10).
 


Revelation.
 

§ 292. Regarding Revelation, too, the testimonies of antiquity vary. Eusebius, Hist. eccles., bk. 3, c. 21: “Even now there is a difference of opinion among many concerning Revelation—some approve it and others reject it.” Chapter 22:
 


It will be convenient for us, having begun in this place, to assemble the Scriptures of the New Testament briefly. In the first place we have to place the holy four-horse chariot of the evangelists, which the Acts of the Apostles follows. After this we must add the Epistles of Paul. To this we attach that authentic letter that is called 1 John, as well as the first Epistle of Peter. After these we place in order, if it seems right, the Revelation of John, and we shall explain in its own place what is thought about it. These are the writings considered undoubted. The ones that are spoken against are these: the Epistle attributed to James, the Epistle of Jude, the latter of Peter, and 2 and 3 John …. Among the corrupt books, let there be listed the Acts of Paul, the book called “The Shepherd,” and the Revelation of Peter. Furthermore, the Epistle of Barnabas and the so-called “Teaching of the Apostles” are also circulated. To these we also add the Revelation of John, if it seems right. Some reject it, but others judge it to be among the definite and undoubted Scriptures.

 




 

In the same book, c. 36, he claims, according to the view of Papias, that there are two Johns: “one, the apostle; the other, the presbyter or elder,” who is outside the number of the apostles. He adds: “It is likely that the second, unless someone may prefer the first, saw that Apocalypse that is circulated under the name of John.” Bk. 7, c. 24, from Dionysius:
 


Some of those who preceded us completely disapproved of and rejected this book of Revelation, claiming that it was obscure because of its individual disjointed chapters and was supported by no logic. They also claim that its inscription lies. They have said that it is not John’s and, in act, that it is not even a revelation, but is still covered by the thick veil of ignorance. Why, they even have said that it was not one of the apostles nor someone of the saints nor of those who belong to the Church who authored this writing. Rather, they said that Cerinthus, the instigator of that heresy called Cerinthian, wanted to write down his innovation under John’s name so as to be worthy of confidence. They say it is the dogma of his teaching that the kingdom of Christ would be earthly; he dreamed that he would be amid those things that he desired as a carnal man concerned for his own body, namely, of his belly and of the gluttony that serves the belly—food, drink, marriage, etc.

 




 

This opinion is obviously false because the blasphemy of Cerinthus against the divinity of Christ is refuted in many passages of this book. His pleasure-filled dogma of an earthly kingdom of Christ finds no protection in that book, if the passage be explained according to the analogy of faith and the consensus of Scripture. So Dionysius adds:
 


I, however, surely would not dare disapprove of this book, because many of the brethren read it earnestly; but since an estimation of it has been formed that is higher than it was possible for me to understand myself, I suspect that it contains a sort of secret and wonderful expectation of things to come in each of its chapters.

 




 

And later:
 


I do not deny that he is called John and that this is John’s writing, for I believe it is the work of a saint and is imbued with the divine Spirit. However, I would not easily concede that this is the apostle, the son of Zebedee, the brother of James, whose Gospel is inscribed “according to John” and who wrote a catholic Epistle.

 




 

This judgment that Dionysius held regarding Revelation is mentioned by the same Eusebius in bk. 3, c. 25. Jerome, Epistle ad Dardanum, vol. 4, f. 29: “The Greeks entertained doubts about Revelation, contrary to the common consensus of the Latins, as at this time most of the Latins did about the Epistle to the Hebrews, contrary to the common opinion of the Greeks.” Amphilochius, in his iambi ad Seleucum on the books of Holy Scripture: “Very many say that Revelation is corrupt.” Bishop Junilius, Quaestiones, c. 4: “There is still doubt among the Easterners about the Revelation of John.”
 

Some of the more recent writers hold the same judgment about this book. Erasmus, Annotat. on Acts 1, p. 199: “Italy accepted Revelation recently. Not even now does Greece give its complete approval.” Annot. on Revelation 22, p. 547:
 


St. Jerome testifies that the Greeks even at his time had not accepted Revelation. In addition, he says that some learned men have railed against this entire document with a loud uproar, as if it had nothing of apostolic gravity but were merely a common account of things, covered by the wrappings of imagery. Next, he says there is nothing in its ideas that seems worthy of apostolic majesty. To say nothing about this in the meantime, I can say that I was moved somewhat both by other conjectures, as well as those conjectures that the one writing the revelations so carefully emphasizes his own name, etc. These, I say, would have moved me somewhat from believing that this is the work of John the evangelist if the consensus of the world were not to call me in another direction, and especially the authority of the Church, if the Church still approves this work with the mind that it wants it to be considered as the evangelist John’s and to have equal weight with the other canonical books. Dionysius of Tyre, bishop and martyr, has already declared in his Compendium vitarum that John wrote his Gospel on the island of Patmos, and he makes absolutely no mention of Revelation. Not even the Greek Anastasius dares declare in his Catalogus that this is the work of that John; he merely says that some have accepted it as a work of his. In fact, I see that the ancient theologians bring out testimony for this more for the sake of adorning a matter than to prove a serious matter.

 




 

In his preface to Revelation, Luther leaves the matter undecided as to whether this is a book of John the evangelist. Nevertheless he does not forbid one from claiming that it is John’s. Meanwhile, he acknowledges that “it is a divinely inspired prophecy.” In his praefat. Apoc., Camerarius says, “The speech is different from that in which the exposition of the Gospel and the composition of the Epistle were written.”
 

§ 293. But it can be demonstrated with substantial arguments that the Book of Revelation is canonical and was written by the apostle John: (1) From its inscription. The inscription is quite clear: “The Revelation of John the theologian.” It is apparent that the apostle John is that “theologian” par excellence. This is apparent from the conformity of the introduction used in this book with the one used in the Gospel, as well as the one in the first Epistle. The author of this book writes: “Jesus Christ gave this revelation to His servant John, who bore witness to the Word of God and to the testimony of Jesus Christ, even to all that he saw” (1:1-2). In almost the same way John speaks of himself in his Gospel: “This is that disciple who is bearing word to these things and who has written these things; and we know that his testimony is true” (21:24). He begins his first Epistle in the same manner: “That which was from the beginning, which we have seen, which we have heard, which we have looked on with our eyes, this we proclaim to you” (1 John 1:1-3).
 

(2) From the style. It is peculiar to John—more than the other writers of the books of the New Testament—to call the Son of God “the Word” (John 1:1; 1 John 1:1). He attributes the same name to the Son of God in this book (Rev. 19:13).
 

(3) From the circumstances of place and time. Irenaeus (bk. 5, c. 5) and from him Eusebius (Histor. eccles., bk. 3, c. 16) testify: “At that time when John had been banished by Domitian to Patmos, he saw his revelation, and he saw it almost at the end of Domitian’s reign.” Jerome also agrees with this (De vir. illustrib.). According to the Computatio of Funccius, this happened in AD 97. But now, this book itself claims that John saw this vision that he described on Patmos at the end of Domitian’s reign: “I, John, your brother, who share with you in the tribulation and the kingdom and the patient endurance of Jesus Christ, was on the island called Patmos on account of the Word of God and the testimony of Jesus Christ” (Rev. 1:9).
 

(4) From a comparison. If we establish a comparison of those visions with the prophetic visions, it will appear that Revelation does not differ much from the nature of the prophetic visions, especially from those of Ezekiel. In fact, they both seem to illustrate the same things, such as the four living creatures, Gog and Magog, the measurements of the temple, etc.
 

(5) From the fulfillment. Fulfillment of prophecies is the best interpreter. By it many visions have already been proved, and it provides a brilliant witness to the canonical and apostolic authority of this book. Jer. 28:9: “When the word of that prophet comes to pass, then it will be known that the Lord has truly sent the prophet.” Irenaeus, Adv. haeres., bk. 4, c. 43: “Before every prophecy has its effect, they are enigmatic and ambiguous to men. Then when the time comes to pass and what was foretold happens, prophecies have a clear and certain explanation.”
 

(6) From prediction. The prophet Daniel was given the promise regarding the explanation of his prophecy, so long as the idolatrous tyranny of the kingdom of the Antichrist would endure (Dan. 12:4, 9). This promise was fulfilled in the visions of Revelation 11, 12, 13, 17, etc.
 

(7) From its quality. So lofty and majestic is this writing that it can be attributed to none of even the most ancient fathers because of its foretelling of future things, a foretelling that is proper to divine omniscience (Isa. 41:22), nor was it revealed to anyone except the apostle through the inspiration of the Holy Spirit and through prophetic visions. Jerome, Epistle ad Paulin.: “Revelation has as many mysteries as it has words. I have said too little, for all praise is too little in proportion to the merit of the book. Multiple meanings are hidden in every word.” Abbot Joachim prefers this prophecy to all the prophecies of the other prophets.
 

(8) From its usefulness. Its usefulness to the Church, connected with a necessity, proves the authority of this book. Otherwise the condition of the New Testament Church would have been worse than that of the Old Testament, if it had been established under the terrible darkness of the Antichrist and had been divinely equipped with no book of canonical writings.
 

(9) From the testimony of the ancients. In the Council of Ancyra, c. 4, it is cited under the name of John “that John saw the mystery of the Revelation in spirit, not in the body.” The third Council of Carthage, c. 47, counts this book among the canonical oracles of the New Testament. The fourth Council of Toledo, c. 16: “The authority of many councils and the synodical decrees of the holy Roman prelates prescribe that the Book of Revelation is the work of the evangelist John and have decided that it is to be accepted among the canonical books. Because there are many who do not accept its authority and who despise preaching it in the Church of God, if anyone hereafter does not accept it and does not preach it in the Church at the time of Masses from Easter to Pentecost, he will receive the sentence of excommunication.” Dionysius calls Revelation “the secret and mystic vision of the beloved disciple” (Eccles. hierarch., c. 3). Justin (Dial. cum Tryph.) says that it is the work of the evangelist John: “… because also a certain man among us named John, one of the apostles of Christ, in a revelation that came to him, prophesied that those who believed in our Christ would spend a thousand years in Jerusalem.” (Eusebius is looking at this passage of Justin when he writes, Hist., bk. 4, c. 18: “Justin has pondered the Revelation of John, and he says clearly that it belongs to John.”) Irenaeus quotes it twice under the name of John the apostle and writes especially (bk. 5, c. 25, p. 335): “I have known some people who heard from John himself an explanation of the mysteries set forth in the Revelation.” In De vir. illustr., Jerome relates: “Irenaeus wrote commentaries on Revelation.” Theophilus, who was bishop of the church at Antioch, in his book Contra haeresin Hermogenis, uses the testimonies of the Revelation of John, according to Eusebius in Hist. eccles., bk. 4, c. 23. Bishop Melito of Sardis wrote De Apocalypsi Johannis, according to the same Eusebius in bk. 4, c. 25. Although Dionysius of Alexandria denies that it is John’s work, nevertheless he acknowledges that “it is by an author imbued with the divine Spirit” (in Eusebius, Hist., bk. 7, c. 24). Clement of Alexandria quotes Revelation in Paedag., bk. 2, c. 12. In homily 7 on Joshua and on Psalm 1, Origen attributes it to the evangelist John, which Eusebius also does in Chron., ann. 96. Athanasius writes: “Revelation was approved by the early fathers” (Synopsis). Epiphanius (Haeres. 51 and 76), Chrysostom (homily 3 on Psalm 91), and the Damascene (bk. 4, c. 18) acknowledge that Revelation is “sacred and the work of John.” Note here that Irenaeus and the other ancients had the churches of Asia as witnesses for what they had told; it was on the authority of these churches that Irenaeus corrected the number of the beast, c. 14, so that it read as 666, not 616, that is, in the way we read it now.
 

The opinion of the Latin fathers is absolutely the same. Tertullian, Adv. Marcion., bk. 4, p. 226: “Although Marcion spurned the Revelation of John, a survey of the succession of bishops to Origen, however, will establish John as its author.” In De exhortat. martyr., c. 3ff., Cyprian cites Revelation in many places along with the rest of Scripture. The same is done by Hilary (preface to Psalms), Ambrose (on Psalm 40, where he specifically attributes it to the evangelist), Augustine (De doctr. Christ., bk. 2, c. 8; treatise 36 on John), Rufinus (Expos. symb.), and Isidore (Etymol., bk. 6, c. 1), where they acknowledge that it is the work of the apostle John. Jerome says (Epistle ad Dardan.): “This is the judgment of all the Latin fathers.”
 

To be sure, the Greeks did not accept Revelation, according to the work just cited; however, from the testimonies listed a little earlier, it appears they were both few and unimportant. Therefore Chytraeus justly writes (in Apoc.): “The earliest teachers who lived near the times of the apostles ascribed this book by common consent to John the apostle.” This can be confirmed with the testimonies of Justin, Irenaeus, Tertullian, Apollonius, Cyprian, Origen, Epiphanius, Augustine, Hippolytus, Andrew of Caesarea,50 Arethas, etc. Furthermore, Tertullian (Adv. Marcionem, bk. 4), Epiphanius (Haeres. 51, 54), and Philastrius and Augustine rejected it as heresy that the Marcionites, Theodosians, and Alogians, respectively, called the canonical authority of this book into doubt.
 

§ 294. The arguments brought out against it are approximately these: (I) From the inscription.
 


The evangelist never wrote his own name and throughout both his Gospel and Epistle never preaches himself. The man who wrote Revelation, however, prefixes his name at the beginning of the book and says: “The revelation of Jesus Christ, which God gave him to show to His servants what must soon take place; and He made it known by sending His angel51 to His servant John, who bore witness to the Word of God and to the testimony of Jesus Christ, even to all that he saw” (Rev. 1:1—2). Next, John writes a letter “to the seven churches that are in Asia. Grace to you and peace” (Rev. 1:4). The evangelist, however, attached his name not even to his catholic Epistle but began plainly with the mystery of divine revelation in this way: “What we have heard, what we have seen with our own eyes” (1 John 1:1). John does not put down his name even in the brief second and third Epistles that are circulated under the name of John. Rather, he wrote as an unnamed “elder.” This author [of Revelation], however, was not content to go on subsequently with what he had to say after once naming himself but repeats and says again: “I, John, your brother” (Rev. 1:9). In fact, even toward the end, he says the following: “Blessed is he who keeps the words of the prophecy of this book. I, John, am he who heard and saw these things” (Rev. 22:7—8). Accordingly, we must believe the one speaking in this way that it is a John who wrote these things. Who that is, however, is uncertain, for he did not call himself, as was done in many places of the Gospel, “the disciple beloved by the Lord,” nor that he was the one who reclined on the Lord’s breast, nor that he was the brother of James, nor that he had seen and heard the Lord. Indeed, he would have said some of this, had he wished to identify himself. He said none of these, however, except that he was our brother and associate and a witness of Jesus, blessed because of the vision and revelation he had heard. I believe that many men had the same name as John. Because of their love for the Lord and because they admired John, they wanted both to emulate him and to be loved by the Lord. Therefore they used this name for themselves.

 




 

So speaks Dionysius in Eusebius, Hist., bk. 7, c. 24. In a similar manner, Erasmus, in his Annot. on the last chapter of Revelation, draws the following conclusion:
 


As he writes the revelations, he emphasizes his own name with great care—”I, John,” “I, John”—as if he were writing a promissory note rather than a book. He does this not only contrary to the practice of the other apostles but, much more, also contrary to his own custom. Telling more modest matters in his Gospel, he still nowhere expresses his own name but indicates with little marks: “that disciple whom Jesus loved.” When Paul was driven to write about his visions, he explained the matter under the persona of another. Here, however, as the author describes such secret conversations with the angels, in how many places does he declare “I, John”? Moreover, in the Greek codices that I have seen, this was not the title of John the evangelist but of John the theologian.

 




 

We respond: (1) By inversion. Because John writes down his name so often, therefore one should not doubt that this Revelation is John’s work. Had he omitted his name, they would draw from that an argument against the canonical authority of this book, as is evident from the example of the Epistle to the Hebrews. Although John’s name now has been expressed so many times, they still stir up doubt.
 

(2) “John was not unaware,” Rupert says in his commentaries, “that eventually there would be not only heretics but also some Catholics who would reject this book because of the obscurity of its mysteries or for other reasons or who would deny that it was the work of the apostle and evangelist John. To fortify the book in advance against their false accusations and arguments, he wanted to affirm the authority and trustworthiness of this book by the frequent mention of his name.”
 

(3) John did this in accord with the custom and practice of the prophets, especially of Daniel, with whose prophecy (as Graserus observes in Plag. reg.) this book agrees in many ways, but especially in the first four chapters. For example, they are similar, first, in regard to their authors, for both were joined to Christ by the bond of blood and were loved by Him more than others. Thus Daniel is called “a man of desires,” that is, most desired, or “a man asked for” and desirable, as this title is given to him (Dan. 9:23; 10:11) with respect to the things that were revealed to him. And John is called “the disciple whom the Lord loved” (John 13:23; 19:26; 21:20). They are alike, next, in subject matter. The principal aim of both prophecies is the history of the chief occurrences of the Church that would happen to it throughout its history under both covenants, as its faith and patience were being tested. The chief point of the account in both is the mystery of the Antichrist, which Daniel describes according to the type of Antiochus Epiphanes and John, according to the model of the Roman Empire. Third, they are alike in form of style. The form of style and character of speech in both is almost the same—sublime, that is, succinct, symbolic, and consequently obscure; for example, where the things become wrapped up in labyrinths of various perplexing visions, unlike the sermons in the other prophets.
 

Augustine, De civ. Dei, bk. 20, c. 17: “Indeed, in that book whose name is Revelation, much is said obscurely to train the mind of the reader. There are a few things in it from whose manifestation the rest is searched out through effort, especially because the same thing is repeated in many ways, so that it seems to say one thing here, another there, though it is found to say these things in one way here and in another way there.” Finally, they are alike in the fortune that both books experienced in the judgment of their canonical authority. The Book of Daniel was taken into the canon not without hesitation after the return from the Babylonian captivity, as we mentioned earlier (§ 155). Revelation experienced the same lot, as is evident from what we said before. Therefore because there is so great an agreement between the prophecy of Daniel and the Revelation of John, it is not so strange that John, following Daniel’s example, wanted to emphasize his name so often and, in fact, ought to have done so, something that we by no means should attribute to arrogance but to prophetic custom and actual necessity.
 

(4) There is surely dissimilarity between his Gospel account and this prophetic book. The truth and certainty of the Gospel did not have to be emphasized so often because the events took place before everyone’s eyes. On the other hand, the authority of this book surely had to be claimed diligently, and on account of this he added his name so many times for the sake of confirmation.
 

(5) John was given the name “theologian” because he declared the divinity of Christ more often than did the rest of the evangelists and apostles. The following give John the title “theologian”: Dionysius (in his Epistle to John, who was exiled on Patmos), Epiphanius (Haeres. 51), Athanasius (Synopsis), Cyril of Alexandria (De Trinit., bk. 3), Cyril of Jerusalem (Cat. 12), Chrysostom (on Psalm 37), and Augustine (tractate 36 on John). No one can produce from antiquity another John beside this apostle who was given the title “theologian.”
 

(6) The Complutensian text, which is considered to correspond to the oldest archetype, expressly states: “The Revelation of the holy apostle and evangelist, John the theologian.”
 

§ 295. (II) From the diversity of style. Dionysius, in Eusebius, loc. cit.:
 


If you consider the meaning of this book and the words and structure of his Gospel and Epistle, not undeservedly do you conclude an author other than the evangelist. The Gospel and Epistle are indeed harmonious with each other. The introductions of both are similar. The Gospel says, “In the beginning was the Word” (John 1:1); the Epistle: “That which was from the beginning” (1 John 1:1). The Gospel: “And the Word became flesh and dwelt among us, and we beheld His glory, the glory as of the only-begotten of the Father” (John 1:14). The Epistle has the same words, only slightly changed. It says, “Which we have heard, which we have seen with our own eyes, which we have looked upon and touched with our hands concerning the Word of life, the life was made manifest” (1 John 1:1—2). He who reads carefully will discover that both frequently and everywhere touch on life, light, dissuasion from darkness, and frequently on truth, grace, joy, the flesh and blood of the Lord, judgment, remission of sins, the love of God for us, the command that we love one another, that all commandments must be kept, a confutation of the world, the devil, and the Antichrist, the promise of the Holy Spirit, the adoption of God, the faith expected of us, the Father and the Son. If the character of both be noted in every detail, one will discover absolutely one and the same color for both the Gospel and Epistle. Revelation, however, is utterly foreign to both. It does not come close to them nor does it have a commonality with them even in a word, so to speak; it has not a syllable in common with them.

 




 

The same conclusion is drawn by Erasmus (whom alone Bellarmine mentions unfavorably here, as he suppresses the name of Dionysius of Alexandria): “Not to mention,” he says, “that the style is not a little different from that which is in the Gospel and Epistle.”
 

We respond. (1) The diversity of topics and theme produces also the diversity of style. The Gospel presents history; the Epistle teaches doctrines, commandments, and exhortations. This book contains a prophecy regarding future events through figures and images; as a result, it employs symbolic language that has a mystic, hidden meaning. Such a characteristic would not have been appropriate in an historical or doctrinal book. We ourselves do not use the same style in our more careful writings and in our letters. And what shall we say about the writings of the fathers, which differ much among themselves in their exegetical, dogmatic, and polemical writings? (2) John wanted to record those words that he heard in his vision rather than put together a prophecy with his own kind of speech. (3) In addition, an agreement of style and diction is discerned among them, as we mentioned earlier.
 

§ 296. (III) From a lach of witness. Dionysius, in Eusebius, loc. cit.: “His Epistle neither mentions nor considers this Revelation, not to mention his Gospel; nor does Revelation, in turn, mention the Epistle. Although Paul indicates something about his revelations in his Epistles, nevertheless he did not entitle them in such a way that they were called revelations.”
 

We respond. (1) In his Epistles, Paul does not mention his other Epistles, yet would anyone say that Paul did not write them? (2) From Epiphanius (Haeres. 51), Eusebius (Hist., bk. 3, c. 24), Athanasius (Synopsis), and Bede (De sex mundi aetatibus), some conclude that Revelation was written before the Gospel. This is the sense in which they take the words of Rev. 10:11: “You must again prophesy about many peoples and nations and kings.” Yet in his Gospel he could not suitably mention Revelation. (3) If Revelation is not John’s because in it he mentions neither his Gospel nor his Epistle, it will follow that his first catholic Epistle is also not John’s because he does not mention it in his Gospel. In the Church, however, there has never been any doubt about the authority or author of that first Epistle. (4) Paul did not want to call his Epistles “revelations” because he merely describes one revelation in one place. On the other hand, almost this entire book deals with the description of revelations. As a result it was given its name from greater merit.
 

§ 297. (IV) From the quality of its diction. Dionysius, loc. cit.:
 


Still, one can guess from the diction itself what the difference is between the Gospel and Epistle and between this Revelation. The former were not only written smoothly according to Greek diction but also with the most skillful expressions, syllogisms, and structure of exposition. They are far from having any barbarous word, solecism, or common manner of speaking. You see, the evangelist had [image: ], the faculty of speech and of knowledge. But concerning the other book, I do not deny that he both saw a revelation and received knowledge and prophecy. Yet I see him speaking a dialect and language not exactly Greek and frequently using a barbarous idiom. I even see him solecizing at times.

 




 

We respond. (1) The reason for this arises from the fact that he draws much from the prophets and especially from Daniel. Consequently, he stays with the Hebrew idiom. (2) If that barbarous idiom and solecisms were adduced specifically and individually, one could easily respond to them. (3) That comparison will rather show the opposite: namely, that there is a great agreement of diction in Revelation with the Gospel and Epistle of John.
 

§ 298. (V) From the silence of the ancients. Erasmus, op. cit.: “Bishop Dionysius of Tyre, a martyr, published in a collection of lives that John wrote his Gospel on the island of Patmos, and he does not mention Revelation. Not even the Greek Anastasius dares to declare in his catalog that this is John’s work.” Here we can report that the Council of Laodicea (canon 59) and Nazianzen (Carmina) do not mention Revelation. Apostolic Canon 84 also omits Revelation.
 

We respond. (1) This only proves that some people at one time had doubts about this book; thus it belongs to the canonical books of the second rank. (2) In the place of the small few who do not mention this book, we can produce many, many more Greek and Latin fathers who have given it their honorable testimony. (3) Eusebius, who seems to have doubts about the author of this book in his Historia ecclesiastica, declares in his Chronicon that he entertains absolutely no doubt about its author or authority. (4) If we want to insist on Apostolic Canon 84, we shall have to accept into the canon 3 Maccabees, the two epistles of Clement and his Apostolic Constitutions, and, on the other hand, we shall have to exclude from it the Books of Ezra, both of which things conflict with the unanimous approval of the entire early Church. It can be proved with many arguments that those Apostolic Canons are spurious and apocryphal.
 

§ 299. (VI) From its obscurity. “The obscurity of this book is great and nearly insurmountable. Because of this, it seems to some people that it must be rejected.”
 

We respond. (1) It has that obscurity in common with the visions of Ezekiel and Daniel. If, however, one were to reject it because of that obscurity, one could also have objected to the prophecy of Daniel before its fulfillment. (2) That obscurity originates not only from the subject matter or things with which it deals but also from the form or method of treatment. You see, it sets forth prophecies about coming events and deals with these in figures, visions, and images without adding an explanation. From this an obscurity necessarily arises, through which obscurity God wanted to resist boredom on the part of those who read Scripture, just as He provided for our hunger in the other clear passages in which the dogmas of faith are treated. (3) That obscurity draws light from a comparison with other passages of Scripture, especially with the prophecy of Daniel, as well as (or particularly from) its fulfillment, which comes to the eyes of all. (4) Although there are many obscure prophecies in this book, there are still many clear commandments, for example, those regarding constancy in persecutions, cursing heretics, patience, keeping the faith, fearing divine judgments, and loving the heavenly promises.
 

§ 300. (VII) From the subject matter or contents. (1) In Rev. 2:18 “there exists an epistle written to the church at Thyatira. Yet the church at Thyatira did not yet exist at John’s time, but a church was established there long after John.” To untie this knot, Epiphanius responds (Haeres. 51): “It was by the prophetic spirit that John foresaw that at some time there would be a church at Thyatira. Thus he wrote the truth, though at that time a congregation had not yet been gathered at Thyatira.” However, because in the epistle to the people at Thyatira John distinguishes clearly the devout from the wicked, it is quite likely that what is extant in some authors about the church at Thyatira being established only after John’s death is something we must take as being not about its first planting and growth but about its renewal and rebuilding.
 

(2) “It contains the seeds of the chiliastic error” in Revelation 20. We respond. We cannot deny that formerly men of great reputation were held as being involved in the chiliastic error, such as Papias, Irenaeus, Justin, Tertullian, and others who claimed that when six millennia of the world were completed, Christ would descend from heaven, bind Satan, and rule with His saints in this world for a thousand years and that after that period had elapsed, Satan would go forth freed and would stir up against the Church foreign nations: Gog and Magog. They wanted to prove this idea from c. 20 of this book. Nowhere, however, does Scripture declare that Christ will rule on earth in a visible and external manner before the Last Day; rather, it calls the day of His coming to judgment the “final” and “last” day, when both the universal resurrection and final judgment will occur. Therefore we must explain this passage in Revelation so that it does not conflict with the analogy of faith. We showed in what manner this can be done in Disputatio 3 contra novos fanaticos instituta.
 

(3) Bellarmine (De verbo Dei, bk. 1, c. 19) and Blasius de Viegas (on Revelation, p. 16) say that Luther says in his preface: “I wish that in Revelation it would declare that those will be blessed who keep the words of this prophecy, though no one understands what they are”; also that he says in his preface to the New Testament: “I acknowledge Revelation as neither a prophetic nor an apostolic book; rather, I consider it similar to 4 Ezra.” We respond. In the prefaces of Luther that we read today, we find no such thing, but rather the opposite: that with a learned preface he has brought no small help to the reader in understanding this prophecy. How, then, would he not consider it an apostolic book? The words “Blessed is he who reads the words of this prophecy” (Rev. 1:3) have an explanation added immediately, for he adds: “for the time is near,” as if to say, “Although future events are being told in this book, yet knowing them pertains to everyone, because these things will begin to happen soon.” Consequently, they have to do with those who lived when it was written.
 

It remains, then, that Revelation is an apostolic, canonical writing. It consists of twenty-two chapters in which, after his introduction, John describes his seven visions in order. Seven occurs frequently as a mystical number in this book, for it lists seven epistles, seven seals, seven trumpets, seven bowls, etc.
 


[image: ]
 

46 Actually in the 1522 preface to the New Testament, AE 35:362; WA DB 6:10.
 

47 That is, as something added to it, outside its essence.
 

48 He is called “Jude, son of James” in Luke 6:16. He is the same person called Thaddaeus in many Greek manuscripts of Matt. 10:3. However, in Matt. 10:3 some Greek manuscripts have Lebbaeus, while the majority of Greek texts read “Lebbaeus, who was also called Thaddaeus.”
 

49 Some early manuscripts of Mark 3:18 read “Lebbaeus” instead of “Thaddaeus.”
 

50 Read Andreas Caesariensis instead of Andreas Carariensis.
 

51 Read per angelum instead of per evangelium.
 



  


CHAPTER XI: ON THE APOCRYPHAL AND REJECTED BOOKS OF THE NEW TESTAMENT
 

§ 301. Irenaeus writes concerning the disciples of Simon Magus: “They have brought out an untold number of apocryphal books and writings that they dreamed up to stupify the irrational and that seem to be truth to those who cannot read” (Advers. haeres., bk. 1, c. 17). In these words Irenaeus opens for us the source from which so many apocryphal, spurious, and rejected books of the New Testament, falsely attributed to evangelists and apostles, have flowed, namely, from the school of Simon Magus, the patriarch of all the heretics in the New Testament. The same Irenaeus (bk. 1, c. 35, p. 91) mentions that the Cainite heretics used a Gospel of the betrayer Judas. In bk. 3, c. 11, p. 188, he writes about the Valentinians that “being without fear, they put forth their own compositions and boasted that they have more Gospels than there actually are. Indeed, they proceeded to such audacity that they call what was written by them not long ago ‘the Gospel of Truth,’ though it agrees in nothing with the Gospels of the evangelists.” Eusebius, Hist. eccles., bk. 3, c. 3: “The Acts that are called ‘of Peter,’ the Gospel that is said to be his, the prophecy ascribed to him, and the Revelation called his—we know that these were never handed down among the catholic writings because no commentator of the ancients or of our time has used their testimonies.” Later:
 


I have declined to list the Acts that are said to be Paul’s among the books without doubt. Because the same apostle mentions Hermas, along with others, toward the end of his Epistle to the Romans (where he greets certain people) and because for this reason they say the book of The Shepherd belongs to this Hermas, one should know that some have spoken against the former book. Therefore it is not listed with those that are considered certain. On the other hand, others have judged it as especially necessary to those who have a need for an elementary introduction. Consequently, I have accepted it because we know that it has been published among the churches and that some of the oldest writers have used it.

 




 

Eusebius means Papias and Origen, bk. 10 on Romans 16, where it says that “Scripture is useful and divinely inspired.” He also means Irenaeus, who in bk. 4, c. 37, not only knows this book of The Shepherd but also approves it, saying, “That Scripture has declared correctly that says, ‘Before all things, believe that there is one God, who created and perfected all things.’ “This passage of Irenaeus is adduced by Eusebius in Hist., bk. 5, c. 8. Jerome also says, “This book is truly useful” (Catal. scriptorum). Testimonies are taken from it by Tertullian (De orat.), Clement of Alexandria (Stromat., bk. 6), Athanasius (De decret. syn. Nicen.), and Cassian (Coll. 13, c. 12). But because this book is filled with fictitious visions and dreams, fosters the errors of the Novatians about a single repentance, and contains some harmful matters, it is deservedly placed among the apocryphal and corrupt books by Tertullian (De pudicit.), Jerome (Prolog. galeat.), Gelasius (dist. 15, c. S. Romana). Again Eusebius, Hist. eccles., bk. 3, c. 22:
 


Among the corrupt books we list the Acts of Paul, the book called The Shepherd, and the Revelation of Peter, as well as that which is circulated as the Epistle of Barnabas, and the so-called Teachings of the Apostles, etc. On the other hand, some also list the Gospel to the Hebrews among these. This book is a special delight for those of the Jews who have received Christ. All these belong to those that have been spoken against. Out of necessity we have drawn up a catalog of those, so that we may make a distinction between those writings that, according to ecclesiastical tradition, are neither fictitious nor doubtful but are true, and between those that are not outside those legitimate writings of the New Testament but that suffer contradiction and still are read by many churchmen. Thus we may be able to know both that former group and those that are set forth by the heretics under the names of the apostles, whether as the gospels of Peter or Thomas or Matthias or others, or books containing the acts of Andrew and John and the other apostles. No writer of the ecclesiastical succession has thought any of these worthy to mention in his commentaries. Furthermore, the character of the diction differs from apostolic custom. The sense and intent of the subjects reported therein differs much from the truth of correct doctrine. They clearly demonstrate that they are the figments of heretics. Therefore they must be placed not even among the corrupt writings but must be rejected as absolutely absurd and wicked.

 




 

Observe here that Eusebius establishes four marks by which spurious writings can be distinguished and recognized from genuine canonical writings: (1) the testimony of the Church; (2) diction [[image: ]]; (3) sense [[image: ]]; (4) intent [[image: ]].
 

§ 302. Around the year 493, Gelasius I in the Council of Rome denounced many apocryphal writings of this sort that were falsely attributed to the apostles. A summary of his decretal is extant in dist. 15, c. Sancta Romana:
 


The Itinerarium under the name of the apostle Peter, which is called bk. 8 of Clement, is apocryphal. The acts under the name of the apostle Andrew is apocryphal. The acts under the name of Philip is apocryphal. The gospels in the name of Thad-deus are apocryphal. The acts in the name of the apostle Thomas, which the Manichaeans use, is apocryphal. The gospels in the name of the apostle Barnabas are apocryphal. The gospels in the name of the apostle Bartholomew are apocryphal. The gospels in the name of the apostle Andrew are apocryphal. The gospels that Lucian falsified are apocryphal. The gospels that Hyritius falsified are apocryphal. The book De infantia Salvatoris is apocryphal. The books De nativ. Salvatoris, De s. Maria, and De obstetrice Salvatoris are apocryphal. The book called The Shepherd is apocryphal, etc. The book called Actus Teclae et Pauli is apocryphal. The revelation called Paul’s is apocryphal. The revelation called Thomas’s is apocryphal. The revelation called Stephan’s is apocryphal. The book called Transitus sanctae Mariae is apocryphal. The book called Sors apostolorum is apocryphal. The book of the Canons of the Apostles is apocryphal.

 




 

All this is from the list of Gelasius, who later pronounces his anathema on the heretical authors of these books.
 

§ 303. Under the name of Linus, some books De Passione Petri et Pauli were written by some trifler. He tells many of the acts of St. Peter, which are either false or at least doubtful. He says that Agrippa was the prefect of the city at the time of the suffering of Peter and that he killed Peter without the emperor’s consent, who also disapproved of that action. He claims that the wife of Albinus, having been so taught by Peter, repudiated her husband’s bed because of her love of chastity, though her husband objected. In fact, the book teems with so many fables that the Papists themselves reject it: Baronius (vol. 1, Annal., ann. 66, no. 14; ann. 69, no. 6; ann. 80, no. 4), Bellarmine (De Rom. pontif., bk. 2, c. 9; De script. eccles., p. 55), Bisciola (vol. 1, p. 58, § Paul), etc.
 

The book of the Passio Andreae is spurious because no mention is made of it among the approved authors, not even among those who intentionally put together a catalog of the ancient writers, for example, Eusebius, Jerome, Gennadius, etc. In De script. eccles., p. 69, Bellarmine fights for its verity and authority, but his arguments are extremely weak.
 

The book of Abdias, De vitis Apostolorum, is a spurious work of fiction. He tells those fables about St. Thomas, St. Matthew, St. Andrew, and St. Maximilla, wife of Egetes. Augustine asserts that the Manichaeans made these up (De fid. contra Manich., c. 38; Contra Adimantium, c. 17). Also, no mention of this Abdias or of his books is found among the ancient writers. As a result, its authority is quite insignificant, even among Papist writers themselves: Baronius (ann. 44, no. 44; ann. 51, no. 51), Bellarmine (De script. eccles., sect. 1), Gualterius (secul. prim., p. 18), Molanus (De fid. haeret. serv., bk. 1, c. 6), etc.
 

In the Orthodoxographa patrum, vol. 1, p. 71, there is the Protoevangelium Jacobi on the births of Jesus Christ and of His virgin mother, which Gelasius correctly places among the apocryphal writings under the name De nativitate et obstetrice Salvatoris. They contain tales contrary to the canonical books of the evangelists.
 

Prochorus’s Historia de rebus gestis Johannis, which is also in vol. 1 of the Orthodoxographa, is fiction.
 

The Disputatio Petri cum Apione is rejected by Athanasius (Synopsis) and Jerome (Catal. scriptor.).
 

Paul’s Epistle to the Laodiceans, consisting of eighteen verses largely patched together from the Pauline Epistles, was published by Praetorius of Hamburg in 1595, along with the Fragmenta apostolorum. In Catal., however, Jerome rejects it among the apocryphal writings. Colossians 4:16 does not mention any Epistle to the Laodiceans but one written “from Laodicea.”
 

The Acts of Barnabas, written in John’s name, is filled with many obvious falsehoods (Baronius, ann. 51, no. 51).
 

** Augustine discusses the Revelation of Paul in tractate 98 on John; the book of the apostle Thomas in Epistle 38; the epistles ascribed to the apostles in his commentary on Psalm 42; the Book of Enoch in De civ. D., bk. 18, c. 38; and the epistle written by Christ Himself in Contra Faust., bk. 28, c. 4. **
 

The Epistolae Pauli ad Senecam are convicted of having many lies in Baronius (ann. 66, no. 11), though they are quoted with praise by Jerome (Catal.) and Augustine (Epistle 14).
 

In Biblioth., bk. 2, p. 40, Sixtus Senensis reports from Franciscus Alvarezius in Itinerarium Aethiopicum that the Apostolorum librum, which the apostles themselves wrote when they were all gathered together in Jerusalem, was held in equal honor with the divine volumes by the Ethiopian Christians in the Ethiopian language. Kirstenius, too, in his preface to Gramm. Arabic., p. 5, mentions that there are writings of the apostles that are found in no language other than Arabic. He says, “Arabs are said to have many epistles of Paul and writings of the other apostles that are not yet extant in other languages.” Yet even if those writings had come from the apostles, they would not be parts of canonical Scripture, as one can see from what we said earlier on the question whether some canonical books were lost.
 

Therefore Casaubonus is right to complain as he weighs the multitude of apocryphal writings (Exerc. 1, ad Baron., c. 3, p. 29):
 


That first court of the Christian Church produced writings filled with fables and clever falsehoods. Of this kind were the Gospel of Christ according to the Egyptians; another according to the Hebrews, whose testimonies Clement of Alexandria uses not merely once; Pauli [image: ], which Epiphanius discusses in Contra Cajanos; the epistle of the apostle John to the Parthians (nevertheless the learned claim that this is the first catholic Epistle of John, which is genuine); Chami prophetia; the Revelation of Moses; Eliae apocrypha; Jeremiae apocrypha; Matthaei apostoli
[image: ].

 




 

Casaubonus goes on: “There is a salutary decree of the Council of Rome and of Pope Gelasius in the Jus canonicum, dist. 15, where many books of this nature are both listed and condemned. Nevertheless some still remain today as [image: ] [“falsely titled”] in the judgment of all who see anything in literature, and these must be put on the same list, such as the [image: ] of Peter, the Recognitiones of Clement, several epistles of the blessed Virgin, epistles of Paul to Seneca and of Seneca to Paul, and many others.”
 

§ 304. Furthermore, this multitude of apocryphal writings that heretics have spread under the venerable names of the evangelists and apostles teaches us: (1) About the devil’s great hatred against the sacred writings, who has intended in various ways to gain canonical authority for apocryphal fables and, on the other hand, to bring the sacred, divinely inspired, and truly canonical books into contempt. (2) About the matchless providence of God by which it has happened that the canon of the New Testament was preserved whole and inviolate. Consequently, God granted a long life to St. John so that he might be able to teach the Church about the genuine, canonical books of the evangelists and apostles and to distinguish them from spurious and fictional works. (3) About the devout concern and faithful care of early antiquity in distinguishing apocryphal and spurious books from the canon. Concerning this matter, judgment can be made from what we said earlier.
 
  


CHAPTER XII: ON THE FORM OF HOLY SCRIPTURE
 

§ 305. For the sake of teaching, we can set up a twofold form of Holy Scripture: internal and external, or essential and accidental.
 


The internal form of Scripture.
 

Some establish the internal form52 of Scripture as [image: ] or [image: ], “divine inspiration,” in respect of which it is called [image: ] [“God-breathed” or “divinely inspired”] (2 Tim. 3:16). However, because [image: ] applies rather to the efficient cause,53 indeed, because holy men of God spoke and wrote [image: ], “led and driven, having been divinely inspired” (2 Pet. 1:21), therefore we say that the internal form of Scripture is Scripture’s divine authority and majesty itself, which draws its origin from the immediate inbreathing of the Holy Spirit (the proper, adequate,54 efficient cause) and from the things He explains sublimely (likewise, the proper, adequate material). By this internal form, Scripture is what it is: holy, divine, canonical, credible in itself [[image: ]], trustworthy [[image: ]]. Through this same form, one can also distinguish it from all other writings, secular as well as sacred, ecclesiastical as well as apocryphal. Augustine, Contra Faust., bk. 9, c. 5: “[Scripture] is distinguished from the books of later authors by the excellence of the canonical authority of the Old and New Testament, which, confirmed as it was in apostolic times by successions of bishops and the spread of churches, was established as on a lofty throne, which every faithful and devout mind serves, etc. In the works of later writers that are contained in countless books but are by no means equal to that canonical excellence of the Holy Scriptures, the same truth is also found in each and every one of them, yet their authority is far different.” Those do not go off into a different direction from this position who establish the sense or meaning of the divine Word expressed in writing in Scripture as its internal form, because Scripture obtains its divine majesty and authority from the fact that it reveals to us the divine will and the mysteries of our salvation from the divine inspiration of the prophets and apostles.
 


The external form.
 

§ 306. The external form55 includes the idiom of the Hebrew language, in which the Old Testament was written, and of the Greek language, in which the New Testaments was written, as well as the property of speech and style that the Holy Spirit uses in Scripture—in fact, a uniqueness of speech and style having simplicity and majesty joined together by a truly divine miracle. The kind of speech that Scripture uses is simple, with no air of human or feigned eloquence, yet it is solemn and especially powerful in striking the minds of men. 1 Cor. 2:1: “When I came to you, I did not come to you in loftiness of speech or of wisdom (that is, human wisdom), proclaiming to you the testimony of God (that is, the Gospel).” Verse 4: “My speech and my preaching were not in persuasive words of human wisdom,” in ornamentations and rhetorical figures of speech, but “in demonstration of the Spirit and of power,” that is, in spiritual words that powerfully and effectually move hearts. The apostle removes human eloquence from himself, but not divine eloquence, and he rebukes those who, speaking so as to gratify, were affecting a men-pleasing style in their speeches, who were stroking the people with flattering words and decorative statements and were offering, instead of an oration full of holiness and divine virtue, an oration combed, curled, and sprinkled with poppy and sesame seeds and covered with honeyed drops of words, as Seneca says, and who meanwhile were neglecting the kernel of doctrine.
 

§ 307. For both simplicity and majesty to be joined together in the style of Scripture is truly miraculous and matchless. From the union of these arise the uniqueness and singularity of its style. The style of Scripture is called simple not because it is crude and rustic nor because it lacks every ornament of elegance nor because it lacks all figures and tropes but because it is frank, not at all feigned nor deceitful, and because it describes great and lofty matters in words suitable for the comprehension of the readers. Therefore the character of the language that the Holy Spirit uses in Scripture is simple because it does not consist of an affected kind of speaking nor of oratorical color nor of exquisitely ornate verbiage but of words that are easy to understand, clear, and commonly known.
 

Yet this same style is filled with majesty because it teaches us so clearly about the highest mysteries of faith and about divine revelations placed beyond the grasp of the human mind. To say it in a word, the style of Scripture is the sort that no one attains in other books that result from the efforts of human activity. The majesty of its style includes: (1) Its vividness, by which matters are described in them through a living sketch and are, as it were, set before the eyes to be seen. (2) Fullness or [image: ],56 which explains the matters it speaks of as fully as one could want, namely, by an enumeration of parts and species, by explanation of causes, notation of circumstances, subjoining of antitheses, etc. (3) Brevity or [image: ], by which “it embraces many ideas in a few words,” as Chrysostom says (homily 24 on Genesis 6), and not only equals but also surpasses the number of words with the number of things [res]. (4) Coherence or [image: ] [“conjunction”], by which it connects all its parts tightly, as with a perpetual chain, so that no gap, no anacoluthon, occurs. (5) Modesty and chastity, or [image: ], with which it abstains from every uncleanness and turpitude and explains matters otherwise obscene with modest and “married” words, so to speak. (6) Efficacy or [image: ] [“power”] and [image: ] [“forcefulness”], because the language is constituted in such a way that it stirs the mind of the reader with its own force. Chrysostom, homily 46 on Matthew 23: “Although all the divine words may be simple and clumsy, they are alive because they have within their meanings the truth of God, like blood enclosed in veins, thus they give life to those who hear them. But all secular words, since they do not have in themselves the power of God, are dead, though they may be well-composed and ingenious. Because they do not have in their veins the power of God, they consequently do not save their hearers.”
 

Regarding this majesty and singularity of divine language, we have the testimony not only of those oft-repeated forms of speaking—”I, the Lord,” “I say to you,” “thus says the Lord,” “the mouth of the Lord has spoken,” “the Word of the Lord happened,” etc.—but also of the divine effect in the minds of the hearers. Jer. 23:29: “Is not My Word like fire, says the Lord, and like a hammer that breaks the rocks to pieces?” Matt. 7:28—29: “The crowds were astonished at His teaching, for He taught them as one who had authority.” Luke 24:32: “Did not our hearts burn within us while He talked with us on the road?” John 6:63: “The words I have spoken to you are Spirit and life” (that is, because they proceeded from the Holy Spirit and have flowed from the font of life, because they contain within themselves spiritual and divine power, because they produce spiritual effects and give life to man; for these three must be connected, and in these, the next always follows from the one before. Some explain “they are Spirit” in this way: that is, they ought to be understood spiritually, not about a Capernaitic eating but a spiritual eating; and “they are life,” that is, they should be understood not about the transitory life but about eternal life. This explanation is indeed true, but it is incomplete.). Acts 2:37: “Now, when they heard this, they were cut to the heart.” Now, the very same words that the prophets, Christ, and the apostles preached orally were later put into Scripture by the prophets, evangelists, and apostles through God’s will. Therefore it produces the same effects.
 

§ 308. The reasons why God wanted Holy Scripture to be in a simple and clear kind of language, far removed from the flatterings of human eloquence, appear easily: (1) The simple Word of truth. The unadorned truth loves an unadorned kind of language. But now heavenly truth is set forth to us in Scripture.
 

(2) The mysteries that are proposed to us in Scripture are placed beyond the grasp of human wisdom, “beyond the mind, beyond word, beyond the grasp of natural creation,” as Justin says ([image: ], p. 304). “That which is related to our instruction is higher than earthly comprehension,” says Tatian (Orat. contra gent.). But if an obscure and complex kind of speaking had been used in setting forth those mysteries, they would have been far removed from human understanding.
 

(3) The Scriptures were written not only for the use of the learned but also of the unlearned. Therefore because they were written for all people, they ought to have been written down in the kind of speaking that is clear to all people. Consequently, Isaiah was commanded to write [image: ], “in the style of man” (Isa. 8:1).
 

(4) If they had been written in the extravagant words of human wisdom, their force and efficacy in converting people would be attributed to flattering and decorative words rather than to divine power (1 Cor. 1:17; 4:20).
 

(5) Those who disdain the simplicity of Scripture are excluded by God’s just judgment from an understanding of the divine mysteries. In Confess., bk. 3, c. 5, Augustine admits that while he was still a Manichaean, Scripture seemed unworthy to be compared with Tullian eloquence. He says, “My pride kept running away from its style, and my keenness was not penetrating its depths.” Later, however, when he left Manichaeanism to become a Christian, he began to feel much differently. Confess., bk. 6, c. 5: “The authority of Scripture seemed to me all the more venerable and worthy of holy faith, in that, while it was visible for all to read it, it reserved the dignity of its secret within its profound significance, stooping to all in the great plainness of its language and lowliness of its style yet exercising the thoughts of such as are not light of heart; that it might receive all into its common bosom and through narrow passages transfer a few toward You (O God), yet many more than if it did not stand out upon such a height of authority and did not draw multitudes to the lap of its holy humility.” (Cf. the treatise of Flacius, De stilo sacrar. literar., in the second part of his Clavis.)
 

§ 309. From this form of Scripture, both internal and external, it is manifestly apparent that the theorem of the Papists is false: that “Scripture can be considered divine on the basis of no other source than from unwritten tradition,” as Bellarmine argues (De v. D., bk. 4, c. 4), and that “Scripture can be believed solely because of the authority of the Church,” as Stapleton speaks (Relect. princ. doctrin., controv. 4, p. 495). You see, tradition and the authority of the Church do not confer upon Scripture its form. Rather, Scripture has this in itself before and beyond the testimony of the Church, and by this form it demonstrates its majesty and dignity to all. As its internal form at times shows itself through some certain and specific properties and effects, so also the divine authority and majesty of Scripture reveals itself to the minds of men through some certain criteria. Regarding this subject, we have said as much as is sufficient in c. 3, on the authority of Scripture.
 


[image: ]
 

52 That which constitutes an entire thing and is called “formational and of nature.” When joined with matter, it makes a “being.”
 

53 That through which something is accomplished or made and on which the result depends.
 

54 An adequate cause is something from which alone the effect proceeds; it establishes the being of the effect perfectly.
 

55 Any accident or attribute with respect to the subject, which inheres in it. For example, whiteness is an external form, or an accident, of snow.
 

56 Literally, “diminution.” The word usually means a hyperbole in which one makes an understatement, which is not what Gerhard is explaining here.
 



  


CHAPTER XIII: ON THE AUTHENTIC TEXT OF SCRIPTURE
 

§ 310. From the fact that the Old Testament was written in Hebrew and the New in Greek by holy men of God—prophets, evangelists, and apostles—we draw this corollary: that the Hebrew text in the Old Testament and the Greek text in the New are alone authentic. We prove this thesis with the following demonstrations: (I) Every public document is authentic only in the language in which it was originally written by the person who had the power and mandate to write it. Holy Scripture is a public document, written by the authority, order, and command of God. Therefore it is authentic only in that language in which it was written originally, namely, Hebrew with respect to the Old Testament, Greek with respect to the New. The major premise is one of obvious truth: (1) If the king of France were to publish some decree in French and if private citizens were to translate it into Latin, Greek, or German, one surely would have to go back to the original French text in which that decree had been written at the king’s order if any doubt or controversy were to arise regarding those translations. (2) In every controversy of any name or kind, when there is contention about an epistle or testament or any other writing, one goes back to the original version as the authentic one, even if it had been translated into other languages. (3) The pope would not allow his brevia [“briefs”], as they are called, written in Italian, to be judged according to the German language into which they had then, by chance, been translated by a private person. He would want judgment passed on them according to the original text. Concerning the minor premise, there is and can be no doubt in the Christian Church.
 

§ 311. (II) In whatever language the Old Testament was written by the prophets and the books of the New Testament by the evangelists and apostles, those languages alone are authentic in Holy Scripture. Yet the prophets wrote the books of the Old Testament in Hebrew, and the evangelists and apostles wrote the books of the New in Greek. Therefore Hebrew and Greek are the only authentic languages in Scripture—the former in the Old Testament, the latter in the New. The major premise is most certainly true. (1) Only the prophets and apostles, as they were instructed by the inbreathing of the Holy Spirit (2 Pet. 1:21), could have published a God-breathed and authentic Scripture (2 Tim. 3:16). This is because they received the command to write from God, and they were impelled to write by the Holy Spirit and were directed by Him in the actual work of writing, which cannot be said about any other interpreter who translated the Hebrew text in the Old and the Greek in the New into other languages. (2) We are said to be “built upon the foundation of the prophets and apostles” (Eph. 2:20), that is, upon the teaching of the prophets and apostles contained in their writings. This, however, is contained only in the Hebrew literature of the Old Testament and the Greek literature of the New. Regarding the minor premise, we must note the following: (1) Daniel 2—7, Ezra 4—6, and Jer. 11:10 were written in the Chaldaic idiom, a language that is different from Hebrew only in its endings, and became known to the Jews after the Babylonian captivity, as we have mentioned earlier (§ 70). (2) According to Jerome, some things in Job were written in Arabic. (3) Some of the ancients want Matthew to have written his Gospel in Hebrew, concerning which matter we have explained earlier (§ 243) what should be thought. (4) Baronius (vol. 1, Annal., ann. 45) and Bellarmine (De verbo Dei, bk. 2, c. 7, 15) claim that Mark wrote in Latin rather than in Greek, and we also explained earlier (§ 244) what should be thought about this.
 

§ 312. (III) Whatever version is the norm and rule for all the rest, that alone is authentic; otherwise it could not be the norm and rule. But now, the Hebrew version in the Old Testament and the Greek in the New are the norm and rule of all other versions; for whatever those other versions may be, they are normed and regulated according to the Hebrew and Greek texts. Therefore the Hebrew version in the Old Testament and the Greek in the New are the only authentic versions. Jerome has the custom of calling the Hebrew text in the Old Testament “the source” [fons]. But now, when rivers are muddy as they flow, one must go back to the source. Therefore one must also run back from the versions to the Hebrew text of the Old Testament. Cyprian, Ad Pompeium: “If a channel of water that once used to flow abundantly and plentifully should suddenly fail, does not one go back to the source to discover there the reason for the failure, whether the veins at the spring have dried up or whether, flowing forth full and unharmed, it fails along the way?” Some learned people piously apply to this the passage: “Bless God the Lord in the Church from the fountains ([image: ]) of Israel” (Ps. 68:[26]). “The fountains of Israel” are nothing else than the salutary and salvation-bearing teaching entrusted by God to the church of Israel through the prophets (Isa. 12:3; Rom. 3:2), which the prophets wrote in Hebrew. Therefore Jerome is correct in calling the Hebrew version of the Old Testament “the fountain of truth” [fons veritatis].
 

§ 313. (IV) Whatever edition of Scripture was considered authentic in the Israelite church of the Old Testament and the early apostolic Church of the New Testament, it is right for our churches to claim it as authentic too. But the Hebrew edition of the Old Testament was considered authentic in the Israelite church, and the Greek edition of the New was held as authentic in the early apostolic Church. Therefore our churches are also right in claiming this. The major premise is of obvious truth, for as our Church should be joined to the Israelite church of the Old Testament and to the early apostolic Church of the New by the transmission and kinship of doctrine, so also the foundation for this doctrine—namely, the authentic edition of Scripture—ought to be the same for both. The minor premise also shines with its own light. You see, no one can deny that at the time of the Old Testament, before Christ, only the Hebrew edition was authentic, nor can it be doubted that at the time when the writings of the evangelists and apostles were extant only in Greek, the Greek edition of the New Testament was authentic. Otherwise one would have to declare that at that time there was no authentic version of Scripture in the Church, which is extremely absurd. The Greek Septuagint translation into which the books of the Old Testament were translated was not considered authentic by the Israelite church. But such a version also cannot be considered authentic because nothing certain is evident about the prophetic spirit of the Septuagint translators and, according to Sigebertus (Chron.): “After the Latin version of Jerome, it began to be considered favorably.” The ancient Greeks attributed much to that Septuagint version, and from this the opinion arose that by a divine miracle they prepared agreeing translations in separate rooms. In fact, in De civ. Dei, bk. 15, c. 23, Augustine does not hesitate to attribute “the prophetic Spirit” to them. Not even the Papists themselves, however, dare assign it authentic authority. Regarding the Latin version of both Testaments, it is evident from Platina (Vita Damasi) that “several years after Christ, it first began to have some authority in the Church.” Therefore it, too, was not authentic in the early apostolic Church.
 

§ 314. The devout ancients did not only teach this thing with their words, they also confirmed it by the very fact that they went back from the translations to the sources. Hilary, on Psalm 118: “We have warned frequently that one cannot satisfy his understanding from the Latin translation.”
 

Ambrose, De Spiritu sancto, bk. 2, near the middle of c. 6: “If anyone argues about the variety of the Latin codices, some of which the treacherous have falsified, he should take a look at the Greek codices and note that it is written: ‘Those who worship God the Spirit.’ “Ambrose, De incar. Domin. sacramento, before the middle of c. 8: “This is what we have found in the Greek codices, whose authority is greater.”
 

In his preface to the Pentateuch, Jerome rejects as “absurd” the opinion of those “who said that the Latin texts were more correct than the Greek and the Greek more than the Hebrew.” Jerome, commentary on Zechariah 8: “We are compelled to have recourse to the Hebrews and to seek the truth of knowledge from the source, rather than from the streams.” In his preface to the four Gospels, Jerome writes as follows to Damasus, who had incited him to emend the New Testament from the Greek: “If one must place faith in the Latin texts, let those who have almost as many texts as codices respond. But if one must seek out the truth about many things, why do we not correct those passages that have been published badly by faulty translators or have been emended incorrectly by the careless and unskilled or that have been added to or changed by sleepy scribes, by turning back to the Greek original?” In his Epistle ad Vitalem, he writes: “I am accustomed to flee for refuge to the Hebrew truth as to a sort of citadel and fortress.” Epistle ad Lucinium, 28: “As the trustworthiness of the books of the Old Testament must be examined according to the Hebrew volumes, so also that of the New desires the norm of the Greek language.” Epistle ad Suniam et Rettilam, 135: “Just as in the case of the New Testament we have recourse to the fount of the Greek language in which the New Testament was written, so in the case of the Old Testament we have recourse to the Hebrew truth.” Epistle ad Marcell., at the end: “The faultiness of the Latin codices must be summoned back to the Greek original.” Adv. Helvid., vol. 3, f. 3: “We must believe that the waters of the source flow much purer than the streams.” (From these statements of Jerome, it is clearly apparent that what the Jesuit Sacroboscus writes in Defens. decret. conc. Trident., pt. 1, c. 4 is false: “St. Jerome, too, did not consider it safe at his time to have recourse to the Hebrew texts.”)
 

Augustine, De doctr. Christ., bk. 2, c. 11: “Men of the Latin language whom we have now undertaken to instruct need two other languages for an understanding of Holy Scripture—namely, Hebrew and Greek—that they may have recourse to preceding texts if the infinite variety of the Latin interpreters causes any doubt.” Chapter 15: “Let the Greek codices be used to emend any Latin ones.” Ibid.: “One must not doubt that the Hebrew words have no small power and help for solving enigmas of the Scriptures if a person can translate them.” De civ. Dei, bk. 15, c. 13, toward the end: “I would have no manner of doubt that when any variance is found in either codex—seeing that both cannot be true for confidence in their accounts—one should rather believe the language from which the translators translated it into another language.” Chapter 14: “We must seek the trustworthiness of accounts from that language from which what we have has been translated.” (Cf. his Epistle 108 and treatise 3 on John.)
 

Cassiodorus, Instit., bk. 1, c. 15: “It is fitting that whence a salutary translation has come to us, thence a proper correction may come again.” Lyra and Burgensis quite often correct the Vulgate translation from the Hebrew in the Old Testament and from the Greek in the New. Reuchlin walks in the footsteps of Jerome and says, “The Hebrews drink from the springs, the Greeks from the streams, the Latins from the swamps.”
 

§ 315. Some of our adversaries acknowledge the same thing. In [Jus canonicum,] dist. 9, c. Ut veterum, a statement of Jerome is quoted: “Just as the trustworthiness of the books of the Old Testament must be examined according to the Hebrew volumes, so that of the New desires the norm of the Greek language.” (A gloss tries to weaken the clearness of this statement with fictitious distinctions, to which Erasmus responds in detail in his scholia on bk. 2 of Jerome’s Adv. Jovinianum. Finally, he deduces from this chapter that it is notable that, “however authentic any document may be, if something from it is called into doubt, one must always exhibit that from which it takes its origin.” If this noteworthy statement stands, nothing else can be claimed than that one must have recourse to the Hebrew text in the Old Testament and to the Greek text in the New.) In dist. 96, c. Jejunium, a statement from the same Jerome is quoted: “We are compelled to have recourse to the Hebrews,” etc. In the [Jus canonicum,] in Clementinis, c. Inter solicitudines de magist., Clement V is said to have ordered in the Council of Vienna that “the more renowned academies support professors of the Hebrew, Greek, Arabic, and Chaldean languages,” obviously in order for the sources of the Scriptures to be explained rightly.
 

Thomas More, Epist. ad Dorpium: “The Church trusts the Latin translation, but it trusts the archetype more. The Gospel in Latin is true to the extent that it agrees with the Greek.”
 

Ludovicus Vives, on Augustine’s De civ. Dei, bk. 15, c. 8:
 


It would be too tedious, I think, to want to persuade with many words. When there is doubt about the meaning or integrity of the words of the Latin Gospel, we must go back to the source, to the Greek texts, in which language the apostles wrote. Jerome proclaims this. Here Augustine advises and orders this by his own example. But those others protest against this and argue that the Gospel translated into Latin is more certain than it is in its own original language. I believe, however, that refuting them is an easy matter, for they are few and unlearned and either will quiet down of their own will when they realize that they are accomplishing nothing or will be rejected along with their dissonant cries by the consensus of all the learned.

 




 

In his commentary on Augustine’s De civ. Dei, bk. 15, c. 11: “Augustine quite rightly laughs at those who want more trustworthiness to be given to interpretations than to those languages from which the Holy Scriptures flowed to the other languages.” In his commentary on the same book, c. 13:
 


Jerome proclaims this very thing (that one must have recourse to the sources); reason itself teaches it. No one who disclaims it is of a very sound judgment; but the consensus of good minds judges this to be in vain, for a rigid stupidity opposes it like a heavy weight. This is not because they are ignorant of these languages, for Augustine did not know Hebrew and knew Greek less than moderately well. They, however, do not have that modesty of mind that Augustine had. He was ready to be taught from any source, but they do not want to be taught by anyone, and they want to teach everyone what they do not know.

 




 

Benedictus Arias Montanus, one of the fathers of the Council of Trent, in the preface to his biblical work demonstrates with arguments and testimonies of the fathers that all things about which doubt arises in the interpretation of the Bible must be examined according to the Hebrew truth in the Old Testament and the form of Greek language in the New. Among other things, he writes thus: “From a very great many examples in the old edition of the Bible, it is clear that when those things that mean one definite thing in the first language are translated ambiguously by interpreters, and when they are again translated from a second to a third language, they leave a still more uncertain meaning.” A little later: “With daily use, one discovers that by fault of both scribes and printers many errors are committed everywhere in the Greek, as well as in the Latin language, errors that can be corrected in no way except from the truth of that first language.” And still later: “If the Latin translation of the Holy Bible be corrupted or contaminated under the pretext of ‘new interpretations’ or even be perverted by the false interpretation of an idea, no more salutary remedy can be used for this than if the truth itself, confirmed with the aid of the earliest and archetypal language of it, be set free from the impiety of wicked men.” What he confirmed with arguments, he observed in actual practice. In Genesis 3[:15], he removes ipsa [“she”] and renders it ipsum [“him”] according to the Hebrew. The Vulgate has in Genesis 48[:16]: Invocetur super eos nomen meum [“Let my name be invoked upon them”], which Arias renders: Vocetur in eis nomen meum [“Let my name be named among them”].
 

Erasmus, preface to his Annot. in N. T.: “The Testament that all call New we have authenticated with all diligence and with the faithfulness that is fitting. We have done this, first, according to the Greek truth. To flee to this for refuge as if to a spring, if anything happens, the examples of illustrious theologians persuade, Jerome and Augustine many times advise, and the decrees of the Roman popes order.” Erasmus, Meth. script. sacrae:
 


But if Jerome’s translation was once sufficient, what point was there in paying attention to the decrees of the popes that we seek out the truth of the Old Testament from the Hebrew books and the faithfulness of the New from the Greek sources? Finally, if what Jerome had translated was sufficient, how did it later happen that so many theologians of the foremost reputation fell into so many obvious and shameful errors, something that is so clear that it cannot be denied or concealed? Among these there falls even Aquinas, that most diligent of all modern writers, whom I would want to be but less favorable to me if I am lying or saying this in insult.

 




 

Melchior Canus, Locorum, bk. 2, c. 15, lists many benefits that a knowledge of the sources brings: “(1) When we argue with unbelievers; (2) when we want to explain the emphasis of statements; (3) to find more meanings; (4) to recognize idioms, phrases, and proverbs of a foreign language; (5) to correct errors; (6) to understand certain passages that cannot be explained without a knowledge of languages; (7) to avoid the double meanings and ambiguity of Latin; (8) to interpret correctly certain words that are used, such as ‘anathema,’ ‘maranatha,’ etc.” (But if a knowledge of the sources provides so many and such great advantages, we are certainly right to judge that they are authentic and to have recourse to them in doubtful matters.)
 

In De verbo Dei, bk. 2, c. 11, Bellarmine concedes that there are four times when one may go back to the Hebrew and Greek sources: “(1) When there seems to be a scribal error in the Latin codices; (2) when the Latin codices vary so that one cannot come to a definite conclusion as to the true reading of the Vulgate; (3) when the words or statements in the Latin are doubtful; (4) to understand the force and property of terms.”
 

Acosta, De Christo revelato, bk. 2, at the beginning of c. 15: “Therefore what more must we concede to the Latin or Greek than that the translation be considered good when it agrees with the original language? All divine authority lies in that language in which the holy writer wrote first.”
 

Here we should mention that: (1) As often as they call one from the Latin Vulgate translation to the Hebrew text in the Old Testament and to the Greek in the New, they reveal thereby that they are claiming that only the Hebrew text in the Old Testament and the Greek in the New are authentic. (2) As often as they acknowledge and admit that the Latin Vulgate translation is corrupt in some places, those corruptions can be corrected only from the authentic sources of the Hebrew text in the Old Testament and the Greek in the New.
 

Brugensis, in his notes on the Latin translation, several times repeats: “The Greek cries out that it is to be read in this way.”
 

In Matt. 6:5 the Latin has “those who love”; the Greek has [image: ] (“because they love”). Maldonatus (Comm.) prefers the Greek text to the Latin translation. He says, “In this passage I consider that we must correct our version rather than the Greek.”
 

The Latin version of Luke 22:20 has “the blood that will be shed for you”; the Greek text reads in the present: “that is shed ([image: ]).” Stapleton, Promt. Cath. fer. 3. hebd. sanct., § 4, prefers the Greek text.
 

The Latin version of John 1:30 reads “who was made before me.” The Greek sources read [image: ] (“was”). Jacobus Faber Stapulensis prefers the Greek sources. He writes in his commentaries on Hebrews 1: “The unfortunate Arius desired no other explanation, so that he could spew out his insanity against us and from a translation draw conclusions against us that he was not able to draw from the truth.”
 

The Latin translation of Eph. 2:10 is “We were created in Christ Jesus in good works.” The Greek text has [image: ] (“for good works”). Vega, in his Opusc. de merit. et justif., p. 803, q. 6, prefers the Greek text. He says, “The Vulgate translator is not translating appropriately enough. It would be more appropriate not to translate it thus, lest anyone take the opportunity from this to impute his creation in Christ to works, for nothing was more foreign to Paul, who everywhere annuls this grace [that would come] by our works and ascribes it all to Christ alone.”
 

The Latin version of Heb. 4:2 reads: “in the things that they heard.” The Greek text has [image: ] (“those who heard”). Ribera prefers the Greek text in his commentary on this passage, no. 5. He says, “We must undoubtedly read in the Vulgate ‘those who heard,’ for it can be understood in no other way in the Greek.” The Latin version of Heb. 11:34 has effugaverunt [“they put to flight”]; the Greek sources have [image: ], effugerunt [“they escaped”]. In his commentary on this passage, Ribera prefers the Greek text. He says, “In Latin, ‘they put to flight the edge of the sword’ ought to be ‘they escaped’ according to the property of the Greek word.”
 

The Latin version of Rev. 14:3 reads: “No one can say a new song”; the Greek text has [image: ] (“learn”). In his commentary, Ribera prefers the Greek source. He says, “The error in this passage, therefore, is not in the Greek words but in the Latin.”
 


Antithesis.
 

§ 316. The Council of Trent, sess. 4, decrees “that the ancient Vulgate edition be considered as authentic in public readings, debates, preaching, and expositions and that no one dare reject it under any pretext.” (Note “under any pretext.” Therefore they exclude those times when Bellarmine and Canus judge that one can go back to the sources.) They are actually denying, therefore, that the Hebrew text in the Old Testament and the Greek in the New are authentic; otherwise they would allow one to appeal to them. Melchior Canus (Locor., bk. 2, c. 13) draws four conclusions from this decree of the council: “(1) The ancient Vulgate edition must be retained by the faithful in all those matters that pertain to faith and behavior. (2) All questions of faith and behavior must be defined by this Latin edition. (3) In debates one must not appeal to the Hebrew and Greek texts. (4) In those matters related to faith and behavior, the Latin versions must not be corrected from the Hebrew and Greek.” Andradius Payva, Defens. fid.: “[The Council] says that it is not to be endured for anyone to spurn the authority of that version that the Church uses nor to appeal freely to the Hebrew and Greek.” Gregorius de Valentia, Anal. fid., p. 8:
 


We understand from the statements that we must by no means listen to those authors who are still contending after the Council of Trent that the Vulgate edition even now can be corrected in some places through the Hebrew and Greek codices as through sources, as they say, as far as this judgment is concerned. It is not permissible to do this. In fact, the Hebrew and Greek codices, wherever they differ from our edition, must be corrected and emended by ours. You see, the Church with its own definition has approved the latter in every respect, but not the former ones, though it has not rejected those except where they by chance contradict this version of ours.

 




 

The Jesuit Franciscus Turrianus says, “Those who prefer the Hebrew truth are giving their approval to the Jews” (Defens. locor. script. advers. Sadeelem, p. 57). Gordonus Huntlaeus, Controv., 1, c. 8: “Those are not acting rightly who flee from the common and pure text (of the Latin version) to the already-corrupted Jewish (Hebrew) text.” They try to prove this opinion of theirs with a twofold argument: (1) from the corruption of the Hebrew and Greek texts; (2) from the commendation of the Latin version. What force both of these have will appear later in its own place.
 

In De verbo Dei, bk. 2, c. 10, Bellarmine burdens us in this controversy with a double calumny: “(1) That we consider only Luther’s version as authentic; (2) that we disagree not a little bit in choosing an authentic Latin version.” However, we claim the Latin or German version of neither Luther nor anyone else as authentic, but only the Hebrew text in the Old Testament and the Greek in the New.
 

§ 317. Bellarmine brings out only one argument here that belongs to this point because the rest pertain to the question on the authority of the Latin Vulgate translation. It is fourth in his order and is as follows: “In the general councils of the Church, there are either few or none found to be skilled in the Hebrew language; therefore the Church would be poorly provided for if it could not have confidence in the Latin edition in serious matters but would have to go back to the Hebrew codices and beg for the truth from its foes, the rabbis. We can say the same thing about the Greek language, for even now we somehow find many who know Greek, but this has not always been the case.”
 

We respond. (1) That which the bishops understand is not the authentic version nor does that edition that the bishops do not understand cease to be the authentic edition. Rather, that which is God-breathed and has come from the prophets, evangelists, and apostles is the one and only authentic edition, whether the bishops understand it or not.
 

(2) The same thing must be feared in the case of the Latin language, namely, that bishops of other provinces are ignorant of it too.
 

(3) There was no general council in which there were not found some who understood the Scriptures in their sources. Johannes Dalburgius used to say that the four least-mistrusted judges had to be in charge of a council: “the Hebrew, Greek, Latin, and German Bibles,” as we read in the Paralipom. of Urspergensis. But all those judges—or certainly some of them—would be in vain if the bishops did not understand their language.
 

(4) We ought rather to commend the study of languages to future bishops than to seek support for their ignorance and laziness.
 

(5) As a consequence, Clement V decreed in the Council of Vienna that “professors of the Greek and Hebrew languages are to be established in the schools,” namely, so that bishops, who would at times be gathered together in councils, may not be ignorant of those languages.
 

Related to this argument is that which is added in earlier editions and is sixth in order but which was omitted in later editions. That reads as follows: “If the Hebrew text in the Old Testament and the Greek in the New were authentic, it would follow that all people who are not skilled in Hebrew and Greek must always be doubtful in reading the Scriptures as to whether they are reading genuine Scripture.” We respond. With the same argument, we could succeed in proving that the Latin version also is not “authentic,” something that Bellarmine struggles with great effort to prove. Although people unskilled in languages cannot pass accurate judgment on individual passages of Scripture, which properly pertains to theologians, they nevertheless can learn and approve of doctrine as they are taught and informed by the Holy Spirit through the ministry of the Word.
 
  


CHAPTER XIV: ON THE INTEGRITY OF THE HEBREW TEXT IN THE OLD TESTAMENT
 


The Hebrew text is not corrupt.
 

§ 318. Among the arguments with which the Papists labor to carry their point that the Hebrew text of the Old Testament is not the authentic version, this one leads the crowd: that the Hebrew text has been corrupted in many places by the wickedness or carelessness of men. Bellarmine writes: “We must place the sources ahead of the streams only when it is certain that the sources have not been muddied; but now, the sources in many places flow with muddy waters” (De verbo Dei, bk. 2, c. 11). Against these Scripture-haters, therefore, we must demonstrate the purity and integrity of the sources, which we prove with a disjunctive syllogism of this kind: If the Hebrew sources in the Old Testament were corrupted, we would have to attribute this either to the malice of the Jews or to the carelessness of the scribes. But the sources have been corrupted neither by the malice of the Jews nor by the carelessness of scribes. Therefore they have not been corrupted in any way. The major premise contains a sufficient list of causes from which that corruption could have arisen. The minor has two parts, namely, that the sources were corrupted by neither the malice of the Jews nor the carelessness of scribes. Each must be proved in order.
 


First, not by the malice of the Jews.
 

§ 319. According to Jerome (on Isaiah 6, vol. 5, f. 14), Origen proves (on Isaiah, bk. 8) that the malice of the Jews did not corrupt the sources. Origen draws his argument from a consideration of time that goes as follows: If the Jews corrupted the Scriptures, they did this either before or after Christ’s coming. If they did it before, why did Christ and the apostles never rebuke so great a crime when they did not keep silent about lesser crimes? If they did it after Christ’s coming, how are the testimonies that Christ and the apostles quote from the Old Testament found in Moses and the prophets in the very form in which they are cited? Jerome’s words read: “But if someone would say that the Jews falsified the Hebrew books, let them listen to Origen and what he responds in the eighth volume of his explanations of Isaiah to the little question, that the Lord and His apostles, who rebuke other sins, would never have kept quiet against the scribes and Pharisees about this sin, which was great. But if they say that the Hebrew books were corrupted after the coming of the Lord and Savior and after the preaching of the apostles, I shall not be able to keep from laughing that the Savior and the apostles would have offered testimonies in such a way that the Jews later were going to falsify them.”
 

§ 320. We can draw out that argument of Origen more broadly in this way: One cannot say that before the coming of Christ and the ministry of the apostles the Jews corrupted Holy Scripture: (1) Because Christ and the apostles would have rebuked this great sacrilege of the Jews severely because they censure the faulty interpretation of Scripture in them. (2) Christ sends His hearers back to search Moses and the prophetic Scripture carefully (John 5:39), and He wanted His hearers to listen to Moses and the prophets in their writings (Luke 16:29). But who would believe that Christ sent His hearers to corrupted and falsified Scriptures? (3) He wanted people to listen to the scribes and Pharisees who sat in the seat of Moses and who read Moses every Sabbath in the synagogues (Matt. 23:2; Acts 15:21). Yet if the Mosaic writings had been corrupted, Christ by no means would have sent His people to hear and read them. (4) The eagerness of the Ethiopian eunuch to read the prophetic writings is commended and is honored by the sending of Philip, who supplies him the necessary explanation (Acts 8:30). Yet if the prophetic writings had been corrupted, the reading of them certainly would have been forbidden rather than commended. (5) With laudable eagerness the Thessalonians compare the teaching of Paul with Mosaic and prophetic Scripture (Acts 17:11). Yet how could they have passed judgment on the teaching of Paul from Mosaic and prophetic Scripture as a definite and fixed norm if that norm had not been whole and pure but falsified and corrupted in many places? (6) Paul commends Timothy with this reputation, that he knew the sacred writings from childhood (2 Tim. 3:15), and he encourages him to “attend to reading” (1 Tim. 4:13). Yet if the sacred writings had been corrupted by the wickedness of the Jews, Paul could not and should not have encouraged Timothy to read them. (7) Christ and the apostles everywhere prove their teaching from the Mosaic and prophetic books, and Paul expressly says that he “believes everything that is written in Moses and the prophets” (Acts 26:22). Yet if the books of Moses and the prophets had been corrupted, Christ and His apostles would never appeal to them without a necessary forewarning. (8) Paul says, “The Jews were entrusted with the oracles of God” (Rom. 3:2). Therefore he commends their zeal in protecting the books of the Old Testament from destruction and corruption. Yet if they had corrupted them intentionally, he could not have commended their zeal in protecting the treasury of sacred books nor would the apostle have ignored this terrible sin of theirs.
 

It is far less probable that the Jews corrupted the Old Testament Scriptures after Christ’s coming and the apostles’ ministry, because the testimonies that Christ and the apostles adduce from the Old Testament are still read today in the same way as they quoted them.
 

§ 321. To the argument of Origen, we must add the other point that Augustine emphasizes in De civit. Dei, bk. 15, c. 13:
 


If I asked which is more believable: that the Jewish nation, scattered far and wide, could have conspired unanimously to write this lie and, while refusing authority to others, have deprived themselves of the truth; or that seventy men who were also Jews themselves, placed in one location, could have refused that same truth to foreign nations and could have done this by common consent? Who does not see which of these is more natural and easy to believe? God forbid, however, that any prudent person believe either that the Jews—however perverse and wicked—could have tampered with so many and such widely scattered codices or that those renowned seventy men could have taken this one common counsel about refusing the truth to the nations.

 




 

This argument of Augustine can be described more broadly in this way: The Jews did not want to corrupt nor could have corrupted the Hebrew sources. Therefore the notion that the sources were corrupted by the wickedness of the Jews is false.
 

The fact that they did not want to do this is proved: (1) By their reverence toward the sacred books. Philo (De egressu filiorum Israel ex Aegypto), Josephus (Contra Apionem, bk. 1), and Eusebius (Eccles. hist., bk. 3, c. 10; Depraepar. evang., bk. 8, c. 2) give the following witness about them: “For a period of more than two thousand years up to their time, not even a word was ever changed in the Law of the Hebrews, and any Jew would rather die a hundred times than permit the Law to be changed in any way.” The Talmudists note on the last verse of Leviticus 27 and other places that “not even a prophet was allowed to change nor alter the least thing in the Law.” Johan. Isaacus, Contra Lindan., testifies that they still today observe the Hebrew codex so reverently that they declare a fast if it should fall on the ground. They write in the Talmud: “He commits an unforgivable sin who changes anything in the Bible; and there is the danger that the whole world may perish if anyone changes a single word in the Hebrew text because God has created this world because of Scripture alone.” (2) By the integrity of the chief prophecies about Christ. If the Jews had wanted to corrupt the divine Scripture to incur the hatred of Christians, they would either have removed the principal prophecies about Christ or changed them. So far are they from having done that that one can draw stronger arguments against them from the Hebrew text than from the Latin versions, as some of the Papists themselves acknowledge.
 

The fact that the Jews could not have corrupted the Hebrew sources is proved: (1) By their dispersion throughout the entire world. After the fall of Jerusalem, the Jews were scattered throughout the world. How could they, by common consent, have corrupted the Holy Scriptures to support their errors? (2) By the diligent caution of Christians. After the preaching of the Gospel in the New Testament, the Hebrew books were in the hands not only of the Jews but also of the Christians. There were always some in the Christian Church who could have both read and understood the books of the Old Testament in the original text because some are constantly converted from Judaism to Christ. These surely would not have kept this deceit quiet, had they noticed that the Jews, the enemies of Christ, were falsifying the Scriptures. (3) By the multitude of copies of the Bible. Among the Jews it was established by the laws “that no father of a family lack a Bible.” But even if a few had conspired to corrupt the Bible, they still could not have introduced this corruption immediately into every copy. Augustine, loc. cit., says, “God forbid, however, that any prudent person believe either that the Jews—however perverse and wicked—could have tampered with so many and such widely scattered codices.” (4) By the variety of translations. The Hebrew Bible was translated into Chaldaic and Greek before the birth of Christ. Therefore if the Jews had wanted to corrupt the Hebrew text, their malicious deceit would have been brought to light immediately by targumic paraphrases and the versions of the Septuagint translators.
 


Second, nor by the carelessness of scribes.
 

§ 322. This, then, we have proved: that the Hebrew sources were not and could not have been corrupted by the malice of the Jews. The fact that they were not corrupted by the carelessness of scribes is proved: (1) By divine providence. “We are built upon the foundation not only of the apostles but also of the prophets” (Eph. 2:20), that is, on the doctrine included in the books of the prophets. Therefore divine providence did not permit those books to be corrupted and perverted; otherwise the foundation of the Church would be undermined and overthrown. Bellarmine says (De verbo Dei, bk. 2, c. 2): “It is not likely that God would have allowed the words of so many prophets to be falsified generally, especially because He has scattered the Jews throughout the entire world and wanted them to carry about the books of the Law and the prophets for this purpose, so that our foes would give a witness to the Christian truth.” As a consequence, Augustine calls the Jewish nation “the keepers and protectors of the Christians’ books” (Contra Faustum, bk. 12, c. 29; on Psalms 40 and 56; De civ. Dei, bk. 18, c. 46).
 

(2) By the authentic authority of Holy Scripture. If one were to grant that something in Holy Scripture was changed, most of its genuine authority would disappear. But on the contrary, Christ declares: “Until heaven and earth pass away, not an iota, not a dot, will pass from the Law until all is accomplished” (Matt. 5:18). Also Luke 16:17: “It is easier for heaven and earth to pass away than for one dot of the Law to pass away.”
 

(3) By the faithful protection of the Masorah. In the Masorah Gedolah, or the Great Masorah, added to the end of the major Bible published by Bomberg (whose authors were men of the Great Synagogue or consistory: Ezra, Haggai, Zechariah, Malachi, Nehemiah, Zerubbabel, the priest Jeshua, and 120 other chief priests and Levites), are listed all together the verses, words, and letters of the Hebrew Bible. Every variant of these is noted and indicated in its own place, along with a recitation of each verse, so that a faithful and pure reading of the Hebrew text is preserved and fortified against any change or corruption. Elias Levita expresses the usefulness of this truly remarkable and inimitable diligence (preface to Masoreth Hammasoreth, bk. 3): “After that task that the Masoretes performed, it is impossible that a variant or change happened or could have happened later in any way in any book of Scripture. It is not in vain that our rabbinic scholars have said: ‘The Masorah is the fence of the Law ([image: ]).’ “Nicolaus Fullerus discusses this matter in this way (Miscell. sacr., bk. 3, c. 13):
 


With this plan (for protecting the Hebrew truth from corruptions), the most skilled teachers of the Jews developed a subtle and curious art that they have called the Masoreth, that is, the tradition or most accurate manner of handing down through the hands of posterity a pure and always complete canon of Holy Scripture. A benefit of this is that not only the words but also even the letters were numbered in such a way that no change, not even the slightest, can be introduced by unlearned, incautious, or rash people without being caught easily from its traces. Consequently, they quite fittingly call it, as it were, the fence of the Old Testament against every slip away from it, which removes and casts out the fear of corruption.

 




 

(4) By the singular vigilance of those who copied the Hebrew text either by pen or by type. A comparison of versions, either of manuscripts or of published editions, either of the oldest of these or of the more recent, clearly shows that those who copied the Hebrew text either by pen or by type always kept the work of the Masoretes before their eyes and were careful lest any change in words, letters, or punctuation catch them unawares; and if some change did by chance creep in, an added correction removed it immediately.
 

§ 323. We also use a reduction to the absurd. If the Old Testament codices were corrupted, the consequence would be: (1) That God either did not want or was unable to preserve the original text of Scripture unharmed. The first is repugnant to His goodness and wisdom by which He wanted to enlighten all people of every age to salvation by and through Scripture; the latter conflicts with His power. (2) That the one, supreme principle of our faith is no longer pure and uncorrupted because, when the streams never flow more purely from the springs, the translations will be more corrupt and perverted. (3) That Christ and the apostles will have to be called to the court of judgment because they never censured the Jews for that great sacrilege but only rebuked far less significant faults in them. (4) That the study is in vain which lovers of Hebrew apply to learning the sources and to a more accurate scrutiny of the Hebrew codices. (5) That all the things that Philo, Josephus, Eusebius, Origen, Jerome, Augustine, and other fathers mention about the faithful protection of Scripture and the reverent attitude of the Jews toward it are false and fictitious. (6) That the apostle commends the Jewish nation with lying praise when he says that they were “entrusted with the oracles of God” (Rom. 3:2). Because all of this is absurd and unproved, therefore that, too, will be absurd from which such ideas are concluded and deduced.
 

§ 324. Some of the Papists themselves give their approval to this statement of ours concerning the integrity and purity of the Hebrew text. Johannes Isaacus, formerly professor of Hebrew at the academy of Cologne, has refuted the error of his pupil Lindanus—that the codex of the Bible was corrupted by the Jews—as false and wicked and has defended the Hebrew truth against Lindanus’s calumnies. The title of this book reads as follows: “The Defense of the Hebrew Truth of the Holy Scriptures against Lindanus” (Defensio veritatis Hebraicae sacrarum Scripturarum adversus Lindanum). In that work, bk. 2, p. 77, he advises: “More than two hundred arguments that refute Jewish impieties are contained in the Hebrew text more plainly than in the Latin translation.” Andrada acknowledges the same thing in Defens. fid. Trid., bk. 4, where he writes: “Those who treat the Hebrew versions devoutly and reverently find more testimonies regarding Christ in them than in the Latin and Greek.” The previously mentioned Isaacus asserts: “So great is the consensus of the Hebrew Bible that not even a single book can be brought forward, written in a Jewish hand, that lacks something contained in others or to which something is added that the others lack” (bk. 4, p. 69). To the words of Augustine in De civ. Dei, bk. 15, c. 13: “God forbid, however, that any prudent person believe either that the Jews—however perverse and wicked—could have tampered with the enumeration of the years in Genesis 5 in so many and such widely scattered codices,” Ludovicus Vives notes the following: “We can make this same response to those who make the objection that the Jews falsified and corrupted the codices of the Old Testament and the Greeks those of the New so that the truth of the sacred books may not be sought from those sources.” Benedictus Arias Montanus, preface to vol. 1 of the Bible, writes: “The Hebrew books that we are using have not been corrupted by the deceit of the Jews. Even if some changes were made, there never was a word or element or vowel point that was not preserved in the thesaurus they call the ‘Masorah.’ “Thus he calls the Masorah the “faithful guardian.” Franc. Ribera, on c. 9 of Hosea, draws this conclusion: “If those manuscripts had been corrupted at the time when Jerome published his translation, the Church does not have the true Scripture because all are agreed that the Greek translation is faulty in many places. But if the Hebrew prototypes had been corrupted at the time when our edition was taken from them, then our edition has been totally corrupted, and the Church is without the true and uncorrupted Scripture.” Sixtus Senensis, Biblior. sanct., bk. 8, haer. 2: “One cannot say that the divine Scriptures of the Old Testament were falsified by the malice of either the Jews or the Christians.” Franc. Lucas Brugensis,57 in his Epistle ad Sirletum prefixed to his Annotat. in bibl., writes: “It is not strange to say that many faults have crept into the Latin version, because the same thing happened in the source of Scripture. This is quite clear in the Greek New Testament, for we want to say nothing about the Hebrew.” Therefore he did not dare make a claim that faults of this kind had overtaken the Hebrew text.
 

We can bring out more approval of this sort for affirming the integrity of the Hebrew text from Cajetan (commentary on Genesis), Johannes Reuchlin (Specul. ocular.), Eugubinus Steuchus, Marcus Marinus Brixianus (Arca Noae), Guido Fabricius, Sanctes Pagninus, Vatablus, etc.
 


Antithesis.
 

§ 325. Those who defend corruptions of the Hebrew source divide themselves into two classes. Some make the claim: “Because of their hatred of the Christian faith, the Jews purposely corrupted and perverted many passages of the Scriptures.” This is what is taught by Jacobus de Valentia, bishop of Christopolis, in his preface to the Psalms; Melchior Canus (Locor. theol., bk. 2, c. 13); Lindanus (De optimo genere interpret., bk. 1, c. 1); the Englishman Wilhelmus Rainoldus; Gordonus Huntlaeus (Controvers. 1, c. 8), etc. Some, on the other hand, declare: “The Hebrew Scriptures actually were not completely corrupted by the malice of the Jews; nevertheless they are not totally whole and pure but have some errors of their own that crept in partly because of the neglect and carelessness of scribes, because of a similarity of letters, and partly because of the ignorance of the rabbinic scholars who added the vowel points.” This is taught by Johannes Driedo (De eccles. dogmat. et Script., bk. 2, c. 1) and by Bellarmine, who in De verbo Dei, bk. 2, c. 2, turns from the opinion of the first group to the moderate conviction of Driedo when he attributes to the prior group a “good zeal” that is nevertheless not “according to knowledge.”
 

Both parties confirm their opinion: (1) With certain rational arguments or, rather, conjectures. (2) With the testimonies of the rabbinic scholars and certain fathers. (3) By bringing in several examples or passages of the Scriptures in which a corruption appears obvious. To all this, Mr. Salomon Glassius, professor of Hebrew literature and our beloved friend, responds sufficiently in his Philologia sacra, which he wrote and published at our encouragement and which will be able to offer much help to students of sacred and Hebrew literature. Here we shall merely bring in brief observations with which we shall be able to satisfy the arguments of the Papists and according to which we shall consider the examples of corruption that Bellarmine has adduced.
 

§ 326. Against the general reasons or conjectures with which they try to make it probable that the Hebrew sources were corrupted by the malice of the Jews or the carelessness of scribes, observe: (1) As we shall see in the following chapter, it is a false hypothesis that the vowel points are a recent invention of the Jews. Therefore one cannot prove from this the corruption of the Hebrew text.
 

(2) Even if the Jews really had wanted to corrupt the Hebrew text because of their hatred of the Christian religion—and it has not yet been proved that they dared to do this—this still would not at all be injurious to divine providence, which could preserve the integrity of Scripture against both the contrivances of the Jews and the persecution of tyrants.
 

(3) [image: ], “the corrections of the scribes,” about which Galatinus says much (De arcan., bk. 1, c. 8), do not prove that any corruption has been brought into the text. As Bellarmine correctly points out (De verbo Dei, bk. 2, c. 2):
 


Either by chance it is not true that any emendation of the Bible was made by the scribes (because in neither Talmud is there mention of such a tikkun; and Josephus, Contra Apionem, bk. 1, claims that no letter was ever changed in the Law by Hebrews, his countrymen; and because neither Epiphanius nor Jerome mentions this correction), or if the tikkun sophrim is not a fable, then it is not a corruption but a true emendation made not by some scribes but by Ezra and the other men of the Great Synagogue, namely, the holy prophets who, after their return from the Babylonian captivity, revised the sacred books and placed them into a certain order.

 




 

Buxtorf claims that those sophrim were the holy writers themselves (Moses and the prophets) who never wrote anything other than what we read today as their writing. More sagacious knowers of Hebrew, however, noting a certain inconsistency in those passages, wrote that those authors ought to have spoken in a different way and ought to have written in this or that way according to the coherence of the text, but for this purpose they preferred to write in this way and bring it out in that way, as it is in the text today. Consequently, Rabbi Aben Ezra pokes fun at the sagacious for several passages, saying that there was no need for tikkun, that is, what those “sagacious wise men” thought that the author ought to have spoken or written there in a different way is nothing. Marcus Marinus, preface to Arca Noae: “The Jews, who have a different opinion (from that of Galatinus) concerning these tikkun sophrim, laugh at the entire matter, for it is firm and certain to them that Holy Scripture, written by the prophets as we now have it, was never changed.”
 

(4) One cannot immediately infer from the corruption of one or two manuscripts in a vowel point, accent, letter, or even a whole statement—whether it happened because of carelessness or by intent—that the Hebrew text of the Old Testament is corrupt completely and in itself, because that error can be corrected from an inspection of other proven and unchanged copies.
 

(5) Corruption of the Hebrew text cannot be proved from an irregular writing or pointing of the Hebrew words, the Masoretic note and correction of which are usually added in the margin. You see, those Masoretic notes either observe a merely grammatical anomaly or a mystery or a variance in the reading; or if any errors crept into the elements of the letters because of the carelessness of scribes, they correct them. In this way they establish rather than overturn the integrity of the text.
 

(6) From the version of the Septuagint translators, that no longer exists uncorrupted today, one cannot prove that any mutilation of the Hebrew text occurred, for this would be wanting to judge on the source from the streams, on the norm and rule from the square that the norm and rule have drawn [ex normato de norma et regula], though one must rather advance in the contrary order.
 

§ 327. We must turn this subject toward the testimonies of certain rabbinic scholars and fathers. (1) Rabbi Benchaiim Tunetanus distinctly disapproves of the opinion of those who claim that the copies of the Bible were corrupted during the Babylonian captivity. He says:
 


Their opinion is far removed from me, for I cannot be persuaded to believe and confess with my lips that the scribe Ezra found the book of the Law and the books of the prophets dubious, corrupt, and confused. In fact, my opinion is rather this: that Ezra and his colleagues found the sacred books whole and unharmed and that Ezra knew, according to his own judgment, which books were written by that excellent wisdom and why certain letters were written but not others and even why some foreign words were written. These he put into the actual text just as they had been written, adding something like a gloss in the margin to explain the nature of the foreign word.

 




 

(2) With its clear testimony, the Masorah refutes the opinion of those rabbinic scholars who claim that some corruption was made in the Hebrew text.
 

(3) Justin, Origen, and Eusebius speak not about the Hebrew text but about the Greek Septuagint translation when they write that the Jews corrupted the text of the Bible. Justin, Dialog. cum Tryphon., p. 231: “I want you to know that your teachers have removed many—even entire—passages of the Scriptures from the translations of the elders who were with Ptolemy, passages in which the declaration is shown to have been made that the one who was crucified is God and man, that He was hanged on the cross and died.”
 

(4) Chrysostom (homily 5 on Matthew) and Jerome (Epist. ad Augustinum, which is eleventh among the epistles of Augustine) speak about the Jewish translators Aquila, Symmachus, and Theodotion, saying that in their translations from the Hebrew into Greek they set many things incorrectly to develop hatred against the Christian faith and to cast aspersions upon the Septuagint translation. This, however, does no harm at all to the integrity of the Hebrew text.
 

(5) If one were to examine in particular the passages that Justin says were corrupted by the Jews, it will appear that he spoke from suspicion rather than from knowledge, since he was not so skilled in the Hebrew language.
 


Examples of corruption adduced by Bellarmine: First, Isaiah 9:6: “He will call Him.”
 

§ 328. To the examples of corruption that Lindanus, Gordonus, and others have adduced in great number, we have responded in our lectures on Scripture and our notes on the more difficult passages of the Old Testament. Here we shall consider carefully only those five passages that Bellarmine, more moderate than the rest of the Papists in this question, suspects have been corrupted. (I) “Isaiah 9:6 [Hebrew v. 5] has [image: ], ‘he will call,’ though it is to be read [image: ], ‘He will be called.’ Therefore the Hebrew source does not flow purely everywhere.”
 

We respond. (1) If the vowel points are removed, it can be read yiqra and yiqqare. However, Bellarmine, Stapleton, Pistorius, and other Papists claim that “the vowel points were added by the rabbinic scholars.” (2) The Chaldean renders it in the passive—[image: ]; the Septuagint does likewise—[image: ]—as does also Jerome (bk. 3, on Isaiah). (3) Nevertheless they did not think that any corruption existed here. Rather, by an idiom of their own speech they expressed the idiom of the Hebrew language, and their consideration was not so much for the word itself as for the sense of the word. You see, they knew that among the Hebrews active verbs are often taken impersonally. Gen. 15:6: “He reckoned it to him as righteousness,” that is, “it was reckoned to him as righteousness” (as the apostle explains, Rom. 4:3). Gen. 16:14: “He called this well,” that is, “the well will be called.” Job 4:19: “They crush them according to the appearance of a moth,” that is, “they are crushed.” Job 7:3: “They have apportioned nights of misery to me,” that is, “have been apportioned to me.” (See Mercerus, commentary.) (4) This method of speaking occurs in the New Testament too. Luke 12:20: “They will require your soul,” that is, “your soul will be required.” (See also Luke 13:29; Rev. 16:15). (5) Furthermore, one could respond according to another Hebrew idiom, namely, that quite often the Hebrews translate an active verb of the third person singular without a definite nominative with a participle of the same verb supplied as understood. They call this manner of speaking [image: ] “truncated speech.” Gen. 48:2: “Announced to Jacob,” that is, “someone announcing” [announced]. Exod. 10:11: “Drove them out”; add here an understood “expeller” or “someone driving them out.” Job 27:23: “Claps hands,” namely, “one who is clapping” [claps]. If you wish, see Mercerus’s commentary on Mic. 2:4: “In that day, will take up a parable against you,” namely, “a lamenter will take up,” which Pagninus has added. (Cf. Vatablus in his commentary on this passage.) (6) Finally, in the prophetic text one can add these words as understood: “God the Father will call Him,” namely, the same one who gave us this Son of His. Consequently, Junius and Tremellius retain the active.
 


Second, Jeremiah 23:6: “He will call Him.”
 

§ 329. (II) “Jeremiah 23:6 reads in the Hebrew ‘he will call Him’ in the singular, though it is to be read ‘they will call Him’ in the plural.” We respond. (1) Jerome attests that even at his time it was read [image: ] in the singular. The Septuagint translators render it [image: ]. Therefore already at the time of Jerome and, in fact, at the time of the Septuagint translators, the Hebrew text would have been corrupted, something that those do not concede who accuse the Hebrew sources of corruption but who claim that the Septuagint translators prepared their translation from a Hebrew text as yet uncorrupted.
 

(2) Vatablus, Pagninus, and Arias Montanus, who were highly skilled in the Hebrew language, say that it can be translated in the plural, “they will call,” just as the ancient Latin translator rendered [image: ] as “they will call.”
 

(3) They nevertheless did not think that there was any corruption because here, too, an active verb of the third person is taken impersonally: “he will call Him,” that is, each person in the Church or all the devout in the Church will call Him “Jehovah.”
 

(4) In fact, the preceding noun [image: ] [“Israel”] must again be taken in common in a collective sense: “In His days Judah will be saved and Israel will dwell securely. And this is His name (the name of David’s branch), which it (Judah and Israel) will call Him: ‘The Lord our Righteousness.’ “Nothing is taken away from this explanation through a translation in the plural, because a plural verb is quite often joined with a collective noun.
 

(5) Many of the rabbinic scholars, older as well as more recent, have kept the singular reading and apply [image: ] to the noun Messiah, as Helvicus shows (vol. 4, Disp. Gissens., disp. 5, § 9). It is not likely, therefore, that the Jews corrupted the text lest they be compelled to acknowledge that the name Jehovah was attributed to the Messiah.
 


Third, Psalm 22:[16].
 

§ 330. (III) Ps. 22:[16]. “There is no Christian who will not read ‘they have pierced My hands and feet.’ The Hebrew texts, however, read [image: ], ‘as a lion,’ not ‘they have pierced,’ which is said [image: ].” We respond. (1) Genebrardus, the Papist, in his commentary on this passage, p. 79, does not dare say that this passage was corrupted by the malice of the Jews but only that there is a variant reading because of the similarity of the letters [image: ] and [image: ]. In the same place he also proves with the testimonies of very learned Jews that the best texts had [image: ]; this is also claimed by Andrada (Defens. fid., bk. 4); Joh. Isaacus (Contra Lindan., bk. 2); Galatinus (De arcan. Cath. verit., bk. 1, c. 8; bk. 8, c. 17); Gerhard Veltvyckus (appendix to Sessile tohu); and Pagninus, Vatablus, and Mullerus (in their commentaries on this passage). In fact, the library of our academy has a handwritten Hebrew manuscript that reads [image: ].
 

(2) Even if [image: ] had incorrectly been put for [image: ] in some copies either because of the carelessness of scribes or the malice of the Jews, this still would not yet prove that the sources were corrupt, because the true and genuine reading could be restored from approved copies. Also that particular corruption in only some codices would do no harm to our position.
 

(3) Nor would the letter [image: ] added to the root letter [image: ] stand in the way of this hypothesis about the change of the letter [image: ] into the letter [image: ], because it originates from the earliest writing of the Jews. Because it is certain that the points were not added in all copies, therefore the Jews generally add one of the letters [image: ] after any long vowel, lest too difficult a reading result. However, no necessity forces us to acknowledge any corruption in this passage, because we can read it [image: ] without any harm to the truth. Yet in explaining this, the experts do differ. [a] Augustinus Nebrissensis (Psalterium quinquelinguum) and Polanus (Syntagm.) translate it “as a lion” and claim an ellipsis of the word [image: ], “they have pierced,” or of another with a similar sense, because in the Chaldaic version the two are connected: “As a lion, they have pierced My hands and feet,” because ellipses of the sort also occur elsewhere in the Scriptures. [b] Avenarius thinks that the word was composed from [image: ], “he pierced,” and [image: ], “lion,” in this sense: “As a lion they pierced,” which he also proves from the Chaldaic translation. [c] Gesnerus thinks it must be read with one little vowel point added, [image: ], so that it is the plural construct of [image: ]. He explains this as “those who pierce” or “of those who pierce My hands and feet.”
 

(4) Because not only the Small Masorah in its notes on Ps. 22:[16] but also the Great Masorah at the beginning of letter [image: ] note that [image: ] here has another meaning, as in Isa. 38:13 where it is translated “as a lion.” From this, one concludes that [image: ] was placed here for [image: ] without any corruption and must be translated “they pierced,” just as the Septuagint translators rendered it [image: ]. Jerome has fixerunt [“they fastened or pierced”]; in the Ethiopian and Vulgate, foderunt [“they pierced”].
 

Therefore in this word a certain grammatical anomaly occurs: [image: ] a was inserted either by epenthesis or from the earliest custom of writing, and [image: ] instead of [image: ] was placed at the end. Those latter are [image: ] or interchangeable with each other, as Avenarius shows with many examples (Gramm., bk. 3, p. 585). Schindlerus confirms this opinion also from the fact that the [image: ] has underneath it a qamets, from which it is obvious that this is not a formative letter but a root letter, for otherwise [if it were the preposition] it would have been a shewa.
 


Fourth, Psalm 19:4: “their voice.”
 

§ 331. (IV) Ps. 19:4. “The Hebrew manuscripts read ‘Their [image: ] (that is, their ‘line’ or their ‘plumb line’) has gone out into all the earth,’ though the Septuagint translators rendered it [image: ] [“their voice or sound”], and Paul approved of their translation (Rom. 10:18). How is it that Jerome translated it literally from the Hebrew, ‘their sound has gone out,’ so that it is necessary either to rebuke Paul and Jerome or certainly to admit that the source is not pure in this passage? It is likely that [image: ] ought to be read, since [image: ] comes from [image: ] with only one letter added.”
 

We respond. (1) Genebrardus, in his scholia on Psalm 19, writes: “The Hebrew word indeed means ‘line,’ but the Septuagint translators were looking at the sense.” Jerome in his translation and the apostle in his citation in Rom. 10:18 followed the Septuagint because the doctrine of the apostles is the line, the plumb line, and rule of all doctrines in the Church.
 

(2) Johannes Isaacus points out that the word [image: ] also means “sound.” However, no examples of this meaning are extant; it is more likely, therefore, that the Septuagint translators repeated that word from the preceding verse.
 

(3) Not only here but also in many other places in the New Testament, Christ and the apostles quote statements from the Old Testament not according to the wording of the Hebrew text but according to the Septuagint translation, as Jerome teaches (Quaest. super Genes., c. 46). From this, however, one cannot and should not infer that the Hebrew text is not authentic nor that we must go back from the streams to the sources. After all, first, who are we when compared with Christ, the master of Scripture, and with the apostles, who were moved by the immediate inbreathing of the Holy Spirit? Second, though they do not always follow the actual words, nevertheless they do retain the purest sense and intention. Jerome, Epistle 151 ad Algasiam: “Whenever the evangelists and apostles have brought forth testimonies from the Old Testament, one must observe carefully that they have not followed the words but the sense; and whenever the Septuagint differs from the Hebrew, they expressed the Hebrew sense in their speech.” Furthermore, it is one thing to translate Scripture, but it is another to cite a passage from Scripture. Even the teachers of our Church in their disputations draw statements of Scripture from the Latin Vulgate version, yet they do not thereby claim that it is authentic; rather, as necessity demands, they appeal to the Hebrew sources. In addition, the nature of the Greek version today is different from what it formerly was, because that Greek version of the Old Testament that exists today either is not the version of the Septuagint translators or has been corrupted and vitiated in many ways. Finally, they did not quote statements of Scripture from the Greek version for the purpose of claiming that the Hebrew sources were contaminated and muddied, but because the Greek version was at that time the most used and the most widely accepted. Jerome, Quaest. super Genesin: “Observe this in general, that whenever the holy apostles or apostolic men speak to the people, they often use those testimonies that then were widely published among the Gentiles, namely, through the Septuagint translation.”
 

(4) Paul expressed literally the Hebrew source and the word [image: ] in Gal. 6:16: “upon all who walk by this rule,” etc.
 

(5) It is apparent from the notes of the Masoretes that at their time this was read as [image: ]. Therefore no suspicion of corruption lies here. After all, the Masoretic notes were written not only before Jerome’s translation but also even before the Septuagint version and, in fact, were written by Ezra and other men of the Great Synagogue, as Buxtorf and other experts of the Hebrew language affirm.
 


Fifth, complete sentences are missing.
 

§ 332. (V) “Sometimes complete sentences are missing in the Hebrew, though they are not missing from the Septuagint version nor in Jerome’s translation. We have an example in Exodus 2, where this whole statement is missing: ‘She also bore another son, and he called his name Eliezer, saying: “The God of my father has helped me and has delivered me from the hand of Pharaoh.” ‘”
 

We respond. (1) The Hebrew text has that verse in its own place, namely, Exod. 18:4.
 

(2) The Latin and Greek versions are not the rule for authentic truth in the Hebrew text, for we must not pass judgment on the spring from the streams but, on the contrary, on the streams from the spring.
 

(3) Who will make us certain that the Hebrew codices here lack something that must necessarily be supplied? You see, one may claim with equal ease that something must be taken away from the Greek and Latin codices.
 

(4) Cajetan admits: “That verse is superfluous.” The scholars at Louvain mark it with an asterisk, and Robertus Stephanus rejects it.
 

(5) If you pay attention to Moses’ argument and the flow of the narrative, this verse is inserted here ineptly. You see, Gershom, the son of Moses, preceded his brother Eliezer by many years, during which the Israelites looked to God and God saw them [Exod. 2:25]. Eliezer was born toward the end of those years and was still uncircumcised when Moses girded himself for his return to Egypt, as Junius notes (Animadvers.).
 

§ 333. These are the five passages of the Old Testament that Bellarmine suspects have been corrupted in the Hebrew text. But even if one were to concede some variance of reading or the change of some little letter in them, yet the consequence would not follow that the Hebrew text was so corrupt that it could not be considered as authentic and that one could not appeal to it as the source. This is because: (1) There would be more in the conclusion than one could infer from the premises. For what is the logical connection here? Five passages have been corrupted, or rather have variant readings, therefore all of Scripture in the Hebrew codex is corrupt? The following is the only consequence: Therefore in those five places, the Hebrew Scripture is not genuine and whole.
 

(2) There is a scribal error that exists only in some but not all copies. Its correction is obvious to everyone, and both we and the Papists are in agreement regarding it, so we cannot consider it of such importance that it impugns the canonical authority of the Hebrew source.
 

(3) If that orthographic variance, brought on accidentally because of an affinity of letters and carried only by some copies, were to cause the Hebrew source no longer to be pure and authentic, the consequence would be that the Greek text in the New Testament would no longer be authentic because variant readings occur in it too. But this would be the same thing as if someone wanted to accuse an entire Epistle of corruption because of an error in a single letter [of a word].
 

(4) In fact, the Latin Vulgate version has been corrupted in far more passages and teems with far more serious errors. Yet the Papists have their hands full foisting it upon us as authentic.
 

(5) Bellarmine himself acknowledges that because of this no harm is done to the purity and genuine authority of the sources, for he writes against Lindanus, Canus, Gordonus, and others who attack the purity of the sources: “Errors of this sort that have crept in because of the negligence or ignorance of scribes are not of such weight that the integrity of Holy Scripture is lacking in those matters that pertain to faith and the good behavior. You see, in most cases the entire discrepancy of variant readings lies in some words that change the sense either very little or not at all” (De verbo Dei, bk. 2, c. 2, final §).
 


[image: ]
 

57 Read Brugensis instead of Burgensis.
 



  


CHAPTER XV: ON THE VOWEL POINTS: WHETHER THEY ARE AS OLD AS THE CODEX OF THE BIBLE
 


The vowel points are as old as the Hebrew text.
 

§ 334. Among the remaining arguments with which the Papists try to demonstrate corruptions of the Hebrew text, we must list not in last place the argument that the rabbinic scholars added the vowel points to the codex of the Bible and that therefore it could have happened easily that they corrupted the Hebrew Bible in their hatred against Christians.
 

** (The Papists defend this hypothesis also for the purpose of keeping laypeople from reading Scripture. Thomas Harding writes in Contra Ivellum, 15, sect. 7, as recorded in Ivellus, vol. 1, p. 123: “Many ancient and trustworthy authors have made it clear that in the nation of Israel only the seventy elders could read and understand the mysteries of the sacred books that we call the Bible. Because the Hebrew alphabet lacks vowels, only those men could read Scripture with the consonants, and in this way the common people were excluded from reading it.”) **
 

Bellarmine speaks about this matter thus (De verbo Dei, bk. 2, c. 2, penultimate §): “The Hebrew Scriptures are not completely whole and pure but have some errors of their own that crept in partly through the carelessness and ignorance of scribes … and partly through the ignorance of the rabbinic scholars who added the vowel points. Because Hebrew words can be read in various ways if they lack vowel points, it is not strange if occasionally they erred from the truth also in marking the vowel points. It can also happen that because of their evil feeling for Christ and hatred against Him, they at times rather approved that reading that was less favorable to Christians.” Last §: “The errors that occurred with the addition of vowel points do no harm at all to the truth, for the vowel points were added from without and do not change the text. Therefore, if we wish, we can take away the vowel points and read in a different way.”
 

In Controv. 1, c. 9, Gordonus Huntlaeus intends to prove “at the time of the Jewish synagogue before and up to Christ and also from the Lord’s ascension until the times of Jerome and Augustine, the Hebrew Bible was free of corruption on the part of the Jews; but after the death of St. Jerome a great corruption arose within a few years.” Among other things he also brings out this: “About that time, vowel points, the separation of words, and accents were invented and introduced by two Jews: Rabbi Aaron, son of Asher, and Rabbi Jacob, son of Naphthali; and this happened not without great dissent.” From this the question arises: Are the vowel points as old as the words in the publication of the Bible, or were they actually added later?
 

§ 335.58 The former is affirmed: (1) By some of the rabbinic scholars, as Buxtorf shows in the preface to his Thesaur. grammat., former edition. He says, p. 55: “In the book of Zoar, which by consensus of all Hebrews was written before the Masoretes and before the Talmud was published, I have found passages that not only mention vowel points and accents but also express the names of some, such as hireq, holem, shureq, segol, tsere, shewa, segolta, maqqeph, etc.” Rabbi D. Kimchi declares: “God revealed the vowel points at the same time as the Law on Mount Sinai.” What he writes on the Niphal is not at all opposed to this. “The arrangers of the points made a distinction between the Niphal perfect and the participle, ascribing the same singular form of the Niphal conjugation to the perfect with a patach [e.g., [image: ]] and to the participle with a qamets [e.g., [image: ]].” You see, by “arrangers of the points,” he does not mean their original authors but the restorers who corrected the vowel points that were written and observed carelessly over a long period of time in various exiles of the Jews and who called the points back to God’s eternal arrangement on Mount Sinai.
 

** The addition of observations, notes, and opinions of the rabbinic scholars does not prove that the Masoretes were the authors of the vowel points but rather the correctors of the vowel points. **
 

Rabbi Levi, son of Joseph, in his book Samadar, agrees with Kimchi and declares: “The vowel points were given along with the Law.”
 

** In his book Horaiath Hakkorach, we read the following: “Some of those who entered the vowel points, but who did not understand the true nature of the pointing, object and say, ‘Why were not two zarqa accents made in a single word, just as there were two later?’ They ought to have known that there was only one zarqa in the world and that Moses was shown only one zarqa.” In the book Samadar we read the following in the beginning: “If anyone were to ask how we know that the vowel points and plan of accents were dictated from the mouth of God, we can answer that Scripture was given as a complete thing, or completely, according to the passage: ‘And you shall write upon the stones all the words of this Law to make plain what is good’ (Deut. 27:8). If the points and accents had not been there to explain the words, no one could have understood their meaning.” **
 

(2) By most of our theologians: Chemnitz (Harmonia, c. 51, p. 339), Flacius (Clav. Script., part 2, p. 629), Haffenreffer (Templ. Ezech., p. 170), etc.
 

(3) By some of the more recent Hebrew grammarians: Buxtorf (Thesaur., p. 59, former edition), Cevalerius (Gramm., p. 23), Fabricius (Partit. cod. Hebr., c. 2), Engelbertus Engels (preface to Schindler’s Lexic.), Joh. Balthasar Baumbach (De lingg. orient. auctoritate, etc.), Crinesius (Disput. de confus. lingg., etc.).
 

(4) By some of the Calvinists: Junius (Animadv. ad lib. 2, Bellarm. de verbo Dei, c. 2), Alsted (Praecogn. theolog., p. 276), Polanus (Syntagm., bk. 1, c. 37, p. 75), ** Petrus Morentinus Navarrus (Grammat. Hebr., published at La Rochelle59 in 1590), and Drusius (treatise De recta ratione legendi linguam sanctam, p. 6). ** These make a distinction between a particular or private Bible that a private citizen reads within the walls of his own home and the public or authentic Bible that would be read publicly in the synagogues (Acts 15:21). They concede that the former lacked vowel points because of the bother and difficulty of writing them; they claim, however, that the latter did have the points because of the necessity of reverence.
 


We prove this, first, from Christ’s assertion in Matthew 5:18.
 

§ 336. We prove this opinion with the following arguments: (I) From Christ’s assertion in which He speaks as follows about the immovable firmness and perpetuity of the divine Word: “Amen, amen I say to you, till heaven and earth pass away, not an iota, not a dot, will pass from the Law” (Matt. 5:18). Parallel to this is the passage from Luke 16:17: “It is easier for heaven and earth to pass away than for one dot of the Law to fall.” By “iota” we understand yod, the smallest letter in the Hebrew alphabet; by [image: ] [“dots”] we understand the marks and dots, that is, the vowel points, which stand instead of vowels in the Hebrew language.
 

From this we infer: Whatever Christ establishes as an essential part of the written Law, that is as old as the written Law. But Christ establishes the vowel points as an essential part of the written Law. Therefore the vowel points are as old as the written Law. Furthermore, the firmness of the divine Law and of Scripture depends on God, their author. But Christ has attributed that firmness also to the [image: ], the “points and dots.” Therefore these also acknowledge God as their author, and, as a consequence, because God has inscribed His Law on tables of stone (Exod. 24:12; 31:18), those [image: ] (“vowel points”) were also written by God’s finger.
 

Against those who claim that the vowel points are the invention of the rabbinic scholars gathered at Tiberias, we can formulate the following argument from Christ’s words: Whatever Christ attributes to the written Law was already in the written Law at Christ’s time and was not added to it later in the following centuries. Christ, however, attributes the [image: ] and vowel points to the written Law. Therefore.
 

They make these exceptions: (1) “The evangelists reported from the mouth of Christ not the formal words but merely the sense of the words; thus one cannot elicit any argument from the word [image: ].” We respond. From where do they prove what they are assuming as certain? Surely Matthew and Luke recite Christ’s statement with the same contents. Therefore they have kept His very words. But even if we grant that the evangelists recite merely the sense, nevertheless it would remain firm that the points had been added to the written Law at the time of the evangelists, otherwise they could not have expressed Christ’s statement in words of this sort.
 

(2) “One cannot take [image: ] to mean vowel points but rather that little part of a letter, bent like a little horn, such as one sees at the top of the letters [image: ] and [image: ]. Plutarch on ‘Numa’ calls the high point or extremity of the line extended like a little horn the [image: ].”
 

** Barradas is also of the same opinion. In Conc. evang., vol. 2, bk. 7, he wants “the top of the yod itself “to come by the name [image: ]. We respond. He does not dare simply to reject our opinion, for he also writes: “… unless by chance there were at the time of Christ some marks of letters that later dropped out” (loc. cit., c. 14, f. 436b). **
 

Others think that “by ‘marks’ are understood those distinctive marks denoting commas or colons, as is also the transverse raphe line placed on begad kepat letters after any mobile vowel [shewa].” Drusius (Animadv., bk. 2, c. 60) understands the “marks” as “those by which the letters resh and dalet were once kept separate.” (About this see Jerome’s commentary on Zephaniah 2.) We respond. Christ makes a clear distinction between the iota and [image: ]. Therefore the [image: ] cannot denote a little horn of the kind that the yod is. As the yod, the smallest of the letters, is understood by the iota, so [image: ] is understood to mean the smallest of the vowel points (such as holem, hireq, and shureq) and of the accents (such as revia, etc.). You see, the strongest prohibitions of the Decalogue are marked [image: ] with the smallest point at the top of the longest letter [image: ]. Luther translates Matt. 5:18 in the same sense: Es wird nicht zergehen der kleinste Buchstabe, noch ein Tittel vom Gesetz. But if those who believe the contrary may understand [image: ] metaphorically as little transverse lines that do not have the shape of a little horn, they can certainly take [image: ] metaphorically to mean vowel points, many of which are denoted by little dots; thus they are called [image: ] by synecdoche. How is it that some accents—such as athnach, yerah ben-yomo [also called galgal], zarqa, etc.—almost have the shape of a little horn and that qarney-para received its name from the figure of a little horn?
 


Second, from the nature and condition of the vowel points.
 

§ 337. We prove our opinion: (II) From the nature and condition of the vowel points. It is not at all likely that that which is like the soul and breath of reading and writing was omitted in the first writing of the Bible. The vowel points are like the soul and breath of reading and writing. Therefore it is not at all likely that the vowel points were omitted in the first writing of the Bible. The major premise is one of obvious truth. After all, that which is like the soul and breath of reading and writing is also an essential part of Scripture. If that had been omitted in the first writing of the Bible, we would have only part of Scripture—in fact, a less honorable and inferior part—from the authors of Scripture, namely, from God and from the holy men and prophets of God. This is something no one will say easily.
 

The minor premise is proved: (1) From the testimonies of the rabbinic scholars. In the Book of Zoar we read: “No letters have the power of extending into this or that direction except with the points of the letters. For they are all as body without soul. When the vowel points come, lo, the body is established in its own stature.” Petrus Cevallerius cites the statement of Rabbi Nechonia from the book Sepher habbair: “The points of the letters of the Mosaic Law are similar to the life-giving soul in the body of man.” Aben Ezra said, “Without the above and below,” that is, without the accents and vowel points, “Scripture cannot be understood.” This statement of Rabbi Aben Ezra is quoted by Luther on Genesis 47, who adds: “Without the within.” Elias Levita, on Song of Songs, c. 3: “Letters are compared to bodies. Those ten (vowels) are like souls to them. Therefore as a body without a soul is a corpse destitute of movement, thus the Hebrew Scripture without the vowel points is dead and hardly suited for motion or reading.” In his preface to Song of Songs, he says, “The letters are a ladder and the vowels are the nails that give the ladder steps.”
 

(2) From the testimonies of Christians learned in Hebrew. Johannes Isaacus, a converted Jew, writes: “A man who reads Scripture without the vowel points and accents is like a man riding a horse without a bridle.” Fabricius, Partit. Hebraic., c. 2: “If the task of signing or, which is the same, of sounding could not be noted without the marks of the consonants, much less could there be a discernment of natural sounds without the marks of the vowels.”
 

** Genebrardus, beginning of his Isagoge ad legenda scripta Rabbinorum, claims that reading without the vowel points is maimed, impaired. **
 

Johann Balthasar Baumbach, De linguarum oriental. antiq. necessitate et utilitate: “Without the vowels, one cannot pronounce the consonants. Every language without vowels is maimed, imperfect, impaired.”
 

(3) From the names of the vowel points. The points or vowels are called in Hebrew [image: ], “motions,” because by pronunciation they move the letters. Therefore like souls they give sense and movement to the consonants.
 

(4) From the matter itself. Every speech that expresses the thoughts of the mind and the writing that corresponds to it stands on its words, its words on their syllables, the syllables on their letters and vowels. No syllable can exist without a vowel—therefore nor can a word nor can a discourse. As a result, the vowels, too, have been given this name because by themselves they give utterance or sound. The consonants [consonantes] are so called because they are not sounded without vowels. Clearly, vowels move and, as it were, animate the consonants. If vowels are taken out of words, the genuine meaning of the words is unknown. If one does not know the genuine meaning of words, the consequence is that he does not know the meaning of the sentences. If the distinctive accents are removed, the meaning of statements becomes confused. If they wanted to make the exception that “the vowel points are indeed necessary for reading but not for writing,” we respond that the goal of writing is the reading and understanding of the other. But anyone who writes without the vowel points cannot achieve this goal, unless every pointing of every word is known to another. In fact, even if the pointing is known to him, he will still be forced to hesitate and be doubtful in many matters, namely, when one and the same word allows various pointings. Therefore we add the third argument.
 


Third, from the peril of ambiguity and uncertainty.
 

§ 338. We prove our opinion: (III) From the peril of ambiguity and uncertainty. Whatever renders Holy Scripture ambiguous and uncertain should by no means be affirmed. Yet that hypothesis—that the vowel points are not as old as the consonants but that the rabbinic scholars added them after many centuries—renders Scripture doubtful and uncertain. Therefore that hypothesis is by no means to be affirmed. The major premise gleams with its own light, for if Scripture should “make us wise unto salvation” (2 Tim. 3:15), then it must be certain, clear, and perfect, and these are its qualities that we defend against the Papists with great zeal.
 

The minor premise is proved: (1) From a consideration of those words that allow varied pointing and also change their meaning according to the variety of their pointing. Thus if [image: ] is pointed in this way, [image: ], it means “brothers”; but if it is pointed in a different way, [image: ], it denotes “harmful beasts.” If [image: ] is pointed [image: ], it means “speaker”; if [image: ], it means “it was said”; if [image: ], it means “said”; if [image: ], it means “word”; if [image: ], it means “pestilence”; if [image: ], it means “having been led” and, by metalepsis, “sheepfold” or “pen.” Is there anything, however, that will make us sure which pointing and, thus, which meaning of the word we must accept if a word of this sort, with a capacity for a variety of pointings, occurs in the Scriptures?
 

(2) By bringing in the passages in which the Septuagint translators turned away from the Hebrew truth because of the absence of vowel points. For example, Gen. 15:11: [image: ], “and he drove them (namely, the birds) away,” the Septuagint translators rendered [image: ] [“he sat down with them”]; they substituted other pointing and read it [image: ].
 

Genesis 47:31: “And Israel bowed himself over the head of the bed, [image: ],” the Septuagint rendered [image: ] [“he bowed over the top of the staff”], and in this way it is also cited in Heb. 11:21. Therefore they read it as [image: ], “staff,” and on their own they added [image: ] [“his”] to relate it to Joseph.
 

First Kings 10:19: [image: ], “and the head of the throne was round behind,” the Septuagint translators rendered as [image: ], “of calves.” Therefore they read it with the substitution of other vowel points as [image: ].
 

Psalm 88:10: “If the [image: ], the dead, rise up,” the Septuagint translators rendered as [image: ] [“if the healers rise up”]. They read it as [image: ].
 

Psalm 91:6: [image: ], “from the pestilence”; the Septuagint translators: [image: ] [“from the matter”]. They read it as [image: ].
 

Psalm 120:5: [image: ], “I lived in Meshech,” the Septuagint translated [image: ] [“my sojourning was lengthened”]. They read it as [image: ].
 

Isaiah 5:17: [image: ], “rams,” the Septuagint rendered as [image: ], “the oppressed.” Therefore they read it as [image: ].
 

Isaiah 17:11: [image: ], “and desperate with grief,” the Septuagint translators rendered as [image: ] [“and as a father of a man”]. Therefore they had read it as [image: ].
 

Hosea 3:1: [image: ], “beloved of a friend,” the Septuagint translated as [image: ] [“a woman who loves evil”]. Thus they read it as [image: ]”evil.” We could bring up more examples of this kind.
 

(3) From the twisting of Scripture into a false and heretical meaning, a twisting made possible (and, in fact, easy) by the substitution of other vowel points. Gen. 3:15: [image: ], “He (that is, the woman’s seed) will bruise the serpent’s head,” but remove the pointing and one can read it [image: ], “she,” that is, Mary, as the Papists want it.
 

In Exod. 17:14 and Deut. 15:19, God orders them to destroy the [image: ], “remembrance,” or mention of Amalek. If the natural points are removed and others substituted, one will be able to read it as [image: ], which means “a male.” By this reasoning Saul would not have sinned in sparing “the best of sheep and of the oxen” of Amalek (1 Sam. 15:9).
 

Rabbi Jonathan reads Ezek. 48:35 as [image: ], “the Lord is her name,” to be able to deny the divinity of the Messiah, though the vowel-pointed copies constantly read [image: ], “the Lord is there.” Therefore either one must concede that Scripture is uncertain and ambiguous, like wax, flexible in any direction, or one will say that the vowel points were always connected with the letters in the first edition of Scripture.
 

They make the exception: (1) “The entire wisdom of the Hebrews in the talmudic and rabbinic writings, of which there are many, were handed down without vowel points to be read and taught publicly in their schools without vowel points; and there is no one who would complain that all things there are uncertain.” We respond. [a] The talmudic books and Holy Scripture are not of the same nature. After all, we can be without the former without the loss of our salvation, and it matters little even if at times someone wanders from the true meaning because of an ambiguity of the words or the lack of vowel points. But God wants the codex of Scripture, on the other hand, to be as far as possible from every ambiguity and danger of erring. [b] The talmudic books were not written by the immediate inspiration of the Holy Spirit but had as their authors men who were subject to error. Therefore one cannot and should not pass judgment on the God-breathed Holy Scripture from those. [c] The talmudic and rabbinic books lack vowel points because of shorthand writing, so that it could be finished more quickly. This rationale, however, ceases in the case of the codex of the Bible. [d] It is quite clear that those who are trained in the Hebrew language can read it without the pointing; however, they cannot reach the proper and genuine meaning in certain places without the help of the points, as is evident from what has been said. [e] God wanted to give counsel not only to the learned and the well-trained but also to absolutely all people, even the more uninstructed, through the revelation of His Word and the promulgation of Scripture. But it cannot at all be denied that for them the points are necessary for reading. [f] Who will make us certain that those talmudic and rabbinic books lacked vowel points in their first writing?
 

They make the exception: (2) “That ambiguity does not stem from the absence of vowel points but from multiple meanings of words. Remedy is prepared for that if the antecedents are compared with the consequents, if a diligent comparison of its parts is established, and its aim is always considered.” We respond. [a] Although ambiguity at times does arise from the multiple meaning of some words, yet a far greater and more difficult one develops if the points are removed completely. [b] We readily admit that a comparison of the text is the most useful means that serves to remove that ambiguity. Nevertheless the matter itself bears witness that such a means is not sufficient, as is clear from the examples just adduced. [c] I am unable to pass judgment on a proposition unless I first rightly understand its parts, namely, its subject and predicate. But now, I cannot always judge from the context concerning the genuine meaning of the subject and predicate in the proposition. [d] The only edition of the Bible that the Septuagint translators had at hand when they produced their version appears to have been without vowel points. This makes it clear that one cannot learn the genuine meaning of any word solely from the context if the points are removed.
 


Fourth, from the perspicuity of Scripture.
 

§ 339. We prove our opinion: (IV) From the perspicuity of Scripture. God wanted His Word to be written clearly and perspicuously. But writing without points among the Hebrews is unclear and, in fact, more obscure than among the Greeks with their abbreviations. Therefore it is not likely that God wanted His Word to be written without points when He consigned it to letters through His instruments. Those who claim that the rabbinic scholars invented the vowel points and added them to the Scriptures are forced to claim that Holy Scripture obtained a greater light from the inventions of man. That consequence is false, because God wanted Scripture to be clear, perspicuous, and firm in and of itself and not to borrow light from the inventions of men.
 

** In Deut. 27:8, Moses is ordered to “write all the words of this Law [image: ], declaring well.” Yet if he had written without vowel points, he would not have declared it well. **
 

The royal prophet in Ps. 19:[8] and 119:105 and, from there, Peter (2 Pet. 1:19) call prophetic Scripture “a lamp” and “a light shining in a dark place,” namely, because it has been divinely equipped with a native, innate light through which it can illumine humans to a saving knowledge of God and to eternal life. But by no means does it need some light brought to it by the inventions of man. Therefore one should also in no way consider the foregoing likely: that the rabbinic scholars added the vowel points to Scripture.
 

The truth of the major premise is likewise evident, namely, that those who claim the rabbinic scholars invented the points and added them to Scripture are compelled to claim that Holy Scripture has drawn a greater light from man’s inventions, for it is not doubtful or unclear to anyone that a pointed text is more clear and perspicuous than one that lacks such vowel points. You see, if different pointing were substituted, we can easily be drawn into a completely different meaning from that which arises from a pointed text. And who would ponder whether the very foundation of our faith is not deemed slippery and uncertain, or at least is deemed to depend on the inventions of men, if the Hebrew Bible is said to have been published by Moses and the prophets without points, but afterward, after a number of centuries, to have been completed by their addition? Surely this would be the same as if someone were to say that we have received the corpus of sacred literature from holy men of God, but we owe the life and breath thereof to the rabbinic scholars. How much significance and importance lies in the vowel points, especially also in the point dagesh, to explain the meaning of a word and, in fact, even to change that meaning, is well-known to those who are skilled in the Hebrew language. If those defenses, however—in fact, if those changes of meanings—depend uniquely on their authors [the rabbinic scholars] and not on the prophets who were moved by the Spirit of God, much indeed would depart from the certainty and authority of Holy Scripture. If the true reading and pronunciation of the prophets had been shown only by the rabbinic scholars, we would have been “built on the foundation of the rabbinic scholars,” not “on the foundation of the prophets” (Eph. 2:20).
 

They make the exception that “the true reading was handed down and preserved in the synagogue.” We respond. (1) By this argument the true and genuine meaning of Scripture will depend exclusively upon the Church. Scripture will become a dead letter, an inanimate cadaver, for which the Church will be compelled to breathe in movement and meaning. (2) There is no memory so fruitful that it can observe all the vowels in so many myriads of syllables. (3) Some vowels are similar to each other, and the pronunciation of people differs; therefore error could easily have arisen and been propagated from that. (4) During the time of Manasseh and Ammon, before Josiah, the Book of the Law was neglected for about sixty-seven years. (5) There is no medium more practical by which the purity and integrity of Scripture could have been preserved in the synagogues than if the Bible, read publicly in the synagogues, were deemed to have been pointed.
 


Fifth, from the perfection of Scripture.
 

§ 340. We prove our opinion: (V) From the perfection of Scripture. Whatever hypothesis claims that whole statements of Scripture were inserted into the text must not be defended, because that would undermine Scripture’s perfection, which consists in allowing neither addition nor subtraction (Deut. 4:2; 12:32; Prov. 30:5[-6]; Rev. 22:18-19). But now, that hypothesis (that the rabbinic scholars added the points) brings with it the notion that the rabbinic scholars inserted entire statements into the text of Scripture. Avenarius (Gramm., p. 605) draws from the Masorah several passages in which letters are omitted and words are expressed through vowel points alone. Judges 20:13 has a shewa with a tsere, for which one should read [image: ], “sons.” In Ruth 3:5 and 17 we find a shewa and patach, for which one should read [image: ], “to me.” Second Samuel 16:23 has the vowel point hireq, for which one should read [image: ], “man.” In 2 Sam. 18:20 a tsere is repeated, for which one should read [image: ], “because.” In 2 Kings 19:31 we find a shewa with a qamets for which one should read [image: ], “Sebaoth.” The same chapter, v. 37, has two qamets, for which one should read [image: ], “his sons.” Second Kings 20:13 has a qamets, for which one should read [image: ], “all.” Psalm 96:3 has a segol, for which one should read [image: ]. In Jer. 31:38 we have a qamets with a hireq, for which one should read [image: ], “coming.” In Jer. 50:29 we have a qamets, for which one should read [image: ], “to her.” In this regard there is also the fact that the letter [image: ]
haiediah, or the demonstrative,60 is represented many times through pointing alone, yet its presence or absence is at times of some importance. Avenarius brings out thirteen passages of this sort from the Masorah (Gramm., p. 535).
 


Sixth, from the Jews’ reverence toward Scripture.
 

§ 341. We prove our opinion: (VI) From the Jews’ reverence toward Scripture. It is unlikely that the rabbinic scholars dared to add the vowel points. Although they were daring in the matter of twisting the Scriptures to fit their preconceived notions, they were careful to the point of superstition in retaining what was written. If some letters were accidentally moved from their place or were written differently, even if someone wanted to move one or write it differently, they would not dare restore it. If they found variant readings, however, they wrote the one in the margin and left the other unchanged in the text. They added [image: ], “(This or that word) is read and is not written (in the text).” In fact, if a letter in the text were to surpass the others in size (as the [image: ] in the word [image: ] and the [image: ] in the word [image: ], Deut. 6:4)61 or were dropped from the others (as the [image: ] in the word [image: ], Gen. 2:4) or were inverted (as the [image: ] in the word [image: ], Num. 10:35) or were suspended (as the [image: ] in the word [image: ], Judg. 18:30), they still were unwilling to correct this but merely noted the inconsistency in the margin, as is evident from the Masoretic notes. Therefore who will allow himself to be persuaded that the rabbinic scholars would have arrogated so much license to themselves as to add vowel points to each and every word of Scripture, points that were not as old as those words?
 


Seventh, from the consequence of absurdities.
 

§ 342. We prove our opinion: (VII) From the consequence of absurdities. If the vowel points are not as old as the Hebrew codex but were first added several centuries later by rabbinic scholars, the consequence would be: (1) That for several hundred years, the essence of Holy Scripture had not been complete because it lacked an essential part. (2) That Scripture borrows from humans a greater certainty and clarity than it has of itself and of its own nature. (3) That Scripture, as regards the individual words, was not given by God through the prophets because the words can by no means stand without the vowel points; thus not all Scripture is God-breathed. (4) That the true and genuine reading of Scripture depends on the invention of the rabbinic scholars, that is, on the slippery judgment of humans, and that our faith rests on human tradition. (5) That Scripture has been exposed to the twisting of anyone, for if the points are a human invention, it will be licit to dream up a different meaning after they are removed. (6) That one can draw no definite conclusion from Scripture, since the meaning is immediately changed with the substitution of one or another pointing. (7) That the elders of the Jews must be accused either of ignorance or jealousy—of the latter if they knew about the points and did not communicate them; of the former if they did not know them yet God did communicate to them the entire written Law. (8) That no one is obliged to believe Scripture. You see, either the notations of the vowels, invented in later centuries, everywhere agree with the natural sound of the words or they differ. If they agree, the vowels existed at the same time as the written letters. If they differ, we are not bound by the sounds they denote; rather, we will easily suspect that there was a different sound for the words and a different meaning for the texts. Because all these consequences are absurd and inconsistent, then the antecedent from which such things follow is not to be posited.
 


Antithesis.
 

§ 343. Those who accept the contrary are distinguished into two groups. Some argue that the points were added before Christ’s birth by [image: ], “men of the Great Synagogue,” namely, by Ezra, Daniel, Zechariah, Malachi, Hananiah, Nehemiah, Zerubbabel, Joshua the son of Josedech, etc., and by other holy prophets who, after their return from the Babylonian captivity, held the council that they call “the Great Synagogue,” in which they appointed which books were sacred and added the vowel points to them. (The opinion of these is more tolerable than that of the others who refer the invention of the vowel points to the time following the birth of Christ, since the men of the Great Synagogue, whom the learned claim were also the authors of the Masorah, excelled in the prophetic spirit.)
 

Some, on the other hand, think that the vowel points were invented and added to the codex of the Bible after Christ’s birth. But these, too, vary considerably in assigning the date and number of years. Some count 236 years after the destruction of the temple until the development of the vowel points; some suspect the pointing was added in the 470th year after Christ’s birth; some claim the invention of the points occurred in the 436th year after the destruction of the temple, which is the 510th year after Christ’s birth. They say that in that year the rabbinic scholars met in Tiberias, a city of Galilee, for this purpose and that the leaders of this work were a certain Aaron and Jacob, the former of the tribe of Asher, the latter of the tribe of Naphtali. Now in this group, all agree that the vowel points are not as old as the Hebrew codex.
 

This claim is made by: (1) Some of the rabbinic scholars: Elias Levita, a German Jew, in his preface to bk. 3 of the Masoreth hammasoreth, in which he cites the grammarian Rabbi Jonas in favor of his opinion.
 

(2) Some of the Papists: Genebrardus (Chron., p. 181), Sixtus Senensis (Biblioth., bk. 2), ** Stapleton (Relect., controv. 5, q. 3, art. 1), ** Franciscus Picus Mirandulanus (De praenotion., bk. 7, c. 8), Galatinus (De arcan. Cath. verit., bk. 1, c. 8), Torniellus, Pineda, Bellarmine, and Huntlaeus. ** Their words read: “The points, separations, and accents were invented and introduced after Jerome’s death with great disagreement by two Jews: Rabbi Aaron, the son of Asher, and Rabbi Jacob, the son of Naphtali” (Controv. 1, c. 9). Sixtus Senensis, Biblioth., bk. 3, p. 153: “The vowel points were invented long after the time of Constantine by Jews of Babylonian Egypt, now called Cairo [Cayrus], by the shrewd efforts of Rabbi Hammay and Rabbi Asse, authors of the talmudic doctrine,” etc. **
 

(3) Some of the more recent Hebrew grammarians: Drusius (De rect. rat. legendi and in Animadv.), Buxtorf (later edition of his Thesaur.), Peter Martinius (Technolog.), Reuchlin (De art. Cabalist., bk. 3, p. 741). ** He expressly denies Arcanum punctionis revelatum, which came forth at Leiden in 1624 under the midwifery of Thomas Erpenius. **
 

(4) Some of our people: Blessed Luther makes this claim in his commentary on Genesis 36 and 47, where he says, “The pointing in the Hebrew language is a recent invention on which we cannot depend everywhere safely.” Also: “The plan of the pointing is superficial, full of ambiguity, and quite uncertain.” ** And Hutter, De missa contra Bellarmin., bk. 1, c. 6, p. 98: “It is evident that the pointing of the Bible is not as old as the Hebrew text itself but came many centuries later.” **
 

§ 344. Before we set forth the arguments for this opinion, we warn that the opinion does not at all agree with chronology. You see, the authors of the Masorah pass judgment on the vowel points, separations, and accents as if they existed in the sacred text already before, as is clear from an inspection of the Masoretic work. Clearly, then, they were not the authors of the vowel points, separations, and accents in the sacred text. But if one claims that the authors of the Masorah are the men of the Great Synagogue—Ezra, Daniel, Zechariah, etc.—as most learned people claim, it is clear that the vowel points were added to the codex of the Bible long before the birth of Christ and therefore are of the same age as the text because their author, older than the Masoretes, cannot be shown to be anyone other than the very “holy men of God” through whom Scripture was first published. If, on the other hand, the authors of the Masorah are claimed to be the masters of Tiberias, that is, the men who conducted the meeting in Tiberias around AD 508 or (as others wish) 510, the invention of the vowel points cannot be attributed to the men of Tiberias because the aforesaid Masoretes speak about the points, separations, and accents as if they were already in use. We should also note that the authors of the Masorah are older than the talmudic writers because mention of significant matters contained in the Masoretic work is injected into the Jerusalem Talmud, which is older than the Babylonian Talmud, as Buxtorf shows (Tiberias, bk. 1, c. 8). But now, the talmudic writers are older than the masters of Tiberias, as Elias Levita explains (preface to bk. 3, Masorah Hammasoreth). Therefore the masters of Tiberias cannot be the authors of the vowel points, certainly not those which the Masoretes, older than the Tiberians, mention as already extant.
 


Contrary arguments: First, from the perfection of the Hebrew language.
 

§ 345. The following are the stronger arguments of those who say that the vowel points are not as old as the letters in the codex of the Bible: (I) From the perfection of the Hebrew language. “There is no absolute necessity for the vowel points, because all the inflection of Hebrew verbs rests primarily on the consonants; in the case of nouns, however, numbers, cases, and genders are distinguished by the formative [nonroot] letters. In other languages (so they say) variation in conjugation and declension lies primarily in vowels, but in Hebrew this depends on the formative letters.” We respond. (1) Even if it were granted that the need for vowel points is not absolute, yet it would only follow that some copies of the Bible could at one time have lacked points, but not that all of them actually lacked them. (2) Although letters are used particularly for the inflection of nouns and verbs, the roots themselves, when the genuine points are removed and others substituted, produce another and far different meaning. (3) It is known to those skilled in Hebrew that the vowel points do perform a function for the actual inflection of verbs and nouns: [image: ] can be read [image: ], “my word”; [image: ], “my words”; and [image: ], “words” (in construct). (4) There are many significatory words without formative [nonroot] letters; these are either roots themselves or derivations of roots through different vowel pointing alone.
 


Second, from the quoting of the Greek version in the Old Testament.
 

§ 346. (II) From the quoting of the Greek version in the Old Testament. “Christ and the apostles in the New Testament speak Hebrew words just as they are contained in the version of the Septuagint translators; with regard to the vowels, they are much different from the Hebrew pointing, as is especially apparent from the genealogy of Christ in Matthew 1 and Luke 3.” We respond. (1) What Christ and the apostles quote from the Old Testament agrees with the Hebrew text in sense, though not in letters and words. (2) The fact that in their quoting they follow the Septuagint translation rather than the Hebrew text occurred because at that time the Greek version was the one most ordinary and common, as we have shown earlier from Jerome. (3) The fact that the Septuagint reads some things in the Old Testament differently from what the genuine vowel points demand proves that they used an unpointed edition; but this by no means proves that all versions of the Bible, even those kept in the synagogues, lacked vowel points. (4) The learned doubt, and not without reason, whether the Greek version now extant is the one of the Septuagint translators. Bellarmine, De verbo Dei, bk. 2, c. 6: “Although I am not unaware that there are some who hold the opinion that they think that the translation of the seventy elders has completely perished, I think it is much more probable that it has survived but that it is so corrupt and faulty that it seems to be something completely different.”
 


Third, from the diverse readings of proper names.
 

§ 347. (III) From the diverse readings of the proper names. “The Septuagint translators and the author of the Latin Vulgate version, as also Jerome, write many proper names of patriarchs, kings, high priests, priests, prophets, cities, etc., with far different vowels and points than we read in the Masoretic or pointed texts, as is evident from the translations of the Hebrew names that Jerome and Arias Montanus provide.” We respond. (1) In the case of proper nouns, the translators have not carefully and scrupulously observed the individual letters and points of letters but occasionally inflect one carelessly for the sake of euphony. (2) Any language conforms some foreign proper nouns according to the judgment of its own ears, so that occasionally you scarcely recognize whether they are the same or different. The name of the prophet [image: ] the Latins pronounce “Ezekiel.” (3) If one were able to infer from the inflection of proper nouns made by translators that the vowel points are a recent invention of the rabbinic scholars, one could infer from the same principle that a change was also made in the consonants themselves. Nevertheless supporters of this opinion do not allow that.
 


Fourth, from the condition of the dagesh and of the pointing of the shin.
 

§ 348. (IV) From the condition of the dagesh and of the pointing of [image: ]. “The points that distinguish the difference in consonants, such as the dagesh, which doubles a consonant, and the upper pointing that distinguishes the right and left [image: ] (that is, shin and sin) must be as old as the vowel points. But now we conclude from Judg. 12:6 that at the time of the judges no point was observed on the right or left horn of the [image: ].” We respond. (1) From that passage one merely concludes that the Ephraimites were unable to pronounce s with the sh aspiration but only the sibilant s because they would say “sibboleth” instead of “shibboleth.” From this peculiarity of language people would recognize them, just as the Saxons today pronounce sch as a sibilant s. But by no means can one draw from this that there was no difference between the [image: ], shin yamin, and the [image: ], sin semol; rather, the contrary. (2) For had there been no difference between the shin yamin and sin semol, the Ephraimites could not have been distinguished from others by it. (3) The fact that [image: ] is later changed into [image: ] in the word [image: ]
[sibboleth] does not prove that at that time sin semol was not used. Rather, it pleased the Holy Spirit to express more clearly in this manner the mispronounced speech of the Ephraimites. (4) Those who are familiar with the Hebrew language know how much force and power the little point dagesh has to establish, bolster, extend, and at times even change the meaning of words.
 


Fifth, from an ignorance of Hebrew poetry.
 

§ 349. (V) From an ignorance of Hebrew poetry. “The nature of poetry—in which Psalms, Lamentations, and Job were written—lay in the number, quantity, and quality of vowels.” Josephus, Antiquit., bk. 7, c. 10: “If pointed Bibles would use the same vowels as David and the rest of the psalm writers used, how would it have been able to happen that the nature of poetry is not known to us?” We respond. (1) If poetry once was judged on the basis of their vowels, then those vowels did appear in the biblical books, at least in some of them. (2) From this argument, one could infer that our Bible has vowel points completely different from those with which the books of the psalmwriters once were read and that therefore, because the genuine ones were removed, we would have alien vowel points in the poetic books. (3) Vowels have a twofold purpose: first, to aid reading and give it life, so to speak; second, to show the nature of poetry. Therefore, though with respect to the latter function the use of vowels is not known precisely to us today, yet one cannot conclude from this that with respect to the former function the vowels do not have the same function as they once had. (4) From this very thing let them recognize the faithless guardianship of tradition through which the actual use of vowels in explaining the nature of poetry ought to have been taught to us. But if, then, the preservation of the vowel points is reputed to have been accepted solely by tradition, anyone understands easily how it is said to have been accepted by a faithless guardian and how slippery a foundation is established for our religion. (5) With the Hebrews, the nature of poetry consists not solely of vowels and their quantity but also on the accents and inflection of words through the consonants.
 


Sixth, from the omission of the vowel points in today’s writings of the Hebrews.
 

§ 350. (VI) From the omission of the vowel points in today’s writings of the Hebrews. “The Hebrews, Chaldeans, Arabs, and Syrians generally make their writing without points. Points, therefore, are not an essential part of Hebrew writing.” We respond. (1) They omit the vowel points because of their hurried writing; yet they are absolutely necessary for reading, whether they are added in the writing or omitted. (2) As a result, they are an essential part of speaking, as we have shown earlier. (3) Anyone recognizes that whatever has been written without vowel points produces a different meaning when one or another pointing has been substituted. Therefore even if the points did not pertain to the essence of writing, nevertheless the vowel points are most especially necessary for certainty of reading and for conformity of the meaning that is to be sought from what is written. (4) One can proceed more fruitfully in the Syriac and Arabic languages without the aid of vowel points than one can in Hebrew. (5) Baumbach, in his aforementioned treatise De ling. orient., responds by inversion: “Because two languages, namely, Syriac and Arabic, which stemmed from Hebrew, have vowels, as is apparent from their handwritten and printed books, it is not likely that their mother, that is, Hebrew, lacked them.”
 


Seventh, from the suppression of the vowel points.
 

§ 351. (VII) From the suppression of the vowel points. “If the points were known to the ancients, how is it that no mention of these is made among the Hebrews? Why were they not used in the numbers at the beginning of the books and verses?” We respond. (1) There is more in the consequence than the antecedent allows, for this does not follow: “The ancient Hebrews do not use the vowel points in the numbers nor at the beginning of books and verses; therefore these were completely unknown to them.” A consequence from a denied use of a thing to a denial of the thing itself is invalid. (2) Much less can one proceed from a denied particular use of a thing to a denial of the thing itself. Although they did not use vowels in the numbers nor in the frontispieces of books, yet such vowels were necessary for them to read. (3) Bellarmine writes (Institut. gramm., p. 8): “Because the ancient Hebrews had no vowels, they sometimes used in place of them four consonants: [image: ] and [image: ] With [image: ] and [image: ] they expressed a and at times other vowels; with [image: ], [image: ] and u; and with [image: ]
e and i.” In Technolog., p. 16, Petrus Martinius lists only three characters of this kind—[image: ]
[image: ] and [image: ]—and he adds: “The author Juthsirah calls those three letters [image: ], ‘mothers,’ because no one can utter a word or letter without one of them.” But even if they had used those consonants in place of vowels, the actual vowel points would not have been unknown or unfamiliar to them. (4) Elias Levita bitterly contends that the talmudic writers do not mention the vowel points; he can be refuted, however, from the Talmud, tractate Nedarim, c. 4, in which a statement of Rabbi Mai is brought out: that “by pauses for the verses and by accents, taste, so to speak, is given to speech.” (5) The Book of Zoar, which was written before the Talmud in the more secret language of Jerusalem, contains an exposition not only of the Pentateuch but also of the other books of the Old Testament and enjoys great authority among the Jews. It makes clear mention of vowels. (6) The fact that points were not used in the numbering and order of verses is to be attributed either to a weakness of theirs or to the sufficiency of the consonants or to some cause unknown to us. One must not infer from this that the vowel points were completely unknown to the ancients.
 


Eighth, from the Chaldaic name for certain vowels.
 

§ 352. (VIII) From the Chaldaic name for certain vowels. “Not all the vowel points have Hebrew names; some are Chaldaic. Therefore the rabbinic scholars invented them.” We respond. (1) Those rabbinic scholars whom they want to be the authors of the points did not write in Chaldaic; instead, their idiom was more closely related to Hebrew than to the Chaldaic language. (2) That some names of vowels are Hebrew in origin and refer to the correct pronunciation of them cannot be denied; the argument, therefore, proceeds from the particular.62 (3) Those grammatical names often are changed; as a result, some vowels and accents and other grammatical vocabulary have several names. (4) This argument proves that the ancient Hebrew names for the vowel points have perished but not that those points are a recent invention. It is not a firm logical conclusion to go from the newness of a term to the newness of the thing itself. (5) If the grammar had been written down at that time when this language was uncorrupted and complete and when the Jews were using it in their common conversation, then the vowel points would also have received Hebrew names. But at the time when the grammatical rules were established, they were lying neglected and great barbarity had prevailed. Therefore we surely must not be so surprised that the vowels were called by foreign names, especially since the consonants in large part similarly have Syriac names. This is what Baumbach said in his aforementioned treatise De lingg. oriental.
 


Ninth, from the omission of Jerome.
 

§ 353. (IX) From the omission of Jerome. “Jerome makes no mention of the points. Therefore it is unlikely that they had come about at his time.” We respond. (1) In historical matters, an argument from negative authority is of little weight. (2) Jerome mentions neither the Masoretic work nor the Chaldaic paraphrases, yet Jerome is later than the authors of both. (3) Even if Jerome had received an unpointed codex from his teacher, the Jew Barrabanus (“written with extremely small characters,” as he says in the preface to bk. 7 of his commentary on Ezekiel), one could still not infer from this that public and authentic copies of the Bible lacked vowel points. (4) Some people try to prove that Jerome was not completely ignorant of vowel points. On Jonah 3 (vol. 5, p. 140) he writes: “I wonder quite a bit why it has been translated in this way since there is no commonality in Hebrew of letters, syllables, accents, or words,” where they claim in the notes to the index of the works of Jerome, at the entry Hebraeus, that with the word “accents” he understands vowel points. In Quaest. super Genes., he acknowledges that “an irregular point” was written above the word [image: ] in Gen. 19:33. He says, “They put in, as it were, an incredible [point] and something that the nature of things does not grasp, that someone has intercourse without being aware of it.” But if he acknowledged an irregular pointing, he was hardly unaware of regular pointing. In bk. 7 of his commentary on Ezekiel, c. 27, vol. 4, p. 414, he writes: “Frequently, the Hebrew names are translated in various ways because of the diversity of accents and the changing of letters and most especially of vowels, which have their own properties among these.” In his Quaest. on Gen. 47:31, he speaks thus about the word [image: ]: “In this passage, some people pretend in vain that Jacob bowed down to the head of Joseph’s scepter, namely, that, as he honored his son, he worshiped his power. However, it reads much differently in the Hebrew: ‘And Israel worshiped toward the head of his bed.’ “But the different meaning between [image: ], “scepter,” and [image: ], “bed,” cannot be noted and discerned except from the vowel points.
 


[image: ]
 

58 The Frankfurt/Hamburg edition repeats “334” for this paragraph and remains one less than Preuss’s paragraph numbers for the rest of this commonplace.
 

59 Read Rupellis instead of Kupellis. See Works Cited.
 

60 That is, the definite article.
 

61 In Deut. 6:4 of the Hebrew Bible, these two letters are printed in larger type.
 

62 That is, the argument is invalid. It begins with something particular and tries to demonstrate something general.
 



  


CHAPTER XVI: ON THE INTEGRITY OF THE GREEK TEXT IN THE NEW TESTAMENT
 


The Greek text in the New Testament was not corrupted.
 

§ 354. By almost the same arguments with which we proved the integrity of the Hebrew text in the Old Testament, the integrity of the Greek text in the New Testament can also be demonstrated. We are prevented from claiming that corruptions of the sort that would cause its authentic authority to be undermined have been inflicted on it: (1) By the sweetness of divine providence. God revealed His Word and wanted it to be consigned to writing for this purpose not only in the Old Testament but also in the New: that it be the norm and rule according to which all doctrines of the Church should be examined. But now, that which has the nature of a rule and norm ought to be free of corruption.
 

(2) By equality of nature. The nature of the books of the Old and New Testaments is equal without exception: With regard to the efficient cause, because both were written by holy men of God at the impulse of the Holy Spirit. With regard to the material cause, because both describe divine revelation and divine mysteries. With regard to the formal cause, because both have canonical and divine authority in the Church. And with regard to the final cause, because both were published to instruct people for salvation through the uncorrupted teaching of faith and behavior. But if in the case of the books of the Old Testament their integrity does stand, as we have shown earlier, this likewise should not be denied to the books of the New Testament.
 

(3) By the faithfulness of the Church in asserting the purity of Scripture. Just as Paul testifies that “the oracles of God were entrusted” to the Jews—namely, those written down in the books of the Old Testament (Rom. 3:2)—so, too, we can say with regard to the early Christian Church that the oracles of God written down in the books of the New Testament were entrusted to it. You see, it received the autographs from the evangelists and apostles and faithfully preserved them in the patriarchal churches so that they could correct the copies and other texts according to the contents of the autographs.
 

(4) By the painstaking attention of devout teachers in removing the corruptions of heretics. Although “heretics have tried to corrupt many things,” Bellarmine writes, “nevertheless Catholics have never been lacking who detected their errors and did not allow the sacred books to be corrupted” (De verbo Dei, bk. 2, c. 7). Marcion took out many things from the whole New Testament and changed them, according to Tertullian (Contra Marcion., bk. 5). Epiphanius (Haeres. 42), however, took note of almost all of them, and we have them in correct form in our Greek codices. The Arians had taken out “the Spirit is God” from John’s Gospel (c. 4[:24]); Ambrose, however, pointed it out and took note of it (De Spiritu s., bk. 3, c. 11), and all our Greek codices have this testimony. The statement of 1 John 5[:8], “There are three who bear witness in heaven,” etc., the Arians removed from some manuscripts, but the watchful diligence of devout teachers of the Church restored it, which we have shown in our Disp. prior. on this passage.
 

(5) By the absurdity of the consequence. If the Greek text in the New Testament had been corrupted, we would no longer have the first and chief origin of the Christian faith pure and uncorrupted, because one cannot hope for greater purity from the streams than from their sources. Study that is dependent on an examination of the sources would be useless; divine providence would have been lacking in something necessary to the Church, etc. Because all this is absurd, so also is that absurd from which such consequences follow.
 

(6) By the judgment of the more sensible Papists. Thomas More, in his Epist. ad Dorpium pro defens. Erasmi, p. 411:
 


Certainly, to speak truly, to me it does not seem at all credible that any nation wished to conspire to corrupt the Greek books. I am not saying that this could not have happened. Jerome may have seen it on the part of the Jews. He certainly frees the Greeks from this suspicion of falsehood. There is also the fact that in those matters about which they have controversies with us, their books agree with ours. The question has never been about the letter but about the meaning of the letter. Now then, what could anyone contrive, or why would they falsify other things, when they have left us those things that alone they would have wanted to corrupt?

 




 

Sixtus Senensis, Bibl. sanct., bk. 7, haeres. 1, p. 580: “We say, this Greek codex that is now read in the Church is the same one that the Greek Church used at Jerome’s time and long before, back to the days of the apostles. It is true, pure, genuine, and contaminated by no defect of falsehood, as a continual reading of all the Greek fathers shows clearly.”
 


Antithesis.
 

§ 355. Those who claim that the Greek sources of the New Testament are corrupt fall into two classes. (1) Some keep saying that heretics have corrupted and forgers have falsified the Scripture of the New Testament. Sixtus Senensis attributes this error “to Mani, Helvidius, the Anabaptists, and the Servetians” (Bibl. sanct., bk. 7, haeres. 1, p. 576). Some of the Papists, however, are caught in the same morass. Gordonus Huntlaeus, Epit. controv. 1, c. 12: “As relates to the Greek text of the New Testament that is now surrounded by foes, in which very thing they place their only refuge, there is no doubt that it has been corrupted in various places, partly because of the carelessness of copyists, partly as a result of the deceit of ancient heretics. As a consequence, that text is not as suitable for producing faith as our adversaries believe, unless the authority of the Church is added.”
 

(2) Some claim to hold a milder opinion: that the Greek text of the New Testament was corrupted not by the malice of heretics but by the carelessness and negligence of copyists. Bellarmine, De verbo Dei, bk. 2, c. 7: “We can prove easily that the Greek codices have not been totally and completely corrupted…. From several examples it will become clear that they are not everywhere corrupt but that some errors have at times crept in, at least because of the negligence of copyists; and it is not always safe to correct the Latin according to the Greek.” Melchior Canus (Loc. theol., bk. 2, c. 13) and Stapleton (Controv., q. 3, art. 2) accuse the Greek codex of the New Testament “of lack, addition, and corruption.” Both groups offer (1) rational arguments and conjectures; (2) testimonies of the fathers; and (3) some examples of corruption.
 

§ 356. The rational arguments and testimonies of the fathers can be satisfied if one will observe: (1) From a particular corruption of some Greek codices one cannot infer that the Greek text of the New Testament is simply and absolutely corrupt, because those defects can be corrected from other codices that are still pure and uninjured.
 

(2) A difference of reading does not immediately imply a general corruption of the Greek text, because that difference occurs only in some passages and because a far greater one is observed among the translations. In addition to this, the greater part of the variations lies in the words rather than in the things expressed “and makes the reason for correction more for exactness than for necessity,” as Franciscus Lucas Brugensis points out in the preface to his Var. lect. But if both readings cannot be kept, one must go back to an inspection of the old and approved texts, to the quoting of the ancient teachers of the Church, to the connection and context of the text, to a comparison of other passages, and to the analogy of faith, as we have shown in our Disp. de dicto 1. Joh. 5.
 

(3) The question is about the sort of integrity of the Greek text from which the errors and discrepancies of the translations can be corrected and to which one can appeal as to the authentic source. The matter itself shows clearly that such an integrity does befit it.
 

(4) Some heretics, especially the Marcionites, have indeed tried to corrupt the text of Scripture. But the vigilance of devout teachers of the Church has kept them from achieving that end in all the codices and from foisting that corrupt text on the true Church in place of the genuine Scripture.
 


Examples of corruption adduced by Bellarmine.
 

§ 357. The examples that are offered to affirm the corruption of the Greek text we have considered in our Annotat. ad difficiliora N. T. loca. Here we shall consider only those that Bellarmine produces for the public in De verbo Dei, bk. 2, c. 7.
 


First, 1 Corinthians 15:47: “The second man is from heaven.”
 

(I) “One must read 1 Cor. 15:47: ‘The first man, from earth, is earthly; the second man, from heaven, is heavenly.’ The Latin Vulgate translation also reads this way. The Greek codices, however, uniformly read: [image: ], ‘the second man is the Lord from heaven.’ It is clear from Tertullian (in Marcionem, bk. 5) that this distortion has remained from the corruptions of Marcion because of the fault of copyists.”
 

We respond. (1) Against Bellarmine we set forth Salmeron, who comments on this passage: “We read in the Greek: ‘The second man from heaven is the Lord Himself.’ Some thought that in order to make the antithesis perfect it should be read: ‘The second man, from heaven, is heavenly’ (as it is read in the Latin version) and that He took His body from heaven, as Valentinus, Marcion, and Mani said in their raving.” Also, Alphonsus de Castro writes, among other things (bk. 4, title “Christus”): “Valentinus said that Christ brought His flesh from heaven because Paul says, ‘The first man, from earth, is earthly; the second, from heaven, is heavenly.’ Therefore the Latin version, more than the Greek text, appears to favor the opinion of the heretics.”
 

(2) Because the Greek codices uniformly read [image: ] [“Lord from heaven”], in the same way as the Syriac and Arabic paraphrases also read, we conclude from this that one must insist on this reading as the genuine one.
 

(3) There is no suspicion of corruption here, for Christ is said to be “the Lord from heaven” because of the personal union of His human nature with the divine (Luke 1:78), because that Man, born of Mary, subsists as one thing with the Lord from heaven. John 3:13 is a similar passage. The Damascene, Orth. fid., bk. 3, c. 12: “He does not say that the body is from heaven, but it is clear that He is not a mere man.” The devout ancients offer four explanations for this name. First, because of His divinity united with His humanity: Christ is a divine person. Second, from His works: Christ performed divine and heavenly works. The third is with regard to merit: Christ earned heaven and immortality for us. The fourth is with regard to His conception: not that He brought His body down from heaven and placed it in Mary’s womb, but because He was conceived by heavenly power in the virgin’s womb.
 

(4) The opposition [in the passage] does not require that “the second Adam from heaven, heavenly” be opposed to “the first Adam from earth, earthly.” “There is a much stronger antithesis of ‘earthly’ and ‘the Lord’ than there is of ‘earthly’ and ‘heavenly’ since many heavenly things have been created, but the ‘Lord’ is set apart, who holds supreme power over all things. Next, if an earthly thing were directly opposed to a heavenly, such a great diversity of qualities would not be at hand; rather, it would seem to signify merely a different position. Once we have explained this, only then may one clearly and lucidly oppose a heavenly man to an earthly, as is done in the two following verses.” These are the words of Beza in his Annot. major. on this passage.
 

(5) From that section of Tertullian, one cannot prove that there is a Marcionitic corruption here in the Greek text, for he quotes the passage of the apostle with the same words as the Greek codices have and, in fact, with the same intent. To be sure, he speaks about a Marcionitic corruption, but this concerns v. 45, not v. 47. There, instead of the words [image: ] [“the last Adam”], which have an incorrupt reading in our codices, Marcion had placed [image: ] (“the last Lord”), something that Tertullian consequently reproached.
 

(6) Epiphanius (Haeres. 42) noted all the corruptions of Marcion, as Bellarmine himself bears witness, but he gives not a single word about this corruption that is still supposed to be in this passage.
 


Second, 1 Corinthians 7:[34]: “and he is divided.”
 

§ 358. (II) “The Latin Vulgate translation of 1 Cor. 7:33[-34] reads: ‘The man who is with a wife is anxious about worldly affairs, how he may please his wife, and he is divided. An unmarried woman or a virgin contemplates the things that are the Lord’s.’ The Greek codices read much differently, for they connect the words ‘is divided’ with what follows in this way: [image: ], ‘the woman and virgin is divided.’ Blessed Jerome in Contra Jovinianum, bk. 1, declares that this reading is not of apostolic truth.” We respond. There are found three readings of this passage. The first is the one in our common Greek codices and is followed by Basil, Chrysostom, Theophylact, Oecumenius, Augustine, and the Syriac version: [image: ]. Oecumenius explains it as follows: “[image: ] [“is divided”], that is, they do not have the same concerns but are divided in their pursuits.” Robertus Stephanus has another reading in the margin: [image: ], that is, “He who takes a wife has anxious concern about worldly affairs, how he may please his wife, and is divided. An unmarried woman and virgin contemplates the things that are the Lord’s.” Robertus finds this reading in two copies, to which the reading of the Latin Vulgate version corresponds. Here the [image: ] is explained as “he is distracted with his thoughts, anxious and concerned about worldly things,” as Ambrose has on this passage. “He is divided,” that is, he cannot devote himself to divine matters and also do the will of his wife. The third reading is peculiar to Ambrose, who reads it this way: “But he who is with a wife is concerned about the things that are of this world, how he may please his wife, and is divided. The woman and virgin is divided.” And he adds: “She is divided not in nature but in act.”
 

From this it appears: (1) That it is not true that the reading of the Vulgate version does not appear in the Greek codices, because it is found in two texts. If you say, “Why, then, is it not retained, since the repudiated reading is occasionally accepted in the Greek codices?” we respond that the fourteen texts of Robertus Stephanus that have our reading must not be regulated according to the two [which do not], but the two according to the fourteen. (2) In Advers. Helvid., c. 12, and Ad Eustoch. de servanda virginit., Jerome reads the passage according to our texts. In Advers. Jovin., bk. 1, c. 7, he reads it differently, but there he is suspect because he is quite hostile to marriage. Beza testifies that he found our reading in every ancient Greek codex except two. (3) Both senses, properly explained, are fitting. Our reading, however, has more authors, so it is also to be preferred to the reading in the Vulgate version. (4) Even the context of the passage confirms this clearly. In vv. 32-33 the different concerns of celibate and married men are described. It is fitting, therefore, to connect the different concerns of wives and virgins to those, that is, they are set apart by their concerns, that is, their pursuits and activities.
 


Third, Romans 12:11: “serving the Lord.”
 

§ 359. (III) “Where the Latin version of Rom. 12:11 reads ‘serving the Lord,’ the Greek codices do not have [image: ] [“the Lord”] but [image: ], that is, ‘serving the time.’ Yet such a Latin reading is quite correct. This is revealed from Jerome, Epistle ad Marcell., which begins Post priorem epistulam, where he says: ‘In the corrected Greek codices we do not have [image: ].’ This is also revealed from Origen, Chrysostom, Theophylact, and other Greek fathers who read and explain it thus in their commentaries.” We respond. (1) These prove a diversity of reading but not a corruption of the text. (2) We do not deny that some editions, six of which Robertus Stephanus has noted, have [image: ], as also read the Greek scholia, Basil in his Ethic., Chrysostom and Theophylact in their commentaries, the Syrian paraphrast, etc. In others, however, we have [image: ], “serving the time.” (3) The Glossa ordinaria noted the variant reading without any accusation of corruption. (4) Both readings are in harmony with the analogy of faith; yet the context and an examination of the oldest editions shows that that accepted reading must be preferred to the other. (5) Jerome gives no reason for his reading, but Ambrose (bk. 5, p. 230) gives us the pregnant reading, writing: “In the Greek it is said to read ‘serving God,’ which also does not fit the passage. After all, what need was there to set down this summary of all devotion when he mentions each member that pertains to obedience and service to God? In all the things he lists, full service to God is shown. Elsewhere he explains what it means to serve the time, when he says, ‘Redeeming the time, for the days are evil.’ “(6) In v. 15 of this chapter, the apostle himself appears to explain what he wants to be understood by [image: ]. There he says, “Rejoice with those who rejoice; weep with those who weep.” Indeed, do everything in its own place and time. (7) Toletus himself, in his commentary on this passage, would prefer our reading, which has [image: ], if he were not restricted by the authority of the Vulgate version. He says: “I admit that this reading suits what comes before and what comes after and also contains a useful lesson. But the common mind of the ancient interpreters judges that it must be read with the ancient interpretation: ‘Serving the Lord.’”
 


Fourth, some parts of Scripture are missing.
 

§ 360. (IV) “In most Greek codices many genuine parts of Scripture are missing, such as the account of the adulteress in John 8, the last chapter of Mark, the beautiful testimony of the Trinity, and other things.” We respond. We discussed the last chapter of Mark in detail in our Harmonia resurrectionis. Also, we had a detailed discussion of 1 John 5 (“There are three who bear witness in heaven”) in our Disput. prior. on this passage. Therefore it remains for us to say something about the account of the adulteress in John 8. (1) We admit that this account is not contained in some Greek editions and that in some it was added at the end. (2) It also is not extant in the Syriac paraphrase. ** (At one time it did not appear, but now it has been published by the work of Jacobus Usserius, archbishop of Armagh.) ** (3) Nonnus did not paraphrase it. (4) Chrysostom and Theophylact make no mention of it in its ordinary place.
 

However, these things do not yet make it possible for us to remove this account from canonical Scripture. This is because: (1) It is contained in the oldest and most-approved editions. Robertus Stephanus discovers it in the two oldest Greek editions. (2) Chrysostom mentions it, and Ambrose, Jerome, and Augustine explain it. (3) It contains nothing contrary to the analogy of faith. (4) Augustine thinks that “John actually did write this account, but cruel husbands took care to expunge it so that they might kill their adulterous wives” (De adulter. conjug. ad Pollent., bk. 4, c. 7). (5) The reason why it is not found in all the codices is considered more likely to have been what Papias (according to Eusebius, Hist. eccles., bk. 3, c. 35) writes: “This account was transferred from the Gospel to the Hebrews” and that this was an apocryphal Gospel. However, the traditions of Papias, inasmuch as he was a Chiliast, are not of great importance.
 


Fifth, some things in them are superfluous.
 

§ 361. (V) “It is evident that some things are found in all the Greek codices that are not parts of divine Scripture, such as the addition to the Lord’s Prayer in Matthew 6: ‘For Thine is the kingdom and the power and the glory forever and ever.’ These words are not part of the text but were added by the Greeks, and we can know this from two things: First, from the fact that Tertullian, Cyprian, Ambrose, Jerome, and Augustine explain the Lord’s Prayer yet make no mention of these words. Second, from the fact that the Greeks do speak these words in their liturgy, but they do not connect with the Lord’s Prayer.” Benedictus Arias Montanus makes the same claim—that this sentence does not belong to the text but that some people inserted it into the text later. This he tries to prove by saying that “the Greeks even today say it, though only their priests may offer those words. They respond with this in the Mass when the choir has said: ‘Deliver us from evil.’ Also, none of the Latin interpreters mention it. In his commentary, Maldonatus thinks that this happened as a result of a custom of the Greeks, who used to terminate their prayers with a doxology and praise.” Huntlaeus, Controv., 1, q. 12, § 3: “Sometimes our adversaries add to the written Word of God what is not written. For example, they add to Matt. 6:13 those words: ‘For Thine is the kingdom and the power and the glory forever and ever.’ Scarcely any of the fathers read these words before Chrysostom, who lived four hundred years after Christ.”
 

We respond. (1) Robertus Stephanus discovered these words in a very old codex that, except for one other, is the oldest. ** It is contained in the Antwerp Bible. ** (2) The Syrian paraphrast has the same, ** as does also the Hebrew text of Matthew that Münsterus published in 1537. ** (3) Chrysostom, Theophylact, and Euthymius interpret it as the conclusion of the Lord’s Prayer. (4) The apostle repeats the last petition about deliverance from every evil and adds the short sentence: “to Him be glory forever” (2 Tim. 4:18).
 

** In the Catena aurea, Thomas Aquinas offers from Chrysostom an outstanding explanation of these words. The words that Thomas took from Chrysostom read this way: “Just as the recollection of the enemy in what He had said, ‘Deliver us from evil,’ had made us concerned, again He supplies boldness in this, which is added in some books, ‘For Thine is the kingdom and the power and the glory.’ If His is the kingdom, then we need not be fearful, for he who does battle with us has been subjected to Him. And because His power and glory are infinite, not only can He deliver from evil, but He also can even make glorious.” **
 

(5) Those words are in conformity with Holy Scripture, especially with David’s thanksgiving (1 Chron. 29:11). (6) Bellarmine says, “It is evident that this short statement is found in every Greek edition.” How, then, will one be able to prove that the Greek codices have been falsified here? Erasmus and Johannes Dietenberger admit the same thing in their glosses, that “this appendix is found in all the Greek versions.” Brugensis bears witness that “with the exception of a single codex of Paris, all the other books have it added.” Why, then, should we refuse to accept it as a genuine part of Scripture? (7) Nevertheless, because it was omitted for a long time among the Latins, it was not practical to upset the Church, which is greatly offended by novelties, over this matter. That is why the Latin fathers do not explain it. (8) On the other hand, here we must rather accept the reasoning of the Greek fathers. Indeed, no one can doubt that they studied and investigated the trustworthiness of the Greek editions thoroughly. (9) Nothing can be drawn from the liturgy of the Greeks against the canonical authority of this phrase, for the practice of our own churches shows that it was not unusual for the response of the people to be connected, as far as the sense is concerned, with the voice of the priest who was preceding in the prayer. Laurentius Valla, therefore, draws the correct conclusion when he says, “Nothing has been added here by the Greeks; rather, the Latins have taken something away” (Expos. orationis Dominicae).
 
  


CHAPTER XVII: ON THE END AND EFFECT OF HOLY SCRIPTURE
 


The end of Scripture: First, with respect to God.
 

§ 362. Up to this point we have discussed the efficient, material, and formal causes of Holy Scripture. It remains for us to discuss briefly its end [finis]. The end of Scripture is considered both with respect to God and with respect to us. With respect to God, the end of Scripture is the salutary knowledge and glorification of God. It is for this purpose that God revealed Himself in His Word that was first spoken orally and later was committed to writing: so that He, having been known correctly by human beings according to His essence and will, might be praised in this life and in eternal life. When we recognize from the Word of God His goodness, power, and wisdom and when we meditate devoutly on the mystery of our salvation that has been planned from eternity and revealed in time, then we cannot help but be stirred by that knowledge and meditation into a love for God. From this love there immediately arises in our hearts a celebration and glorification of that supreme good.
 


Second, with respect to us.
 

§ 363. With respect to us, the end is either intermediate or ultimate. The apostle sets forth the intermediate ends in Rom. 15:4 and 2 Tim. 3:16, which are teaching, reproof, correction, instruction, and encouraging. You see, Holy Scripture has been given to the human race to provide a remedy against the ailment introduced through the fall of our first parents and to make a man complete and equipped for every good work. But now, the human race is subject to a threefold malady and evil through and because of original sin. In true knowledge, we are blind and ignorant; in good action, remiss and lacking; in tolerance of evil, weak and impatient. Scripture remedies the first malady with teaching; the second, with instruction; the third, with encouragement. Not only are we blind and ignorant in the matter of true knowledge, but we also are prone and rash to think up or embrace errors. This malady Scripture remedies with reproof. Not only are we remiss and sluggish in doing good, but we are also eager and prone to do evil. This malady Scripture cures with correction.
 

On the other hand, there are three responsibilities for the truly devout Christian: to know the truth, to do good, to endure evils. Consequently, we also count three chief and cardinal virtues of a Christian: “faith, love, and hope.” To faith belongs a knowledge of the truth; to love, the doing of good; to hope, the endurance of evil. However, because a knowledge of the truth does not exist without the removal of that which is false, because doing good has no place unless there be a departure from evil or sin, consequently there are five responsibilities altogether that are required in the perfection of Christian piety: teaching and reproof have respect to the knowledge of the truth, instruction and correction have respect to doing good, and encouragement has respect to the patient endurance of evil. For all these, Scripture is not only useful but is also sufficient, so it is right to say that it makes a man perfect. (Cf. our Method. studii theol., part 2, sect. 4, c. 2.)
 

§ 364. Without doubt, Holy Scripture is: (1) God’s throne, from which He speaks to us. Heb. 1:1[-2]: “In many and various ways God spoke of old to our fathers by the prophets; but in these last days He has spoken to us in the Son” and by the Son whose speeches have been recorded in the writings of the evangelists. (2) God’s school, in which He teaches and shapes us. Ps. 94:12: “Blessed is the man whom You instruct, O Lord, and whom You teach out of Your Law.” (3) God’s clinic and spiritual office of medical matters. Wisdom 16:12: “For it was no plant or plaster that cured them, but Your Word, O Lord, that heals all things.” (4) God’s armor and arsenal, in which He fortifies and arms us against enemies of every kind. Eph. 6:17: “Take up the sword of the Spirit, which is the Word of God.” (5) God’s hand, by which He leads us through the paths of faith and righteousness to eternal life. Ps. 48:14: “He will lead us like children.” In the Hebrew this reads: “until death.” You see, the last and greatest end of Scripture with respect to us is our salvation and eternal life. John 5:39: “You search the Scriptures because you think that in them you have eternal life.” John 20:31: “These are written that you may believe and that through faith you may have life in the name of Christ.” 2 Tim. 3:15: “The Holy Scriptures are able to make you wise unto salvation.” God has revealed Himself in His Word, instructs people in the truth through this Word of His, drives them to do good, and encourages them to endure adversities all for this purpose: that they may finally share in eternal salvation.
 

§ 365. To this point all the statements of Scripture are to be referred that bear witness to the divine efficacy of the Word in converting, illuminating, regenerating, and saving human beings: Ps. 19:[8-]9; John 5:39; Rom. 1:16; 1 Tim. 4:16; 1 Pet. 1:23, etc. Because there is no real distinction between the written and unwritten Word of God, therefore it is right to claim that those honorific praises of the efficacy and fruit of the Word belong also to Holy Scripture. Just as the Word does not cease being divine because it is written, so also it does not cease being effective for conversion or an instrument of salvation. Likewise, the fact that Rom. 10:17 says “faith comes from hearing” does not mean that we must take this exclusively so as to oppose the hearing of the spoken Word to the reading of the written Word. Rather, we must take this inclusively so as to claim that God is effectual for faith and salvation through His Word, not only heard but also read, because the Word is and remains the same, whether it is preached and heard or written and read. Consequently, what John says is significant, about the account of the Gospel as it has been put into writing and thus about the entire Scripture of the Old and New Testaments: “These things are written that you may believe” (John 20:31) and “We are writing this to you that your joy may be complete” (1 John 1:4). Therefore, through reading and meditation, we can draw faith and spiritual joy, and thus eternal salvation, also from the written Word of God, which has been translated for our use. (Cf. those points that we have argued in our article On the Ecclesiastical Ministry [Commonplace XXVI], § 249ff. against the Schwenkfeldians and their allies, the Weigelians.)
 


The effects of Holy Scripture.
 

§ 366. The effects of Holy Scripture, therefore, are the same as those of the divine Word, from which, we proved above, it differs not at all in a real and material manner. There are excellent, heavenly, and truly divine benefits that God communicates to humans through His Word and thus also through Scripture. These are: (1) A true and salutary recognition of Him. Matt. 11[:27]: “No one knows the Father except the Son and anyone to whom the Son chooses to reveal Him.” John 1:18: “No one has ever seen God; the Son, who is in the bosom of the Father, has revealed Him to us.” Jun., bk. 4, c. 10: “Because it was impossible to learn about God without God, He teaches men to know God through His Word.” Ps. 36:9: “In this light we see light,” that is, the light of divine knowledge lies in the light of the Word.
 

(2) Instruction for those who err. Through His Word He instructs us in truth and strengthens us against harmful errors. Ps. 119:105: “Your Word is a lamp to my feet.” Isa. 2:3: “Let us go up to the mountain of the Lord, and He will teach us His ways.”
 

(3) The conversion of sinners. Acts 20:20-21: “I did not shrink from declaring to you anything that was profitable, testifying both to Jews and to Greeks of repentance to God,” etc. Acts [26:17-]18: “I send you to open the eyes of the Gentiles, that they may turn from darkness to light.” Acts [26]:20: “I declared to the Gentiles that they should repent and turn to God.”
 

(4) The kindling and strengthening of faith. The light of faith rises in people’s hearts from the light of the Word. Rom. 10:17: “Faith comes from hearing, and hearing through the Word of God.” 2 Cor. 4:6: “For it is God who said, ‘Let light shine out of darkness,’ who has shone in our hearts.”
 

(5) Spiritual rebirth. 1 Cor. 4:15: “I fathered you in Christ Jesus through the Gospel.” James 1:18: “Of His own will He brought us forth by the Word of truth.” 1 Pet. 1:23: “You have been born anew, not of perishable seed but of imperishable, through the Word of the living God.”
 

(6) The salutary invocation of God. Rom. 10:14: “But how are they to call upon Him in whom they have not believed? Or how are they to believe in Him of whom they have not heard?” From the contrary sense, then, faith comes from hearing the Word, and from faith comes the salutary, God-pleasing invocation.
 

(7) Food for our soul. Deut. 8:3; Matt. 4:4: “Man will not live by bread alone but by every word that proceeds through the mouth of God.” Amos 8:11: “I shall send a famine of hearing the Word.” Therefore from the contrary sense, the Word takes away the hunger of our soul.
 

(8) Comfort for the afflicted. Ps. 23:4: “Your rod and Your staff, they will comfort me.” Ps. 94:19: “Your consolations have cheered my soul.” Ps. 119:50: “This is my comfort in my affliction, that Your Word has given me life.”
 

(9) Guidance for pilgrims. Ps. 32:8: “I shall make you to understand and shall teach you in the way you should go.” Ps. 119:105: “Your Word is a light to my paths.”
 

(10) Strengthening for those in warfare. 2 Cor. 10:4: “The weapons of our warfare are not fleshly but are the power of God.” Eph. 6:17: “The Word of God is the sword of the Spirit.”
 

(11) The crowning and glorification of those who conquer. John 6:68: “You have the words of eternal life.” Acts 13:26: “The Word of salvation.” Rom. 1:16: “The power of God for salvation to everyone who believes.” Phil. 2:16: “The Word of life.” As Hector Pintus says (on Isaiah 8, p. 92):
 


Therefore let us flee for refuge to the Holy Scripture where we shall find it to be the teaching of salvation, the investigator of virtue, the expeller of vices, the physician for souls that summons people back to their own high station. It is the rich and abundant fountain with whose draughts we quench the thirst and extinguish the heat that stir within our flesh. It is the flame that Moses saw burning but not consuming the bush, where God kindles our hearts and fires them with a desire for everlasting blessedness. It is the ladder that Jacob saw, which touched the heavens with its top, by which the ascent from earth to heaven stands open. It is Jacob’s storehouse in Egypt, established for this world, to which we must run from all directions to drive away our hunger. It is the manna from heaven, small but white and sweet, refreshing all who are going to the true fatherland of promise. It is David’s well-fortified tower, built with ramparts from which hang a thousand shields and all the weaponry of the brave. It is the mirror of the mind. It is the treasury of wisdom. It is that which bestows tranquility on life, that which is a lamp to our feet. Finally, it is that by which we battle against the devil, the world, and our flesh, for the Word of God is the sword of the Spirit with which we strike and beat down our foes and with which we daily gain victory over them. This is the pool by the Sheep Gate, about which John speaks [5:2], which, when stirred by God’s angel, would cure any illness.

 




 
  


CHAPTER XVIII: ON THE PERFECTION OF HOLY SCRIPTURE
 


Scripture is perfect.
 

§ 367. From the efficient cause and end of Holy Scripture result its perfection and perspicuity. Because God, the Creator of the mind and tongue, wanted to inform people in Scripture and through Scripture about His essence and will and, in its instruction about faith and behavior, to instruct them unto eternal salvation, therefore He also wanted Scripture to be perfect and perspicuous. For if it were not perfect and perspicuous, it could not have instructed us fully about the essence and will of God nor could it have made us wise unto eternal life. Our churches affirm that Scripture is perfect; and with that word “perfect” they mean that Scripture instructs us fully and perfectly about all things necessary for attaining salvation. The Papists, however, deny this perfection of Scripture, as will appear from the antithesis.
 

In order that the state of the question may be more clearly illustrated, one must note: (1) That we by no means call Scripture perfect in this sense: that all things one must know for faith and behavior are in Scripture according to the letter [secundum literam] and in as many words. Instead, there are some things according to the thing [secundum rem] and some according to the letter, or, to say the same thing, we say that some things are contained therein explicitly and some implicitly, in such a way that they can be deduced from them through a legitimate and unmoving consequence. As Nazianzen says, “Likewise, there are those things that are concluded from the Scriptures and those things that are written” (De theologia, bk. 5). Therefore Bellarmine makes fun of the word “expressly” in vain. He says: “We Papists claim that not all instruction about either faith or behavior is expressly contained in Scripture. The Evangelicals themselves teach that in Scripture are contained all things necessary for faith and behavior” (De verbo Dei, bk. 4, c. 3). But if he takes “expressly” to mean that everything is in Scripture according to the letter, he has incorrectly shaped the state of the controversy, since none of us makes this claim. The Jesuits played the same game at the Colloquy of Durlach [Colloquium Durlacense], where they claimed: “It is proved formally and in terms from Scripture that there is no purgatory and that works are not meritorious.”
 

(2) That this is not a question about ceremonies and rites introduced and observed by the Church freely but concerns articles of faith. That is, are there articles of faith that one must accept and believe that cannot be proved from the Scriptures? As far as ecclesiastical rites are concerned, though they do not appear in particular in the Scriptures, their genus is still taught in them, namely, that “all things should be done decently and according to order” (1 Cor. 14:40); “for edification” (1 Cor. 14:26); and “without offense to the Church” (1 Cor. 10:32). Therefore in Ritual., p. 11, Tympius in vain presses this argument: “If, without a commandment, one is allowed to substitute Sunday for the Sabbath, which was divinely commanded, it is not necessary to quote an express Word of God for each commandment.” You see, he is confusing those things that pertain to the worship of God and to the substance of religion and piety with rites and ordinances that are adiaphora. The observance of Sunday, as regards the determination of a certain day, is related to the latter class.
 

(3) That the perfection of Scripture is determined not by the number of books but by the sufficiency of dogmas that one must know for salvation. At any time of the Church, that which was written presented a perfect canon because divine revelation was set forth in those books perfectly with respect to that time. Thus when only the books of Moses were extant, Scripture was perfect, namely, with respect to that time of the Church when further revelations did not yet exist, revelations that God would later want to be put into writing. Concerning this, we can quote the apostolic statement of Phil. 3:15: “If in anything you are otherwise-minded, God will reveal that also to you.”
 


We prove this, first, from its clear appellation in Psalm 19:7.
 

§ 368. We demonstrate this perfection of Scripture: (I) From its clear appellation and nomenclature. Ps. 19:[7]: “The Law of the Lord is [image: ], perfect, converting souls; the testimony of the Lord is faithful, giving wisdom to the little ones.” The word “Law,” taken generally, means all of heavenly instruction. Thus Paul applies this psalm to the preaching of the apostles (Rom. 10:18). Therefore, since the Law of the Lord or the Word of God, put into writing, is said to be perfect for converting the souls of men and for giving them wisdom (“wise unto salvation,” 2 Tim. 3:15), it certainly will be able to lack nothing necessary. Furthermore, the books of the Bible throughout the Church are called “the books of the Old and New Testaments” ([image: ], 2 Cor. 3:14). From this we draw the following conclusion: Every testament legally made and witnessed contains the full will of the testator, so that no one may make an addition to it (Gal. 3:15), especially if it was the wisdom of the testator to be able to include all things in the testament and if it was this intent of his to wish to do that. But the books of the Bible contain the sort of testament that has come from a wise Testator, who is most desirous of human salvation. Therefore they explain the will of the Testator fully and perfectly.
 

Finally, Holy Scripture is called “canonical,” from Ps. 19:[4] and Gal. 6:16, and not even the Papists themselves can deny this, for Bellarmine writes: “The prophetic and apostolic books are the true Word of God and the sure and unwavering rule of faith. A rule of faith, however, has to be perfect; otherwise it is not even a rule” (De verbo Dei, bk. 1, c. 1). Basil, Contra Eunom., bk. 1: “So long as a canon and rule lacks nothing that makes it a canon and rule, it accepts no addition by which it would be made more accurate, for an addition occurs because of a defect.”
 

They make the exception that: (1) “A distinction must be made between apostolic teaching and apostolic Scripture, between the Word of God in general and the written Word. Apostolic teaching is perfect, the Word of God is perfect; from this, however, one cannot infer directly that apostolic Scripture and the written Word of God are perfect.” We respond. This is begging the question, in that the claim is made that after the New Testament canon was published one must look for some apostolic instruction outside of apostolic Scripture and for the Word of God outside of Scripture. Just as after the publishing of the Old Testament canon one could not and should not look for prophetic instruction outside of the prophetic Scriptures—as is apparent from a comparison of Luke 24:25 and 27 and Rom. 1:2 with 2 Pet. 1:19—so also, after the publishing of the New Testament canon, one cannot and should not look for apostolic instruction outside of the apostolic Scriptures. Thus in Eph. 2:20 we are said to have been “built upon the foundation of the prophets and apostles,” that is, on the teaching set forth by the prophets and apostles. Also, the brothers of the rich man are commanded “to hear Moses and the prophets” (Luke 16:29), whom they could not “hear” except in the writings of Moses and the prophets. As the Church relies solely on the written doctrine of the prophets (which the Papists must admit unless they wish to accept the Jewish traditions that they keep trying to peddle instead of Mosaic and prophetic doctrine), so also the Church relies solely on the written instruction of the apostles and is built upon it.
 

(2) “One must distinguish between due and undue perfection. The former is not denied to Scripture, but the latter. It takes nothing away from man’s perfection (so they say) that he lacks horns, for this is an undue perfection; so also it takes nothing away from the perfection of Scripture even if it does not contain everything that has to do with faith and behavior, because this is undue perfection.” We respond. We deny that this is an undue perfection of Scripture, because God Himself had this intent for Himself in giving the Scriptures: that He might present perfectly in them the things one must know for salvation; also because He bears witness in the Scriptures about such a perfection of them; and because we can show in particular that all things that pertain to both faith and behavior are presented in the Scriptures.
 

(3) “One must distinguish between general and specific instruction. Scripture is perfect not because it teaches all the articles of faith specifically but because it teaches them in general, and from these one must look for the rest.” We respond. It would have been sufficient if only these words were written: “Tell the Church” [Matt. 18:17]. From these words they are busy proving that one must listen to the Roman Church in and about all matters, whether they were written or not. But if this had been the end [finis] of published Scripture, why are the articles of faith and commandments of behavior specifically explained in it, since we could have been sent back to the Church with one brief line?
 

(4) “One must distinguish between a total and partial rule. Holy Scripture is indeed the rule of faith; it is not a total rule, however, but partial.” We respond. A partial rule cannot bear the praise of even being a rule, as is evident from what has been said, as we shall show in greater detail in its own place. Therefore one must either fully deny that Scripture is the rule of faith or else admit that it is a total, full, and complete rule.
 


Second, from its principal efficient cause.
 

§ 369. (II) We prove the perfection of Scripture from its principal efficient cause, which is God most wise and most perfect. From a voluntary, perfect cause that wants to produce a perfect effect and is not hindered in this intent there proceeds a perfect effect. God is such a cause of Scripture. In fact, He wanted the Scriptures to be written and to exist for this purpose: that they might instruct us fully about His essence and will for our salvation. No hindrance to the production of this effect intervened nor could intervene. Therefore Scripture, as the effect of such a perfect cause, is perfect. Irenaeus, Adv. Haeres., bk. 2, c. 47: “The Scriptures are perfect; in fact, they have been dictated by the Word of God and His Spirit.” Elsewhere the Papists are accustomed to prove the perfection of works from the perfection of their cause, namely, the Holy Spirit, from whom those works have their beginning, though this cause is hindered from producing a perfect effect by the weakness of the flesh in the reborn (Rom. 8:3). How much more correctly do we conclude the perfection of Scripture as a result of the perfection of its perfect cause, which wishes to produce a perfect effect and is not hindered in this intent!
 


Third, from its material.
 

§ 370. (III) We prove the perfection of Scripture from its material. Whichever scripture sets forth all the counsel of God regarding our salvation and explains all the parts of Christianity in such a way that nothing should be added nor taken away, that scripture is perfect. The logic of the conclusion is obvious, for here the question is properly about this kind of perfection. But now, the God-breathed Holy Scripture, which is included in the prophetic and apostolic books, sets forth the whole counsel of God about our salvation and explains all the parts of Christianity in such a way that nothing should be added nor taken away. Therefore Holy Scripture is perfect.
 

The minor premise has three parts: (1) That Holy Scripture sets forth the whole counsel of God about our salvation. This is proved from Acts 20:27: “I did not shrink from declaring to you the whole counsel of God.” Add to this passage: Acts 26:22: “To this day I have had the help that comes from God, so I stand here testifying both to small and great, saying nothing but what the prophets and Moses said would come to pass”; Rom. 1:1-2: “Paul, called an apostle, set apart for the Gospel of God, which He had promised beforehand through His prophets in the Holy Scriptures.” From this comparison of passages, an argument of this sort is formed: Paul declared to his hearers the whole counsel of God regarding their salvation. Paul taught nothing outside the Mosaic and prophetic Scriptures. Therefore the Mosaic and prophetic Scriptures set forth the whole counsel of God concerning our salvation.
 

(2) That Scripture explains all the parts of Christianity. We prove that from 2 Tim. 3:16-17: “All Scripture is divinely inspired and is useful for teaching, for reproof, for correction, and for training in righteousness, that the man of God may be perfect, equipped for every good work.” The emphasis of this statement we have explained in the treatise On Scripture, vol. 1 of our Loci [1610 Loci Theologici, locus 1] § 42. We draw the following conclusion here: That from which we can learn faith in Christ and instruction for good works explains all the parts of Christianity. The logic is that faith and works sum up Christianity. John 8:31: “If you continue in My Word, you are truly My disciples.” John 15:14: “You are My friends if you do what I command you.” 2 Thess. 1:3: “Your faith is growing abundantly and the love of every one of you for one another is increasing.” Titus 1:1: “According to the faith of God’s elect and the knowledge of the truth, which accords with godliness.” Philem. 5: “Because I hear of your love and of the faith that you have toward the Lord Jesus and all the saints.” Ignatius, Epistle 7: “The whole thing is faith in God and love for one’s kin.” From Scripture we can learn faith in Christ (John 20:31) and instruction in good works, as that is set forth perfectly in the Decalogue, whence we are said to be “equipped for every good work” (2 Tim. 3:16).
 

Therefore Holy Scripture explains all the parts of Christianity. The measure of truth in divine matters is the divine intellect; the measure of goodness in works is the divine will. Therefore a Christian must believe or do nothing unless he is certain from Scripture as the only norm of faith and behavior that God wanted us to believe it or do it. If Holy Scripture quite often teaches one and the same dogma and also sets forth those things of which knowledge is not absolutely necessary for salvation in such a way that ignorance is joined to the peril of damnation, then the consequence is that Scripture sets forth perfectly the dogmas necessary for salvation. The logic is that under no appearance of truth can one say that the Scriptures teach one and the same dogma quite often, and that they abound in superfluities but lack something necessary. Rather, Scripture quite often teaches one and the same dogma and also sets forth those things of which knowledge is not absolutely essential for salvation. Thus the sequence of years of the world is a truth comprehended in the Scriptures; nevertheless the knowledge of that is not absolutely necessary. Therefore Scripture sets forth perfectly the dogmas necessary for salvation.
 

(3) That nothing should be added to or taken from Scripture. This is clear from the following passages: Deut. 4:2: “You shall not add to the Word that I command you nor take from it.” Deut. 12:32: “Every word that I command you you shall be careful to do; you shall not add to it nor take from it.” Prov. 30:5-6: “Every word of God is pure … do not add to His words, lest He rebuke you and you be found a liar.” Gal. 1:8: “But even if we or an angel from heaven should preach to you a gospel other than that which we preached to you, let him be accursed.” Rev. 22:18-19: “If anyone adds to them, God will add to him the plagues written in this book, and if anyone takes away from the words of the book of this prophecy, God will take away his part out of the book of life and out of the holy city and from the things that are written in this book.”
 

Now that we have proved the individual parts of the minor premise, the conclusion stands firm: that Holy Scripture is perfect.
 


Exceptions to the passages Deuteronomy 4:2 and 12:32.
 

§ 371. The Papists make exceptions for almost every passage adduced in our syllogism, as one may see in Bellarmine (De v. D., bk. 4, c. 10), Pistorius (Hodeg., p. 17), Gretserus (Defens. Bellarm.), Tannerus (Dioptr. fidei), etc. They say that in Deut. 4:2 and 12:32: (1) “The discussion is not about the written Word of God but about the Word as it is given orally.” We respond. [a] In Exod. 24:4 we are expressly told: “Moses wrote all the words of the Lord.” In Exod. 34:27 the Lord commands him: “Write these words because in accordance with them I have made a covenant.” How, then, will one be able to draw a distinction here between the written and unwritten instruction of the Law? [b] Moses is speaking about the Word that parents had to teach their children: “Make them known to your children” (Deut. 4:9). Parents, however, were unable to instruct their children with an unwritten word because, according to Bellarmine’s hypothesis, such a word was communicated not publicly to all people but privately to a few, namely, to the teachers. [c] Note one by one the clear texts of Scripture in which this prohibition is referred to the written Law of God: Deut. 17:18, 20: “And when the king sits on his throne, he will write for himself in a book a copy of this Law … that he may not turn either to the right hand or to the left.” Deut. 28:58: “These afflictions will come upon you if you are not careful to do all the words of this Law that are written in this book.” Deut. 27:26: “Cursed be he who does not confirm the words of this Law by doing them.” (Paul repeats this in Gal. 3:10: “Cursed be everyone who does not abide by all things written in the Book of the Law and do them.” Therefore whenever mention is made of the Law in the words of Moses, we must take this to mean the written Law.) In Josh. 1:7 a command is found that was once given by Moses: “Only be strong, being careful to do all the Law that Moses commanded you; turn not from it either to the right hand or to the left.” In v. 8 is added: “This Book of the Law shall not depart out of your mouth.” Josh. 23:6: “Therefore be steadfast to keep and do all that is written in the Book of the Law of Moses, turning aside from it neither to the right nor to the left.” [d] We also bring together these passages of Scripture: Rom. 1:[1-]2: “The Gospel that He promised beforehand through His prophets in the Holy Scriptures.” Rom. 3:21: “The righteousness of faith has testimony from the Law and the prophets.” In Luke 1:70 God is said to have spoken about redemption “through the mouth of His holy prophets.” Therefore it means the same when something is predicted in the prophetic Scriptures and when it is prophesied orally by the prophets. The judgment about Moses’ teaching is the same. Therefore in this exception (that there is an unwritten word after the canon of Scripture was published) they are begging the question. (Cf. our treatise On Scripture [1610 Loci Theologici, locus 1], § 47.)
 

[2] “The meaning is that one must keep the commandments entirely and perfectly, just as God Himself commanded, and that they are not to be corrupted with a false interpretation. On the other hand, Moses by no means intended to say that nothing must be done other than that which was being commanded at that time.” We respond. On the contrary, God through Moses explicitly prohibits both: to turn aside from what He commanded and to add something to a divine command. The addition that disagrees with a divine mandate is a corruption of it. And here it is right for us to urge against the Papists that the exclusive [“only”] is added to Deut. 12:32 in the Vulgate version: “Only do that which I command you. Do not add anything nor take away from it.” But now, the Vulgate version became authentic through the Council of Trent in such a way that one may not appeal to the sources and depart from it.
 

(3) “If an addition had been forbidden, the prophets and apostles would have sinned, for they added many things later.” We respond. One must distinguish between an addition made by human choice and one made by divine inspiration. The former must be judged as prohibited but certainly not the latter, for this command was given not to God but to men. Furthermore, the prophets did not add anything of a different character to the Law but explained it more fully and brought greater light to the prophecies about the coming Messiah. ** (This is the purpose of that statement of Thomas, [ST,] p. 3, q. 60, art. 8, arg. 1: “‘To add’ means to set down something that was completely absent before. Next, ‘to add’ means to explain more clearly that which did exist before or to add a clearer explanation to that which did exist before.”) ** Also, the apostles expressly confess that they are “teaching nothing except Moses and the prophets” (Acts 26:22); consequently, they always prove the sources of their instruction from the Scriptures.
 

Bellarmine objects that “traditions, too, are not additions of a different character but are merely more detailed explanations.” Yet there is a difference between the kind of traditions that are being pawned off as apostolic and divine without the authority of the Word, on the one hand, and the kind of explanations that the prophets and apostles have published by divine inspiration, on the other. The former are human and uncertain; the latter, divine and certain.
 

(4) “The nature of the Old Testament is different than the New. In the Old Testament, the Book of the Law was written by God’s fingers, a characteristic that is not exhibited concerning the books of the New Testament.” We respond. Regarding the Decalogue only, not the entire Book of the Law, it is said that God wrote it with His own fingers. And even if the entire book of the Mosaic Law had been written by the fingers of God, one must nevertheless not claim that the New Testament is inferior to it, for it is divinely inspired, published by the inbreathing and inspiration of Him who wrote the Law with His fingers. Furthermore, it appears quite clearly from Rev. 22:18 that that prohibition about neither adding nor taking away applies to the Scripture of the New Testament.
 

(5) “This prohibition refers to private persons, but God is free to add anything through the Church.” We respond. Idolatrous priests and kings could have used this exception as a beautiful pretext for defending their false worship. In fact, they did use it. 1 Kings 22:24: “When did the Spirit of the Lord go away from me?” Jer. 18:18: “The Law will not perish from the priest nor counsel from the wise nor the Word from the prophet.” But they arrogated to themselves this sort of privilege in vain, for it is evident that public persons, too, are bound by this command, according to the statements of Deut. 17:18; Josh. 1:7; and the examples of Aaron (Exod. 32:14), Nadab, and Abihu (Lev. 10:1); etc.
 

(6) “Kings and priests have added and established certain things without sinning. Hezekiah celebrated the Passover in the second month (2 Chron. 30:2); the Maccabees established the Feast of Dedication, which was approved by Christ Himself (1 Maccabees 4:5[6]; John 10:22).” We respond. Whatever examples are set forth of those who seem to have taken something away from the Law, in these instances there is set forth either a case of necessity or a free ceremony that is not contrary to the Law. In the examples of those who appear to have added something to the Law, there is set forth a specific application of a general rule taught in the Law. The Law requires the giving of thanks for the singular blessings of God. Therefore in recollection of them, those who established festivals did not sin against the Law.
 


Exceptions to the passage John 20:31.
 

§ 372. Regarding the passage John 20:31, they make the exceptions: (1) “John is talking only about miracles and is saying that he wrote only some miracles and not all, for those would be sufficient to convince the world that Christ is the Son of God. But what he says about miracles alone has been transferred foolishly to all the dogmas of faith and precepts of behavior.” We respond. This conclusion is general, explaining faith, explaining why the words and deeds of Christ have been recorded in the Gospel account. Bellarmine calls this a “lie” because in the “immediately preceding words, John mentions only the miracles.” Against Bellarmine, however, we urge the following argument. The apostle is teaching that those things were written sufficiently through which we conceive saving faith in Christ. But now, we conceive saving faith in Christ not from His miracles alone but also and especially from His sermons. Therefore not only were miracles written sufficiently, but also Christ’s sermons were written sufficiently. If as much of the miracles was written as is sufficient for the edification of faith, so much the more was as much of the sermons of Christ also written. Moreover, the word [image: ] [“He did”], which John uses here (John 21:25), is explained generally, referring to the entire ministry of Christ. From this, Augustine makes the following beautiful comment on this passage (tractate 49 on John): “The holy evangelist is bearing witness that the Lord Christ said and did many things that were not written. But those things were selected to be written that appeared to be sufficient for the salvation of those who believe.” Also, Cyril (bk. 12 on John 21): “Not everything the Lord did was written. Rather, the writers wrote what they believed was sufficient both for behavior and for dogmas so that shining with a right faith and with works we may deserve to reach the kingdom of heaven.”
 

(2) “John does not mean that the signs alone are sufficient for salvation but that they are arranged and referred to this. They are one of the required means for our salvation, even if they are not sufficient by themselves.” We respond by inverting the argument. From those things that have been written we can be instructed for salvation, as John witnesses in this passage and as his ally the apostle Paul writes in 2 Tim. 3:15. But now, we cannot be taught sufficiently for salvation solely from miracles, as Bellarmine confesses here. Therefore, with the word [image: ] [“these things”], John does not mean miracles alone. The thing itself shows clearly that John is speaking about such a means of salvation that is not merely useful but is also sufficient. For he explains the reason why no more miracles or sermons of Christ were written, namely, because those that were written can be sufficient for the salvation of those who believe.
 

(3) “John is speaking only about the things that he wrote. But if those things are sufficient, then the rest of Scripture is superfluous.” We respond, first, by inverting the argument. If John’s Gospel alone is sufficient for our faith and salvation, all of Scripture will be much more sufficient. There is a strong logical consequence from the perfection of a part to the perfection of the whole. Second, John is not speaking exclusively, as if he wanted to exclude the prophetic books and the rest of the books of the New Testament. In fact, he does appeal to the prophecies of the prophets in his Gospel. Rather, he is speaking inclusively to include all the books of the Old and New Testaments because the Old Testament confirms the New and the New confirms the Old. Third, there is more in their consequence than the antecedent allows. Although someone could be instructed sufficiently for salvation solely from the Gospel of John, yet the rest of Scripture is not superfluous because God wanted to teach and explain in greater detail the same points of heavenly instruction that are taught in the Gospel of John, as well as in other books of the Old and New Testaments, which pertain no less to the canon of Scripture than John’s Gospel does. A witness for this is Eusebius: “John wrote after the rest of the evangelists and approved of what they had said” (Histor. eccles., bk. 3, c. 24). Nevertheless he explained more fully what he noticed the rest had treated rather sparingly, especially those things that occurred before John [the Baptist]’s imprisonment. Therefore lest anyone retort that “John did not even write all the deeds and words of Christ,” John hurries to meet this tacit objection and reveals that he wrote only as much as is sufficient for the salvation of those who read it.
 

(4) “The meaning of the statements of Augustine and Cyril is not that all the necessary things were written sufficiently but that those things were written sufficiently which the apostles thought they should write. Because some things had to be written and some things handed down without being written—especially the interpretation and understanding of the Scriptures—the sacred books contain sufficiently all things that had to be committed to writing. Christ did not want other things to be written but to be sought from the Church. Yet these things, too, are included in their own way in the Gospel, not in particular but generally, because the Gospel teaches us to consult the Church in doubtful matters.” We respond. They are begging the question in saying that God wanted to teach some articles of faith outside of Scripture, articles that one must seek from the Church. The words of Cyril are explicit: “The apostles wrote those things that they judged were sufficient both for behavior as well as for dogmas.” To the Church we willingly concede a ministry in the interpretation of Scripture, but we deny its magistracy. We know that the Church is to be addressed when censuring behavior; we deny that new articles of faith are to be expected from her. If Scripture perfectly explains the doctrines one must know for his salvation only in the sense that it sends us to the Church, then surely there would have been no need for more to be written than these few words: “Tell it to the Church” [Matt. 18:17]. The prophets and apostles, who explain in such detail the chief points of heavenly instruction and repeat them so often, would have taken up a vain work.
 


Exceptions to the passage Galatians 1:8.
 

§ 373. Regarding the apostle’s statement in Gal. 1:8 they make these exceptions: (1) “The apostle is not speaking about the written Word but about every word either written or handed down, because he does not say ‘besides that which we wrote’ but ‘besides that which we preached.’ “We respond. One should not look for apostolic teaching outside of apostolic Scripture after the publishing of the canon of the New Testament, just as one should not look for prophetic teaching outside of prophetic Scripture after the publishing of the Old Testament canon. Paul writes in Rom. 1:[1-]2 that he preached the Gospel “which God promised beforehand through His prophets in the Holy Scriptures.” Therefore one should not look for that Gospel, aside from which nothing is to be preached, outside of the prophetic and apostolic Scriptures. In accordance with this, Chrysostom, in his commentary on this passage (vol. 4, col. 895), interprets clearly the apostle’s statement about the Scriptures and says, “The Scriptures are to be preferred to angels descending from heaven.” Augustine says the same thing: “If anyone declares to you something about Christ or about His Church or about any other matter that pertains to our faith and life, I do not say ‘if we’ but what Paul has included, ‘if an angel from heaven’ does this, declaring something beyond that which you have received in the legal and evangelical Scriptures, let him be accursed” (Contra liter. Petiliani, bk. 3, c. 6). Let Bellarmine, then, first prove that the apostles consigned to writing only certain chief points of doctrine that one must know but passed by the rest, which are no less necessary, for the Church to propagate orally.
 

(2) “We must take the ‘besides’ to mean ‘opposed to.’ Consequently, new doctrines and commandments are not being forbidden, provided they are not opposed to what has already been handed down. Rather, what is being prohibited are only opposing doctrines and mandates [for these reasons:] Because the apostle himself later taught many other things. Because he was arguing against those who were teaching that the matters of the Law must be kept. Because this is how the word ‘besides’ is taken in Rom. 16:17: ‘Take note of those who create dissensions and difficulties, besides the doctrine that you have been taught.’ Because, finally, Ambrose, Jerome, and other ancients explain it that way.” We respond. There is no need for doubtful guesses as to what the apostle wanted understood by the word [image: ] [“besides”], because he has explained it clearly with the words [image: ] [“different”] and [image: ] [“other”]. We concede that those things are being prohibited that are set forth in opposition to apostolic instruction. But one cannot infer from this that only those things are being prohibited, because these things, too, are being forbidden that are set forth besides that instruction, as the text witnesses so clearly. In his commentary on this passage, Theophylact writes: “He did not bring forward only ‘if they preached contrary things,’ but ‘if they preached a Gospel besides that which we ourselves preached,’ if they added any little addition to it.” The false apostles against whom the apostle is arguing here were contending that their teaching was not contrary to the apostle’s Gospel but that it filled in the gaps and completed it. Thus they, too, were appealing to the authority of the greatest apostles (Gal. 2:6). As for what the apostle taught and wrote after the Epistle to the Galatians, this was completely in harmony with the teaching he had done either orally or in writing, for he taught “nothing outside of Moses and the prophets” (Acts [2]6:22). Therefore they cannot apply the argument to their traditions that are of a different genus, which, if not opposed to Scripture, are diverse from it. You see, though the traditions (which the Papists force the Church to receive “with equal affection of piety”63 with those things that have been written) do not always conflict with specific passages of Scripture, nevertheless they do conflict with the general mandates about “not adding.”
 


Exception to the passage 2 Timothy 3:15.
 

§ 374. They make the following exceptions to the passage 2 Tim. 3:15-16. (1) “Scripture sufficiently instructs and perfects the man of God in this manner: it contains many things expressly, and it reveals where one must seek what it does not contain.” We respond. Again, they are begging the question since they have not yet proved, nor can they prove, that one must seek from the Church a dogma of saving faith that is not revealed in Scripture. Nowhere does Scripture teach that one must seek new dogmas not revealed in Scripture from the shrine of the papal breast or from the accumulation of traditions. Instead, Scripture instructs us sufficiently regarding that which is necessary, strengthens us with comfort against adversities of every type, arms us against every kind of heresy, and equips us for every good work, not only by showing where we must seek these but also especially by giving them to us specifically. Thus when the apostle said that “Scripture [is able to] [image: ] us (“to make us wise”) to salvation,” namely, through faith in Christ, he later explained specifically what Scripture gives us in this making wise: teaching, reproof, correction, and training in righteousness.
 

(2) “The apostle attributes this praise not only to the entire corpus of Scripture but also to the individual books: that they are useful for teaching and reproving, as the specification [image: ] [“all Scripture” or “every Scripture”] shows; nevertheless not every book of the Bible is sufficient for this.” We respond. The syncategorema64
[image: ] [“all”] is not taken distributively for the individual books and statements of Scripture but collectively, so that [image: ] means the same as “the entire,” in which sense also Dionysius Carthusianus takes it in his commentary. One must pass judgment on the nature and quantity of a subject from its predicates. But now, such great things are predicated of Holy Scripture both in the preceding and in the following words, by which the individual books, chapters, verses, and statements are not equal but rather are the entire system of the Bible. To it pertain both the books of the Old Testament and the books of the New Testament that were already extant when the apostle was writing this second letter to Timothy, namely, the Gospels of the three evangelists Matthew, Mark, and Luke and almost all the apostolic letters with the exception of those that John wrote. In Romans, Timothy had added his own greeting. He was the one who had carried the first letter to the Corinthians; he had added his subscript to 2 Corinthians, both letters to the Thessalonians, Philippians, Colossians, and Philemon; and he had read the first letter Paul had written to him. Thus the apostle was considering the entire system of canonical Scripture which he had said Timothy had known “from childhood.” The apostle is predicating this praise of all those books that were included in the canon of Scripture and that were already extant therein. The word “all” is used in this sense in Matt. 3:5: “Then all Judea went out to John”; and in Col. 2:9: “In Christ dwells all the fullness of deity,” that is, “the entire fullness of deity.”
 

Bellarmine objects that: [a] “In the judgment of all who know Latin, what is said about ‘all Scripture’ is said also about the individual books as about its parts.” We respond. This would follow were one to accept the word “all” distributively; but here it is taken collectively, as we have shown. The Syriac paraphrase has it word for word as follows: “In Scripture there is usefulness for teaching,” etc., unless someone would wish to claim that [image: ] was written instead of [image: ].
 

[b] “When this letter was being written, neither John’s Gospel nor his Revelation existed, and perhaps something else was missing from the corpus of Scripture.” In Refut. confess. Antuerp., Tiletanus writes more boldly: “When the apostle wrote this, there was no other Scripture except the Old Testament.” We respond. On the contrary, Romans and the other Epistles that the apostle wrote existed before he came to Rome. Luke finishes the Acts with Paul’s coming to the city, at the time when he had already written his Gospel, and Matthew and Mark wrote before him. Although all the books of the New Testament were not as yet extant when the apostle wrote this, nevertheless the sacred books that did exist at that time were able to make Timothy and all the devout “wise to salvation, and to equip them for every good work.” Therefore it is right to attribute this praise to them. Accordingly we invert the argument. If at a time when all the books of the New Testament were not yet extant the apostle could declare about Scripture the truth that it is perfect and sufficient, how much more can we attribute this perfection to it today when all the books of the New Testament exist? But the former is true. Therefore the latter is also true. But even if only the books of the Old Testament had existed at that time, this still would not be harmful to our argument because one must not evaluate the perfection of the canon according to the quantity of books but according to the perfection of the dogmas that were given sufficiently in the canonical books that were extant at any time. Furthermore, in those general declarations the Holy Spirit is considering not just one person nor merely the present time but the future.
 

[c] “From a universal principle the apostle wants to draw a conclusion in the particular: that the Scripture of the Old Testament—which was the only Scripture in existence when Timothy was a child—was useful for teaching, for reproof, etc., because it was divinely inspired.” We respond. The apostle passes from an exhortation, in which he had urged Timothy to continue faithfully in Christian instruction because it is in harmony with sacred writing, to an encomium of the entire Scripture. When he saw that the time of his departure and offering was near (2 Tim. 4:6), he wanted to recommend to Timothy the Scripture, according to whose rule and prescription Timothy would conduct his office. But he takes the word “Scripture” generally, meaning all the books of the Bible that existed at that time, if indeed [image: ] [“from childhood”] denotes the young age of Timothy, so that at the same time it includes the entire time that lay between the childhood and current age of Timothy, during which many New Testament books—by no means unknown to Timothy—had been published, which were not at all unknown to him. Therefore we draw the following conclusion: The apostle is speaking about every Scripture and that Scripture alone which is God-breathed. But now, those books of the New Testament that were already extant when the apostle wrote this are not less God-breathed than are the books of the Old Testament. Also, we always urge that point which we mentioned earlier: If the apostle can attribute this perfection to Scripture before all the books of the New Testament had been written, all the more can we attribute it to Scripture today, when all the books of the Old and New Testaments are now extant.
 

[d] “The apostle is speaking about usefulness rather than sufficiency. Whoever says that food is useful for nourishment actually is saying that food was created for the purpose of nourishing; he is not saying, however, that food alone is sufficient. Thus the apostle is saying that Scripture profits for and aids in teaching, reproving, etc.; he is not saying, however, that it alone is sufficient for this.” We respond. Usefulness is double: one is adequate, total, sufficient, and removes every lack; the other is partial and removes a need not by itself but with other aids. We show that the apostle is speaking about the first with the following argument. Whatever is useful for teaching, reproof, etc., in such a way that it makes a man perfect, that is also sufficiently useful for that end. Scripture is useful for teaching, reproof, etc., in such a way that it “makes a man perfect and equipped for every good work” (v. 17). Therefore Scripture is sufficiently useful. The logic of the major premise is obvious because the perfection of the effect bears witness to the perfection of the cause. We readily admit that not everything that is useful is immediately perfect; yet at the same time, whatever is useful can at the same time be sufficient. And the actual words of the apostle show that Scripture is useful in that way. He says that “for the man of God,” that is, for a teacher of the Church, Scripture “is useful for every good work,” that is, for those things that are required for the right administration of his office, so that the theologian of the Church comes out of this [image: ] and “equipped for every good work.” The Greek word [image: ] signifies that which is perfect, complete, and absolute. Suidas: “[image: ] is read as things that are fit, perfect, and healthy, and comes from [image: ], which means ‘I make perfect and absolute.’ “From this, Oecumenius explains [image: ] as [image: ] [“completed”]. In some codices we read [image: ] [“equipped”], but this reading is recent. Furthermore, to Suidas [image: ] [“to be equipped”] is the same as [image: ] [“to be fulfilled”]. In the Syriac paraphrase we have the word [image: ], which means “perfect and absolute.” But if Scripture is sufficiently useful for equipping a teacher of the Church in his office, then it will also be sufficiently useful for the correct equipping of the rest of the Christians. But the former is true; therefore the latter is also true. In his commentary on this passage, Thomas writes: “The effect of Scripture is fourfold: to teach the truth, to reprove the false (as far as the speculative is concerned), to deliver from evil, and to lead to good (as far as the practical is concerned). Its ultimate effect is to lead men to perfection, for it does not make them good in just any way but perfects them.” There is one who distinguishes between two kinds of usefulness. One is accidental and secondary. In this way one thing can be useful for something else, though it was not made for this purpose. The other is useful primarily and of itself, which was made by its maker for that very thing for which it is useful. Scripture is useful in the latter sense. If this sort of useful thing proceeds from a perfect cause, it, too, is usually perfect and sufficient. We see that the apostle is speaking about the usefulness of the latter kind both by the word [image: ] [“God-breathed”], which leads us to the perfect efficient cause of Scripture, and by the added enumeration of all the parts that pertain to its final cause, for Scripture is said to be useful “for teaching, for reproof, for training, for correction,” and consequently for salvation; in this manner Holy Scripture is established as the instrumental cause [causa organica] of our salvation. But now, when usefulness is declared about an instrument [de organo] in an adequate subject, then it means the same thing as “sufficiency,” just as bread—because it is useful for satisfying hunger—is therefore also sufficient for this end.
 


Exception to the passage Revelation 22:18.
 

§ 375. They make the following exception to Rev. 22:18: “Here John is forbidding the corrupting of this book, not that others not be written nor other dogmas be taught. Otherwise he would have been militating against himself, for he wrote his Gospel after Revelation.” We respond. In the prologue to Sent., quaest. 3, art. 3, Scotus correctly claims that John said this not about his Book of Revelation alone but about Scripture in its entirety. With these words, therefore, he forbids not only the corruption of the Book of Revelation (and because of their homogeneous nature with it, the rest of the books of the Bible as well) but also the addition of new Scriptures and of new dogmas made by men other than holy men of God, writing and speaking at the immediate impulse of the Holy Spirit. Whoever proposes dogmas as apostolic that do not appear in the apostolic books, that one corrupts apostolic teaching no less than he who attributes to the apostles false and spurious books or who corrupts the apostolic Scriptures.
 

** Tertullian, Adv. Hermog.: “Let the workshop of Hermogenes teach that it is written. If it is not written, let him be afraid of the woe destined to those who add or take away!” **
 


Fourth, from its end and effect.
 

§ 376. (IV) We prove the perfection of Scripture from its end and effect. That from which a means of attaining salvation can be learned is perfect, namely, with that perfection about which we are asking in this locus. But now, from Scripture one can learn perfectly the means of attaining salvation. Therefore Scripture is perfect. We prove the minor premise from the following statements of Scripture. In Luke 1:4 the end of Scripture is claimed to be [image: ] [“safety” or “certainty”], but this cannot be possible without a perfect and sufficient explanation of that which is necessary for salvation. Luke 16:29: “They have Moses and the prophets; let them hear them.” If the rich feaster’s brothers were able to learn perfectly from Moses and the prophets how to avoid the torments of hell, they also were able to learn from the Mosaic and prophetic writings how to attain the way to salvation. John 5:39: “You search the Scriptures because you think that in them you have eternal life.” Christ by no means reproves this outstanding evaluation of the Jews about Scripture. In fact, He approves of it and shows the means by which they can find eternal life in Scripture, namely, if they only seek the promised Messiah therein. John 20:31: “These are written that you may believe that Jesus is the Christ, the Son of God, and that believing you may have life in His name.”
 

The end of Scripture, therefore, is that through faith in Christ we learn from it and that from it we be instructed for eternal life. 2 Tim. 3:15: “The sacred writings are able to [image: ] you [“to make you wise”] to salvation through the faith that is in Christ.” This passage clearly is parallel to the preceding one. [image: ] is more than “to instruct,” for it means “to make wise.” But now, wisdom is the most outstanding and most perfect of all the qualities of the intellect.
 

2 Pet. 1:19: “We have the firmer prophetic word. You will do well to pay attention to this as to a lamp shining in a dark place, until the day dawns and the morning star rises in your hearts.” There are some who believe that in these words the state of believers is compared before and during conversion in the sense that the morning star of the divine and salutary knowledge of Christ rises in people’s hearts through the prophetic word (2 Cor. 4:6). But it is more appropriate to refer this to a comparison of this life and of that which is to come. The state of this life is compared to a dark place in need of the glow of a lamp; the state of the life to come is compared to a bright day in which Christ, our Morning Star, will fill our minds with great light. Therefore Peter exhorts those who believe to pay careful attention in the darkness of this life to the prophetic word that sounds forth today only in the writings of the prophets (Luke 3:4; Acts 13:27) until they come near the light of eternal life. [image: ] means not only “to apply the mind, to pay attention, to be attentive in some manner” but also “to endure, to remain faithful, to persist.” From this passage, therefore, we draw the following conclusion: Whatever is a lamp that leads us through the dark valley of this life to the light of the life to come, that also instructs us perfectly for salvation. But it is the prophetic word sounding forth in the Scriptures that leads us to the salvation of eternal life. Therefore it instructs us perfectly for salvation.
 

1 John 1:4: “We are writing this to you that your joy may be perfect.” Note here: (1) The apostles wrote the same things that they preached, as we see from v. 3. But now, they preached everything that was necessary. Therefore they also wrote everything that was necessary. (2) John is speaking not about himself alone but about all the other writers of the New Testament. (3) The end and effect of Scripture is claimed as being that the joy of the devout may be perfect. Therefore certainly the will of God concerning our salvation is set forth perfectly in the written Word.
 


Statements of the ancients regarding the perfection of Scripture.
 

§ 377. In vol. 1 of our Commonplaces, in the treatise On Scripture [1610 Loci Theologici, locus 1], § 53, we cited statements of the fathers in which they acknowledge with us the perfection of Scripture. To those we can add the following.
 

Dionysius the Areopagite, as quoted by Gerson, De exam. doctrin., part 2, consid. 1: “One dare not say anything regarding divine matters except what has been handed down to us by Holy Scripture.”
 

Justin, Dial. cum Tryph., p. 198: “Do not be disturbed, (you Jews). Rather, persevere to be keener hearers and searchers as you make light of the tradition of your teachers. You see, it is found that they do not understand the things that God has said by His prophetic Spirit, and they prefer to teach their own dogmas.” Page 207: “Christ Himself has ordered us to believe not human traditions and teachings but those things that the blessed prophets published and that Christ Himself taught.” In [image: ]. [image: ]., p. 294: “Among the children of the Church, one must arrange divine matters not according to human reason and thought; rather, oration and interpretation must be accommodated to the sense and will of the Spirit’s teaching.” Quaest. et resp. ad orthod., q. 31, p. 320: “Because what you bring up is not under the testimony of Holy Scripture, it is [image: ], not believable.”
 

Irenaeus, Adv. haeres., bk. 1, c. [8]: “Such is their system, which neither the prophets proclaimed nor the Lord taught nor the apostles handed down, but of which they boast that beyond all others they have a perfect knowledge, reading from what is unwritten and striving to weave ropes of sand.” Whoever argues beyond the Scriptures weaves ropes of sand. Book 3, c. 1, at the beginning: “The apostles put that Gospel that they preached into Scripture later by the will of God to be the foundation and pillar of our faith.” In the same book, c. 9, p. 179: “If we are indeed their (the prophets’ and apostles’) disciples, we must follow their testimonies that are such.” In the same book, c. 11, p. 186: “The pillar and foundation of the Church is the Gospel and the Spirit of life.” In the same book, c. 12, p. 192: “Peter at that time surely did not yet have a perfect knowledge (of God), which these later found out, did he? Therefore Peter was imperfect according to them, and the other apostles were also imperfect. When they have been raised again, they will have to be the disciples of them, that they themselves might become perfect. But this, too, is indeed ridiculous. They are arguing that they are not the disciples of the apostles but of their own bad opinion.” Book 4, c. 63, p. 292: “The true understanding is the teaching of the apostles and the ancient state of the Church in the entire world and by the character of the Body of Christ.” In the same book, c. 69, p. 300: “We follow God, the one and only true teacher, and we consider His words as the rule of truth. We always say the same things about them, all of us knowing one God, who is the Creator of this universe.”
 

Regarding the same Irenaeus, Eusebius mentions in Hist., bk. 5, c. 18, that in a letter to Florinus, Irenaeus tells that “while still a lad he was in Asia Minor with Polycarp, from whom he heard all things in harmony with Scripture.” He says: “I can remember the very place where the blessed Polycarp sat and spoke, his going out and his coming in, the character of his life and the appearance of his body, and finally the sermons that he delivered to the multitude and how he said that he had conversations with John and the others who had seen the Lord. And he remembered their words and what he heard about the Lord from them, and he recounted the Lord’s virtues, teachings, and commandments as if he was one of those who themselves had seen the Word of life; and he recounted all things in harmony with the Scriptures.”
 

** Tertullian, De resurrect. carnis, c. 3: “I do not accept what you bring in from your own resources outside of Scripture. If you are apostolic, think with the apostles.” **
 


Origen, preface to [image: ], part 1, p. 665:

 

All who believe and are sure that grace and truth have been made through Jesus Christ and who know also that Christ is the truth—according to what He Himself said, “I am the truth”—they reach the knowledge that calls forth people to live well and blessedly from no other source than the words and teaching of Christ. When we say “the words of Christ,” we mean not only those that He taught when He became man and was put in the flesh, and also before (for Christ the Word of God was in Moses and the prophets, etc.), but also what He spoke in His apostles after His assumption into the heavens. Paul indicates this when he asks: “Do you seek the proof of Him who speaks in me, that is, of Christ?” [2 Cor. 13:3].
 




 

Book 3, commentary on Romans 3: “As is his custom, Paul wants to affirm what he had said from the Holy Scriptures, at the same time offering an example to the teachers of the Church that those things that they are saying to the people they are not setting out as things presumed by their own opinions but as things fortified with divine testimonies.”
 

Cyprian, De simplic. praelatorum, just after the middle: “The sons of Aaron who placed upon the altar an alien fire that the Lord had not commanded were immediately killed within the sight of an avenging God. These are imitated and followed by those who despise the tradition of God and seek alien teachings and who bring in the instructions of a human custom. The Lord rebukes and censures them in His Gospel and says, ‘You reject the mandate of God to establish your own tradition.’”
 

Athanasius, De incarnat. Domini, p. 546: “If you are disciples of the Gospels, do not speak iniquity against God but walk in the Scriptures. If you wish to fabricate diverse myths from the Scriptures, why do you debate with us who cannot bear to speak or hear that which is outside of them?” ** [image: ], “outside of those things that are written,” is in Greek. Later he writes: “What is that madness of your shameless-ness that you say things that have not been written and think up things that are alien to godliness?” **
 

Hilary, De Trinit., bk. 3, toward the end: “We should understand that, concerning God, only this is rightly believed: that of which He Himself is both the witness and author concerning what we are to believe about Him.”
 

** Hilary again, De Trinit., bk. 4: “I shall defend nothing that is outside of the Gospel.” Cyril of Jerusalem, Cat. 4: “It is necessary that nothing be taught rashly without the Holy Scriptures. You should not simply believe me as I say these things without receiving proof of them from the sacred books.” Ibid.: “One must not teach even the smallest thing about the divine mysteries without the Holy Scriptures.” **
 

Cyril [of Alexandria], on Leviticus, bk. 6: “These are the two works of a pontiff: to learn from God by reading the Scriptures and pondering them often, and to teach the people. Also, he should teach those things that he himself has learned from God—not what has come from his own heart or from human opinion, but what the Spirit teaches.” ** De fide: “One must add nothing, not even that which looks good. For the woman added to ‘You shall not touch anything from it.’ At first glance, there was nothing offensive about it, yet that was the beginning of the fall.” **
 

Basil, Moral. summ., 26, c. 1: “One must confirm every word and matter with the testimony of Holy Scripture for the assurance and perfection of the good and for the confounding of the bad.” About the middle of Serm. contra Sabell. et Arium: “We urge you not in any way to ask for that which you are pleased to hear but to ask for that which pleases the Lord and is in agreement with the Scriptures.”
 

Vincent of Lérins, Advers. prof. vocum nov., c. 41: “The canon of Scripture is sufficiently sufficient for all things.”
 

Ambrose, De poenit., c. 4, vol. 1, p. 155: “We shall not repudiate the divine oracles and follow their opinions, shall we? God is to be considered not according to the assertions of others but according to His own words.” ** Hexaûm., bk. 3, c. 3, 6; De vocat. gent., bk. 2, c. 3: “I have omitted what I have not learned openly from the authority of Holy Scripture as if it were a secret. What the sequence of Scripture includes is sufficient for knowledge. Who will speak where Holy Scripture does not speak?” **
 

Jerome, on Hag. 1:11: “However, God’s sword also strikes down the other things that they freely discover and invent as if by apostolic tradition without the authority and testimony of the Scriptures.” In the beginning of his preface to all the Pauline Epistles: “In the Gospels all the examples and commandments for living have been explained to us fully.” In the introduction to his commentary on Ephesians: “All reason and speech is contained in the divine writings.” Adv. Helvid., vol. 3, f. 6: “As we do not deny those things that have been written, so we do refuse those things that have not been written.”
 

Augustine, De civ. Dei, bk. 9, bk. 9, c. 5: “Christian erudition is contained by Holy Scripture.” De civit. Dei, bk. 19, c. 18: “The heavenly city believes the Holy Scriptures, both old and new, which we call canonical, from which the faith is conceived by which the righteous lives and in which we walk without doubting while we are away from the Lord [2 Cor. 5:6]. As long as that faith remains safe and certain, we may blamelessly entertain doubt about some matters that we have perceived neither by sense nor by reason, things that have not been revealed to us by canonical Scripture and that have not come to our knowledge through witnesses whom it is ridiculous for us not to believe.” De pastorib., c. 14: “I am seeking the voice of the Shepherd. Read me this from the prophet. Recite this from the Law, recite this from the Gospel, recite this from the apostle!” ** De unitat. eccles., c. 6: “Read us these things from the Law, from the prophets, from the psalms, from the Gospel itself, from the apostolic letters, and we shall believe!” **
 

Chrysostom, Opus imperf. in Matth., homily 49: “Because seducers frequently go out into Christ’s churches, we must believe absolutely none of them unless they say or do those things that agree with the Scriptures.” De Spiritu s. adorando, homily 6: “Whatever is not written is not to be thought.” ** Chrysostom again, Orat. 24 on Genesis: “We have a kind Lord. When He has seen that we are concerned and have a great desire to understand the divine oracles, He does not allow us to lack anything. Rather, He illumines our understanding right away and bestows His illumination and—what is easy for His wisdom—plants that entire true teaching into our minds.” **
 

Theophylact, on John 10: “The thief is anyone who does not enter into the sheepfold through Scripture, and thus he is discovered through them, but he goes up in another way, that is, he prepares for himself a different and unaccustomed way, just as they have been corrupted. Such a one will be the Antichrist, for his testimonies are not from the Scriptures.” ** Theophylact again, commentary on 2 Timothy 3: “Correction and amendment come from the Scriptures so that the man of God may lack no good thing. Therefore if you wish to be perfect and healthy, always the same, neither crushed in tragic circumstances nor puffed up in good times (as generally happens to those who waver with an unstable mind), then keep these Scriptures as your counselors instead of me.” ** In his commentary on Acts 2, he quotes this beautiful statement from someone called Severianus: “Nothing else dissolves questions and doubts except the prophetic testimony. Therefore when a complex and inexplicable question arises, one should not flee to his own thoughts and reason, which are usually subverted. The divine voice, however, is by no means subverted.” He says: [image: ].
 

Charlemagne, in the Leges ecclesiasticae published in Paris in 1550, bk. 1, c. 19, asserts: “Only the canonical books are to be read in the Church.” Chapter 76: “Bishops and parsons are not to preach to their people the figments of man’s imagination nor anything from their own minds, but rather the pure Word of God. Let them see to it that they train themselves in the knowledge of the truth so that the Word of God may run, grow, and multiply, and so that superstitions, especially in funeral rites for the dead, may be eradicated.”
 

Nicephorus (Hist. eccles., bk. 4, c. 23) quotes the statement of Apollinaris at the beginning of his book Contra Alcibiaden: “Certainly whoever has decided that he must live his life in accord with the prescription of the Gospel neither adds anything nor takes anything from the evangelical books and the other books of the New Testament.”
 


The confession of the Scholastics and of certain Papists.
 

§ 378. In the aforementioned commonplace [1610 Loci Theologici, locus 1, § 53] we quoted the confession of the Scholastics and the more recent Papists, to whose statements we can add the following:
 

The Lombard, 1, Sent., dist. 11, letter B: “The Gospel contains the whole faith.”
 

Thomas, In Dionys. libr. de div. nomin., c. 1, f. 181: “No one can speak or think truly about God except as much as God reveals. This divine revelation is contained in the Holy Scriptures.” Thomas, In Lombard. 3. Sent., dist. 3, q. 1, art. 1, quotes from Jerome: “Should you believe me if I tell you anything that cannot be held from the Old or New Testament?” Part 3, supplement to q. 6, art. 6: “Because the Church is founded on faith and on the sacraments, therefore it is not the responsibility of the ministers of the Church to publish new articles of faith nor to remove those that have been published, to establish new sacraments nor remove those that have been established. Rather, this belongs to the power and excellence that is owed to Christ alone, who is the foundation of the Church.” In Cat. aurea, on Luke 16, he asserts: “The faithful feed only on the crumbs, that is, the dogmas, that fall from the Lord’s sacred table, that is, from Holy Scripture.”
 

Scotus, in the preface to Lomb.: “It is clear that Scripture sufficiently contains the teaching that the pilgrim needs.”
 

Antoninus, Summ., part 1, title 1, c. 3, § 1: “True theology is contained fully in the Bible, which has been revealed by the Holy Spirit. Therefore it is utterly true.”
 

Hervaeus, preface to the Epistles of Paul, f. 1, col. 1: “In the Gospel, examples and precepts for living are most fully explained to us.”
 

Jacobus de Voragine, in his Vita, and Petrus Cantor, in Verb. abbreviat., report that Anthony the Hermit was asked by a disciple: “What shall I observe to please God?” Anthony responded: “Wherever you go, always keep your God before your eyes. In those things that you do, use the testimony of the Holy Scriptures.”
 

Alfonsus Tostatus, Defens., p. 2, c. 53: “All the foundations necessary for salvation, both in faith and in work, have been set down by Christ and His apostles in the writings that they left behind.” Alfonsus again, on Deuteronomy 4: “You shall neither add nor take away anything. Here the Law is recommended from its perfection, for one cannot add to the perfect nor should he take away from it, as is clear.” Again, Ind. 177, c. 3: “Holy Scripture agrees most perfectly in all its parts in such a way that it allows neither addition nor subtraction.”
 

Burgensis, response to a letter of the same: “It is evident that all things that are taught as necessary for salvation—to be believed or done—are found in the literal sense in the Holy Scriptures.”
 

Erasmus, Epistle ad Carondilet., which is prefixed to the works of Hilary: “Finally, it is the mark of theological erudition to define nothing outside of what has been recorded in the sacred writings, but instead to dispense in good faith what has been recorded.”
 

Acosta, De temp. noviss., bk. 3, c. 3:
 


Among the external aids, divine Scripture holds first place. No greater and stronger protection has been given by God to the Catholic Church than its invincible authority against the countless tricks and deceits of the Antichrist with which he misleads nations throughout the world. The lofty and insurmountable strength of the divine Word can detect every snare, can overcome every plot of the devil. “Every word of God is a fiery shield for those who place their hope in You,” Proverbs [30:5], and “The Word of God is the sword of the Spirit,” Ephesians 6[:17].

 




 

The Jesuits at the Colloquy of Regensburg, § 216, Speyer edition, recorded openly concerning the passage of Augustine in De unitate eccles., c. 16, which our people quoted, that they were “prepared to demonstrate their Church against the Lutherans solely on the basis of Holy Scripture; and, in fact, their articles of faith can be defended sufficiently on the basis of Scripture alone against those who do not admit the authority of the Church and of its councils.”
 

Didacus Stella, on Luke 4, p. 122: “Christ took all three responses to His three temptations from Deuteronomy to teach that Holy Scripture has the weapons against the adversaries and enemies of the truth.” Again, on Luke 16, on the words “They have Moses”: “He calls the Mosaic Law and prophetic Scripture ‘Moses and the prophets’ because the Law could teach them about works and the prophets about faith. The prophets told what we must believe; and the Law, what we must do. Therefore God provides sufficiently regarding those things that pertain to salvation.”
 

Johannes Driedo, Catal., bk. 1, c. 1: “Scripture is called an instrumentum [“testament, instruction”] because it instructs a man in what he should hope, believe, and do.”
 

Albertus Hungerus, in a disputation held at Ingolstadt in 1582 under the title Defensio Scripturae sacrae contra Pseudoscripturarios, concl. 14: “Holy Scripture is the tower of David, which is built with ramparts from which hang a thousand shields and all the weapons of the brave, Song of Songs 4[:4]. It is the stream from which David took the stones with which he slew the proud Goliath [1 Samuel 17].”
 

Bellarmine, De justif., bk. 3, c. 8: “Something cannot be certain with the certainty of faith unless it is contained immediately in the Word of God or is deduced from it through obvious consequence.”
 


Antithesis: Of the Papists.
 

§ 379. Antithesis. The Papists deny the perfection of Scripture directly. Roffensis, art. 27, p. 584: “It is false to say that all things that pertain either to faith or to the laws of behavior and works are fully explained in the Scriptures.” The Censur. Colon., f. 220, argues: “Scripture is imperfect, mutilated, maimed because it does not contain all things that pertain to salvation, faith, and behavior for living devoutly.” Hesselius, Catech., p. 44: “When they wrote, the apostles did not do this to put in writing the entire teaching of the faith but because of the necessity that developed. What they could not give orally, being absent, they put in writing, being content with satisfying a difficulty that was arising.” Bellarmine, De verbo Dei, bk. 4, c. 3: “We (Papists) claim that in the Scriptures the entire necessary instruction either about faith or behavior is not contained expressly. Hence, in addition to the written Word of God, we also require an unwritten Word of God, that is, the divine and apostolic traditions. On the other hand, they (the Evangelicals) teach that in the Scriptures are contained all things necessary for faith and behavior; and that, hence, there is no need for an unwritten Word.” Costerus, Enchirid., p. 47, asserts: “All the mysteries of faith that one must believe are written clearly in the heart of the Church. Many things are lacking on the pages of the New Testament as well as of the Old.” He adds, p. 48: “God avoided committing all the dogmas of faith to writing so that pearls would not be thrown to the swine.” Gregorius de Valentia says (Anal., p. 389): “Sacred doctrine is held in higher esteem when not all its chapters are divulged indiscriminately to the common people but when some are kept like a sort of hidden treasure among the more learned.” One finds similar statements in Canisius (Opus catech., fol. 126, 160ff.) and in the Colloquy of Regensburg (pp. 96 and 48, Ingolstadt edition).
 


Their arguments: First, that either the entire canon taken together is sufficient or the individual books by themselves are sufficient.
 

§ 380. Bellarmine repeats their stronger arguments in the aforementioned work: [I] “Either the entire canon of the Scriptures taken together is sufficient or the individual books by themselves are sufficient. One cannot say the latter because Chemnitz concedes that there was a usage of tradition in the Church until the completion of the canon. Furthermore, we see that the individual evangelists do not have everything. Also, if one book contains everything sufficiently, what was the need for so many books? Finally, they themselves say openly that the entire canon is necessary for the purpose of having sufficient teaching. Nor can one say the former, for many sacred and canonical books have perished, according to Chrysostom, homily 9 on Matthew.”
 

We respond. (1) We take Bellarmine’s argument to the absurd. If the canon of Scripture is imperfect because some sacred books have been lost, not even the Papists themselves will have a perfect canon. The reason is that they cannot restore those lost books through their tradition.
 

(2) Even if some books written by holy men of God did disappear, they nevertheless have not been counted in the number of the canonical books. Therefore the integrity of the canon lost nothing through their disappearance.
 

(3) Bellarmine lists among the lost books an Epistle to the Laodiceans, which he thinks is mentioned in Col. 4:16. The Greek, however, reads [image: ] [“from Laodicea”]. Therefore this is taken to mean the letter that was written to the apostle from Laodicea but not one the apostle wrote to the Laodiceans.
 

(4) Books that were extant at that time presented a canon that was sufficient for each time and age according to the state of the Church at those times; so only the five books of Moses were a perfect canon when the other books of Scripture had not yet come into being.
 

(5) One must distinguish between the inchoate canon and the consummate canon. Even if it were conceded that the inchoate canon was not yet perfect, one still cannot infer from this that the consummate canon, too, was not perfect.
 

(6) Although in some canonical books no new teaching is set forth that is not contained in other books, God nevertheless wanted those canonical books to be written and added to the rest for the sake of a richer explanation of the same teaching, so that no place might be left for suspecting the imperfection of the canon.
 


Second, that the apostles did not write in accordance with God’s mandate.
 

§ 381. (II) “If Christ and the apostles had intended to bind and restrict the Word of God to Scripture, Christ would have openly commanded a matter of such great importance and the apostles would have borne witness that they were writing in accord with a mandate of God. Yet nowhere do we read this.” We respond. (1) On the contrary, Christ both commanded the apostles to write and the apostles bore witness that they were writing because of a command from God, as we made clear earlier in the chapter on the efficient cause. (2) If the apostles had not had a command to write, how could their Scripture be God-breathed? (3) If the apostles did not intend to restrict the Word of God to Scripture, as Bellarmine says here, for what other end did they write? Why did they write so many books and so many letters? According to Bellarmine’s hypothesis, they could have omitted this effort and sent us back solely to the Roman see. However, one can pass an accurate judgment on this entire argument from what we have said earlier.
 


Third, that many necessary things are not contained in Scripture: A remedy for women against original sin.
 

§ 382. (III) “Many things cannot be unknown by us, which nevertheless are not contained in Scripture. You see, in the first time of the Old Testament, they no doubt had some remedy no less for the woman than for the man by which they might be cleansed of original sin. Yet in the opinion of many, circumcision had been established for males, but nowhere does Scripture say what there was for females.” We respond. (1) in general.
 

Some things are contained in Scripture expressly, some analogically, some explicitly, some implicitly, some generally, some specifically, some literally, some materially. Whatever we must know for salvation is contained in one of these ways in the Scriptures, something that Bellarmine himself seems to admit when he writes: “The apostles wrote all those things that were necessary to all and that they preached openly to all the people” (De verbo Dei, bk. 4, c. 11, § His notatis). (2) Specifically, about the remedy for original sin in the case of females. [a] If ignorance of that remedy takes away the perfection of Scripture, not even the Papists themselves will have a perfect teaching, even if they sew their own traditions onto Scripture, since they cannot bring forth that remedy from the archive of traditions. [b] Not even among the Talmudists, the greatest patrons of traditions, does there exist any trace of this remedy. [c] It never entered the minds of the Scholastics to think about some such remedy. Instead, they look for reasons why males alone were commanded to be circumcised, among which causes Richard lists as the chief one “that the corruption of nature came primarily from the man.” [d] Lombard, Sent., 4, dist. 1, letter G, discusses this matter as follows: “Women were justified through faith and good working, either by their own, if they were adults, or by those of their parents, if they were young.” Hugh (De sacram., bk. 1, p. 12, c. 2) and, from him, Biel (Sent., bk. 4, dist. 1, q. 4) say more accurately: “Women were saved by faith alone, being purified by their sacrifices, offerings, and other ceremonies of the Law.” [e] Through the prayers of their parents, through sacrifices, and through offerings, the promise “I shall be the God of your seed” [Gen. 17:7] was applied to the feminine sex. If we were to consider the formula of the covenant as it was proposed in Genesis 17, it will appear that God is entering upon a covenant with the entire posterity of Abraham; yet circumcision is imposed on males alone. The terms of the covenant, therefore, were satisfied with the circumcision of males. Females did not have the external rite of circumcision, but they did not lack the fruit of the sacrament. [f] Some of the more recent writers press for this idea: that unwed females were considered as part of their parents but married ones as part of their husbands. [g] That which was a remedy for all infants born of faithful parents before the institution of circumcision was also a remedy for females after the institution of circumcision, because circumcision was established for males but not for females.
 


The remedy for males who die before their eighth day.
 

§ 383. Second: “It is by no means credible that there was not a remedy for males who died before their eighth day, on which day alone they could be circumcised; yet there is nothing about this in Scripture.” We respond. (1) Let Bellarmine bring out that remedy from the repository of traditions! If not, let him admit that Scripture is not perfect even when traditions are added to it. (2) How absurd is it to invent a remedy for males who die before their circumcision yet consign to damnation all infants dying in the New Testament before their Baptism, though the grace of the New Testament is richer and more abundant than that of the Old? Bellarmine does both. (3) It never occurred to the Scholastics to think about such a remedy. Lombard claims: “They died in original sin.” Biel thinks: “This is too harsh and inconsistent with the truth” (Sent., 4, dist. 1, q. 4). Hugh and Alexander of Hales claim: “Those little ones are saved in the faith of their parents” (part 4, q. 7, mem. 4, art. 3). (4) Bede thinks: “Little ones in peril of their life were circumcised even before their eighth day.” The divine institution, however, binds circumcision to the eighth day, and it is not likely that devout Israelites departed from this. (5) That which was a remedy for all infants before circumcision was established and for females after the establishment of circumcision was also a remedy for males who died before their eighth day. (6) Those who died before their eighth day could not be considered as transgressors of the Law concerning circumcision because that had clearly been restricted to the eighth day. Therefore God treats them in extraordinary fashion with the power of His promise, “I shall be the God of your seed,” as they are offered to Him through the prayers of their parents and of the Church. But if all infants who died before their eighth day without being circumcised had been damned absolutely, no commandment would have been given about postponing it until the eighth day nor would Moses have omitted it for the entire forty years in the wilderness. (Cf. our treatise On Circumcision [Commonplace XXII], § 18.)
 


The justification of the Gentiles in the Old Testament.
 

§ 384. Third: “Many Gentiles could be and were saved in the time of the Old Testament and truly belonged to the Church, yet there is nothing in Scripture about their justification from original sin and from other sins.” We respond. (1) Scripture bears witness in general that no one has forgiveness of sins and eternal salvation without faith in Christ as his mediator (Acts 15:11; Rom. 4:9; etc.). Therefore we must either attribute faith in Christ as the promised Messiah to those whom we are discussing in this argument or deny them salvation. (2) The Gentiles who were saved in the time of the Old Testament were converted to the true God of Israel and joined themselves to the Israelite church, if not in body, then at least in mind and spirit. Accordingly, they could have learned from the Israelite church the means of justification from original sin and other sins. (3) As far as the ceremonies of the Law are concerned, those were not imposed on such as had been converted from heathenism, as we demonstrated in its own place in our treatise On Ceremonial and Forensic Laws [Commonplace XVI].
 


The authority of the canonical books.
 

§ 385. Fourth: “It is necessary to know that some truly divine books do exist, a fact that we by no means can draw from Scripture. Even if Scripture were to say that the books of the prophets and apostles are divine, I still would not believe this as a certainty unless I first believed that the Scripture which says this is divine. In the Qur’an we read that the Qur’an was sent from heaven, yet we do not believe that.”
 

Fifth: “It is not enough to know that Scripture is divine. Rather, we must know which one it is, a fact that we certainly cannot determine from Scripture. After all, how do we conclude from Scripture that the Gospels of Mark and Luke are true and that the Gospels of Thomas and Bartholomew are false?”
 

Sixth: “We must know not only which books are the sacred books but also in particular that the books we have in hand are those sacred books. After all, it is not enough to believe that the Gospel of Mark is the true Gospel, but one must also believe that this Gospel that we now read under Mark’s name is that true and uncorrupted Gospel that Mark wrote. But we cannot determine that from Scripture.”
 

We respond. (1) Let Bellarmine recognize his own words from De ecclesia, bk. 3, c. 14: “To believe that the accounts of the Old Testament or that the Gospels of Mark, Luke, etc., are canonical writings—in fact, that there are any Holy Scriptures—is not absolutely necessary for salvation because many were saved without this belief before Scripture was written.” However, if knowing this is not necessary for salvation, how can the imperfection of Scripture be proved from this?
 

(2) Let him also recognize what he says in De verbo Dei, bk. 1, c. 2: “Nothing is better known, nothing is more certain than the Holy Scriptures, which are contained in the prophetic and apostolic writings. The witnesses that they are so well-known are the Christian world and the agreement of all nations among whom the Scriptures have held authority now for many centuries. The witnesses that they are utterly true and certain and that they contain not human inventions but the divine oracles are the truth of the prophecies and the incredible harmony of the authors who wrote them.” Yet if nothing is better known, nothing is more certain than the Holy Scriptures, how can one ask for their qualities of being well-known and certain from another principle?
 

(3) Both sides have conceded the principle that these books and not others are sacred and canonical. Therefore we must argue with the other party not about Scripture, but we must discuss controversial dogmas from Scripture, which both of us acknowledge is divine.
 

(4) The question “How do you know that Scripture is divine?” is either one of unbelief when the fanatics, who deny that Scripture is the Word of God, ask it; or one of perversity when the Papists, who make the authority of Scripture depend on the Church, ask it; or one of aptness to learn when one who is faithful and is established within the pale of the Church asks it.
 

(5) When it is to be demonstrated to those who have an aptness to learn that some books are truly divine and that these are set forth in the codex of the Bible, then an argument can be sought from the testimony of the Church. That testimony, however, is not outside of Scripture, because Scripture itself is bearing witness of itself, nor is it the only testimony, for the internal criteria and the testimony of the Holy Spirit are also added. Accordingly, in this question we use the witness of the Church as a guide, not that we may believe something beyond Scripture (because the sacred and canonical books are Holy Scripture itself) but that we may come to recognize Scripture, just as the Samaritans were brought to Christ by the guidance of their fellow citizen [John 4:28-29]. Yet they did not believe the more because of the woman’s speech but because they had learned from far less doubtful indications that this was the Savior of the world [John 4:42]. In the same way, we are led by the testimony of the Church to Scripture, but we do not believe the Scriptures because of the Church. Instead, we recognize their divine and canonical authority from the internal criteria and from the testimony of the Holy Spirit.
 

(6) The same Word of God that the prophets and apostles preached formerly is still set forth in their writings. Therefore by these arguments their hearers once were persuaded to accept the teaching set forth by the prophets and apostles as God’s Word; by the same arguments today we are persuaded to accept the Word that was written by the prophets and apostles as the Word of God. But now, the hearers were not moved by an external argument or by the testimony of the Church alone to believe the Word preached by the prophets and apostles, but by the inherent majesty, divinity, and efficacy of the Word they preached.
 

(7) One must distinguish between these questions: “Is the Gospel of Matthew canonical?” and “Was Matthew’s Gospel written by Matthew?” The former pertains to saving faith; the latter, to historical knowledge. The witness of the Church alone cannot persuade the former; it does prove the latter, however, but this does not belong to saving faith.
 

(8) Bellarmine urges: “If this tradition could have come down to us, why could others not have come down to us in the same way?” Also: “Either this tradition is God’s Word or it is not. If it is not, we do not have faith, for faith relies on the Word of God. If it is, why do they cry out that there is no Word of God except what is written?” We respond. The nature of this ecclesiastical tradition that conforms in all things to the Scriptures—read the canonical books and you will have that which the Church commends to us as God’s Word—is far different from the other traditions that the Papists foist upon us that are found nowhere in Scripture. The Church with its witness about the canon is not proposing to us a new article of faith outside of Scripture but, like a ministering cause, is witnessing about that which is extant in canonical Scripture and which has been received and preserved by the perpetual consent of the Church. Also, when the Church bears witness about the author of a book, it is bringing out that which the book’s inscription has. That testimony, therefore, is in conformity with Scripture, and the early Church saw the autographs of the sacred writers so that it could bear true witness about them. (See what we said earlier in c. 3, “On the Authority of Scripture.”)
 


The understanding of Scripture.
 

§ 386. Seventh: “It is necessary not only to read Scripture but also to understand it. Frequently, however, Scripture is ambiguous and confusing, so that unless someone who cannot make a mistake explains it, one cannot understand it. Therefore Scripture alone is not sufficient.” As examples he brings up “the equality of the divine persons, the Holy Spirit’s proceeding from the Son, original sin, Christ’s descent into hell, etc. These and similar ones (he says) are indeed drawn from the sacred writings, but they are not so easy, so that if one must fight the battle solely with the testimonies of Scripture, he can never end his arguments with the impudent.” Later, he adds: “There are two things in Scripture: the written words and the meaning included therein. All people have the first, but they do not all have the second. We ourselves cannot be sure in many places about the second unless tradition is added.” We respond. (1) The great and irreproachable interpreter of Scripture is the Holy Spirit. The remaining interpreters either set forth their interpretations from the Scriptures or put them into the Scriptures. If the former is the case, the rule of interpretation remains Scripture, which is its own best and certain interpreter. If the latter is true, they are not interpreters but corrupters.
 

(2) The dogmas that he adduces as examples here can be deduced from Scripture, as Bellarmine admits. Therefore in these Scriptures these dogmas are set forth, and from these Scriptures, the ancients who battled against the heretics regarding these articles drew their arguments. Dionysius of Alexandria, in Athanasius’s book De sentent. Dionysii adversus Arianos: “Yet let my saying be this, that though I have not found the word [image: ] in the sacred writings, yet the thing itself is found there.” ** Tertullian, De resurrect. carnis, last chapter: “It seems that the original documents provided them with certain materials and that these can be refuted by the same writings.” ** We find similar statements in Tertullian (Contra Praxeam), Epiphanius (Haeres. 60), and Ambrose (De fide, c. 5). Bellarmine himself writes in De conciliis, bk. 2, c. 12: “When the Council of Nicaea defined that the Son is [image: ] [“consubstantial”] with the Father,’ it drew its conclusion from the Scriptures.”
 

(3) To separate the meaning of Scripture from its words and to look for it elsewhere is Schwenckfeldian.
 

(4) The question here is not about the interpretation of each and every statement of Scripture—namely, whether anyone at all can draw out the genuine meaning of all of them without external aids—but about the articles of faith: whether each and every one of them is found in Scripture.
 

** Someone, however, may object: One cannot prove from the Scriptures of the Church that the baptism of heretics is valid. We respond. Augustine teaches the contrary (Contra Donatist., bk. 5, c. 23). **
 

(5) Bellarmine here concedes that one can deduce this from Scripture, “though with difficulty.” The rest of the Papists deny that one can prove this from Scripture. Eck (Loci), Cochlaeus (Contra Bullingerum), and Pistorius (Epitome colloq. Emmerting.) claim that the “consubstantiality of the persons of the Trinity is a tradition of the Church outside of Scripture.” Andrada denies that “one can conclude from Scripture Christ’s descent into hell” (Defens. fid. Trident., bk. 2).
 


The virginity of Mary.
 

§ 387. Eighth: “One must believe that blessed Mary was ever a virgin, as the entire Church has always believed, contrary to Helvidius. Yet in Scripture there is no testimony regarding this matter.” We respond. (1) Basil says in his Homily de nativ. Christ., vol. 1, p. 389: “We must not debate inquisitively about this subject—whether after she had given birth to the Savior, Mary again contracted marriage or, on the other hand, remained a virgin—since this does not have to do with the mystery of faith.” He says, “The ‘afterward’ (namely, after Christ’s birth) is something with which we do not meddle with respect to the matter of the mystery”; and he immediately adds the reason: “because it does no harm to the matter of piety.”
 

(2) We respond from Jerome, Contra Helvidium: “We believe that God was born of the womb of the virgin because we read it. We do not believe that Mary had intercourse with Joseph after the birth because we do not read it.” It is sufficient for our faith, therefore, that the mother of the Messiah is called a “virgin” (Isa. 7:14; Luke 1:35).
 

(3) Epiphanius (Contra Antidicomarianitas), Ambrose (Epistles 79 and 81), and Jerome (Contra Helvid.) try to demonstrate the perpetual virginity of Mary from the Scriptures. They bring up the statement of Ezek. 44:2 concerning the “closed gate” and also that the care of Mary is entrusted to John. Jerome uses this reasoning: “If Joseph was moved solely by the angel’s revelation made to him in a dream to so great a reverence that he did not know Mary, why would he not be greatly moved later, when he heard the shepherds, Simeon, and Hannah saying such divine things about the boy?” Therefore they judged that they could deduce this dogma not from tradition alone but from the Scriptures.
 

(4) The argument that Helvidius developed from the word “until” in Matt. 1:25 to establish his opinion can be explained from the Scriptures themselves. “Until” in the Scriptures often denotes perpetuity, as if removing what precedes in such a way that it does not posit what follows (Ps. 110:[1]; 1 Sam. 15:35; 2 Sam. 6:23). Jerome gives us the example “Helvidius died before he repented” to show that even in common speech, this figure of speech taken exclusively was used.
 


The celebration of Easter on Sunday.
 

§ 388. Ninth: “We must believe that, in the New Testament, Easter must be celebrated on Sunday, for the Church considered the Quartodecimans as heretics. Yet there is nothing at all about this in the Holy Scriptures.” We respond. (1) At one time there was a serious controversy in the early Church about the time for celebrating Easter, as is evident from Epiphanius (Haeres. 50). The Eastern churches were celebrating Easter on a day other than Sunday, and they said that in this matter they were following John and Philip. The Western churches were celebrating it on Sunday and said that in this matter they were following Paul and Peter. The Roman Bishop Victor was threatening to excommunicate the Eastern churches because of their practice, but Irenaeus and other bishops of Asia rebuked him, as we find in Eusebius (Histor. eccles., bk. 5, c. 25). The controversy was finally resolved in this way: “Let everyone follow his own custom or his own judgment,” according to Sozomen (Histor. eccles., bk. 7, c. 19). This, then, was a free custom or ceremony, not a necessary article of faith.
 

(2) In Hist. eccles., bk. 5, c. 22, Socrates reveals in detail that “the apostles did not set a law about feast days but left this to the judgment of each.” Therefore the celebration of Easter on Sunday cannot be considered an apostolic tradition.
 

(3) The Quartodecimans—that is, those who argued stubbornly that one must celebrate Easter with the Jews on the fourteenth day of the first month—were condemned as heretics because of their corruption of the article on Christian freedom.
 

(4) It was not the mere tradition that was opposed to them, which indeed was different in the Eastern and Western churches; rather, they were refuted from the Scriptures, which bore witness about the abrogation of the ceremonies of the Law.
 


Infant Baptism.
 

§ 389. Tenth: “It is necessary to believe that the Baptism of infants is valid. But this cannot be proved from the Scriptures alone.” We respond. (1) The ancients do prove this from Scripture, as we have shown in its own place. Arguments from the Scriptures themselves are not lacking, which quite firmly reinforce infant Baptism. (2) In his Enchir., c. 30, Eck offers four arguments from the Scriptures in favor of infant Baptism. In De baptis., c. 8, Bellarmine himself draws three arguments from the Scriptures and adds in c. 9: “This is concluded quite clearly from Scripture.” (3) Innocent III, the Roman pope, also confirms infant Baptism from Holy Writ (Decretal., bk. 3, title 42, c. Majores). According to the hypothesis of Bellarmine, however, the Roman pope does not err. (4) What he adds about the actual faith of infants, which our people assert, belongs to another place.
 


Purgatory.
 

§ 390. Eleventh: “Luther, in Assert., art. 37, believes that there is a purgatory. Nevertheless he adds that this cannot be proved from Holy Writ.” We respond. (1) He wrote that book in the first years of his opposition to the papacy. During those years, Luther still embraced some corruptions of the Papists that he later recognized and condemned. As a result, in the preface to the first volume of his works he asks the reader “to read the writings of his first years with much mercy.” (2) Moreover, in the same place Luther says that he believes in purgatory “not as something certain but as probable,” just as he believes that Thomas Aquinas is a saint, which he did not believe with an infallible and certain faith.
 


The perfection of Scripture.
 

§ 391. Twelfth: “The heretics of this time believe that there is no Word of God except the written Word. Yet this is found nowhere in all of Scripture.” “Where, pray tell, have you found (asks Hector Pintus, commentary on Isaiah 8, p. 94) that one must believe only that which is in Holy Scripture? Read all of it from the beginning of Genesis to the end of Revelation and nowhere will you find such a proposition. Therefore this proposition of yours is not to be believed. If what you say is true, only that is to be believed which is written in the Holy Bible and has been consigned to the divine writings.” We respond. Whatever arguments prove that Scripture is perfect, the same ones also prove that, after the canon of Scripture was published, no new dogmas outside of it are to be accepted or—and this is the same thing—that there is no Word of God except the written Word.
 


The institution of the sacraments.
 

§ 392. In the earlier editions of Bellarmine, this argument is inserted also: Thirteenth: “We must believe that Christ instituted all the sacraments as far as their essence is concerned. Yet we find no such thing in Scripture except in regard to two or three at the most.” We respond. Why, then, does Bellarmine go to so much trouble elsewhere to find in Scripture the essence of the five sacraments that have been added to Baptism and the Eucharist? We invert Bellarmine’s argument. Because the essence of those five sacraments over which there is controversy is not found in the Scriptures, therefore we cannot accept them as true sacraments, properly speaking.
 


The belief in the Mediator in the Old Testament.
 

§ 392. Fourteenth: In Princip., bk. 12, c. 5, Stapleton argues: “Belief in Christ as Mediator is written nowhere in the entire Old Testament.” We respond. This is the claim of the Photinians. The contrary of this can be demonstrated from the clear statements of Luke 24:27; John 5:39; Acts 15:11; Rom. 3:21; 4:3; etc.
 


The refutation of heresies.
 

§ 392. Fifteenth: They argue that “one cannot sufficiently refute all heresies from Scripture.” We respond. On the contrary, no religious controversy can be stirred up that Scripture has not foreseen and about which it does not contain a decisive judgment. Accordingly, in the controversy over justification, the apostle calls Scripture “foreseeing” (Gal. 3:8).
 


Antithesis: Of the Calvinists.
 

§ 393. The perfection of Scripture is weakened obliquely by: (1) The Calvinists, when they not only equate the principles of reason to the revealed Word but even prefer them in matters of the articles of faith. They do this when they oppose articles of faith set forth in perspicuous and open passages of Scripture on the basis of philosophical principles that they have understood and applied poorly. Conradus Vorstius, Anti-Pistor., disp. 15, thesis 1: “The principles [or sources] of faith are twofold: partly natural, partly supernatural. The natural are the senses and reason, as well as all the axioms known by the natural light of reason, that is, which rely on universal experience and at the same time on the correct evidence of reason, to the extent that these are related to the faith.”
 


Antithesis: Of the Photinians.
 

(2) The Photinians, when they add some other principle to the unique and proper principle of theology—namely, Holy Scripture—and give that principle equal authority, since indeed they are debating about articles of faith not on the basis of divine revelation alone but also—in fact, especially—on the basis of reason. Why, they even attack the articles of faith that are set forth in Scripture with express and clear words with the sophistry of human reason. With its philosophical principles, the Catech. Racov. struggles to overturn the mystery of the Trinity (p. 48), the personal union of the two natures in Christ (p. 55), and the eternal generation of the Son from the Father (p. 63). They deny the propagation of original sin on the basis of the philosophical principle that “a habit is not propagated into children.” They deny the resurrection of the same flesh on the basis of the notion that “it seems impossible for a body that is the same in number to rise again.” Here we must report what Schmaltzius writes: “It is certainly strange to want to draw some conclusion from negative testimony” (Contra 1. disp. D. Frantz., de Trinit., f. 12). Yet one must distinguish between dogmatic matters and historical matters. In dogmatics, one can proceed both affirmatively and negatively because of the perfection of Scripture, as he acknowledges (Discip. de temp., sermon 23).
 


Antithesis: Of the Weigelians.
 

(3) The Weigelians, who seek, outside of and beyond Scripture, the command of the Spirit within, new revelations, internal ecstasies [enthusiasmos], discussions with angels, etc., in learning heavenly doctrine, as we explain in greater detail in its own place. (See our Disp. 2. de gloria Dei contra Weigel., § 2ff.)
 


[image: ]
 

63 A quotation of session 4 of the Council of Trent.
 

64 That is, a word that can only be stated in connection with other words or concepts. “All” must be joined with a noun in order to form a complete concept.
 



  


CHAPTER XIX: ON UNWRITTEN TRADITIONS
 

§ 394. From the perfection of Scripture that we have been proving clearly up to this point, we conclude that it needs no supplement of traditions in the articles of faith that one must know for his salvation. Consequently, we repudiate the unwritten traditions that the Papists foist upon the Church as something we must accept with an equal affection of piety65 with the written Word of God and with which they busily complete the imperfection of Scripture. However, before we line up our forces against those traditions of the Papists, we will make some remarks about the state of the question.
 

(1) When the word “tradition” is used in the Scriptures and the fathers, it is taken generally for a teaching handed down in any way, in which manner the word is also used for those things that are expressly contained in Scripture (Acts 6:14, Vulgate; 1 Cor. 11:23; 2 Thess. 2:15; Cyprian, Epistle 74 ad Pompeium). Bellarmine acknowledges this in De verbo Dei, bk. 4, c. 2, and writes: “The word ‘tradition’ is a general one and means all teaching written or unwritten that one person communicates to another.” Exod. 17:14: “Write and hand down.” The question here is not about such traditions that are contained in Scripture.
 

(2) This also is not involved in the question: whether Christ and the apostles did not do and say more things than are extant in the writings of the evangelists and apostles as things they did and said. Rather, the question is whether some necessary parts of doctrine pertaining to faith and behavior were not written down but have been handed down only orally.
 

(3) The question is not about rituals and ceremonies. We admit that the apostles established in the churches certain free rituals that were related to decency and good order [1 Cor. 14:40] that were not specifically and individually written nor were imposed on the churches with a permanent rule of necessity, though the type—namely, that “all things should be done for edification”—was written [1 Cor. 14:26], and that alone is necessary.
 


First, they are opposed to the written Word of God.
 

§ 395. Now that these things have been said in advance concerning the state of the question, we draw the following conclusions against the Papist traditions. The traditions that the Papists want us to accept with equal affection of piety with the written Word of God: (1) Are opposed to the written Word of God, and this for two reasons: First, because they are opposed to the perfection of Scripture that we have been proving up to now. After all, if Scripture is perfect and contains everything necessary for faith and behavior, why would there be a need for the supplement of traditions? Second, because they conflict with the express prohibition of Christ and the apostles in Matt. 5:21-22: “You have heard that it was said to those of old: ‘You shall not kill and whoever kills shall be liable to the judgment.’ But I say to you that everyone who is angry with his brother shall be liable to the judgment.” Matt. 5:27-28: “You have heard that it was said to those of old: ‘You shall not commit adultery.’ But I say to you that everyone who looks at a woman to desire her has already committed adultery with her in his heart.” Cf. Matt. 5:31-34, 38-39, 43-44, in which Christ sets the express words of the Law against all the corruptions of the Mosaic Law that the Pharisees were peddling under the name of “ancient traditions.” Thus He calls us back from traditions to Scripture. In Matt. 15:6, He reproves the Pharisees because, for the sake of their traditions, they made void the commandment of God about honoring parents. He sets against them the prophetic oracle of Isa. 29:13: “They worship Me in vain, teaching as doctrines the precepts of men.” (Irenaeus, bk. 4, c. 26, p. 251, comments as follows on this passage: “Christ does not mean the Law given through Moses when He says ‘the precepts of men’ but the traditions of the elders themselves, traditions they had fabricated and with which they were corrupting the Law of God as they defended them.”) Gal. 1:8: “But even if we or an angel from heaven were to preach to you a gospel contrary to that which we preached to you, let him be anathema.” Col. 2:8: “See to it that no one deceives you by philosophy and empty fallacy according to human tradition.”
 

Bellarmine makes the exception: “Christ and the apostles are not rebuking the traditions that the Jews received from Moses and the prophets, one of which was about the canonical books themselves—which were genuine and which were not. Rather, they are censuring the traditions that they had received from some of their forefathers, some of which traditions were empty, others of which were destructive and contrary to Scripture. Neither Christ nor the apostles ever call these ‘the traditions of Moses and of the prophets,’ and they say clearly that they are speaking about those traditions that conflict with the Scriptures.” We respond. (1) They are begging the question by saying that the Israelite church received traditions about faith and behavior outside of Scripture from Moses and the prophets. Let the Papists bring out traditions of this sort that came from Moses and the prophets but that are not contained in the writings of Moses and the prophets. In fact, the Jews were boasting about the traditions they had received from Moses and the prophets through the hands of their own ancestors and through the Cabala. The Scripture of the New Testament, however, nowhere sends us back to such traditions.
 

(2) Christ condemns unwritten traditions in general when He calls us back to Scripture alone (Luke 16:29; 24:27; John 5:39, 46; etc.) and perpetually sets God’s command against the teachings and commandments of men. Therefore He certainly rejects all traditions outside of Scripture.
 

(3) In fact, He also repudiates with clear words those traditions that the Pharisees were peddling under the guise of antiquity (Matt. 5:21ff.) and that the Pharisees called “traditions of the elders” (Matt. 15:2). Therefore those were not recent but old. Because Christ sets Isaiah against them, therefore He was speaking about traditions with which the Church was familiar already at the time of Isaiah.
 

(4) Christ everywhere accuses the Pharisees and scribes of corrupting the teaching of the Law and the promises of the Messiah with their foreign glosses. Are we to think, then, that they wanted to abstain from the corrupting influence of traditions even if they had received some from Moses and the prophets? If the genuine sense of prophetic Scripture had been preserved by traditions, where would Christ have directed His case against them regarding their corruptions of heavenly teaching as it had been set forth in prophetic Scripture?
 

(5) Those traditions that Christ censures in the case of the Pharisees were not at all in and of themselves wicked and diametrically opposed to Scripture. Thus frequent washings were not in and of themselves wicked nor directly opposed to Scripture. Instead, Christ censures them because they were added to Scripture as a necessary part of divine worship. We pronounce the same thing about the traditions of the Papists.
 


Second, they derive from Pharisaism.
 

§ 396. (II) Concerning the Pharisees, it is evident from Matt. 5:21; 15:5; Mark 7:1; etc.; from Jerome (Epistle ad Damasum), Chrysostom (homily 52 on Matthew), Josephus (Antiquit. Judaic., bk. 13, c. 18), etc., that they were not content with the teaching handed down in the Mosaic and prophetic Scriptures. Instead, they added traditions to it that they called [image: ] [“the second code of laws”], and they taught that they were as necessary as the written Word. Hieronymus de Sancta Fide discusses this issue in this way (Hebraeomast., bk. 2, p. 96):
 


In order for the arrangers of the Talmud to establish more strongly their errors and ceremonies, they commanded in different places that all their ordinances set down in the Talmud had full efficacy, just as did those things that our Lord God the Father established in the Mosaic Law. Next, they impose the penalty of death on anyone who denies anything from those ordinances that are contained in the aforementioned volume and that they had written. Yet they do not impose such a penalty on anyone who denies the words of the divine Law.

 




 

Lest the Papists make the exception that “those traditions were received from more recent forefathers,” one should note that they themselves peddle them as having come from Moses and the prophets. They imagine that on Mount Sinai Moses received from God a double law, as one can see in the book of the Talmud that is entitled Berakoth, that is, the “Book of Blessings,” c. 1. The one Law was handed down in writing; the other, they assert, was handed down only by mouth according to a certain succeeding order by Moses to those who came after him. They claim this in Sent. 1, c. Patrum, where they say, “Moses received the Law (understand that Law that they call the one given orally, as Fagius explains in his commentary on this passage) from Sinai and gave it to Joshua; Joshua gave it to the elders; the elders, to the prophets; the prophets, to the men of the Great Synagogue.” (See Galatinus, De arcan., bk. 1, c. 2; bk. 4, c. 4; Picus Mirandulanus, Apol., q. 5; and P. Crinitus, De honest. discipl., bk. 25, c. 3.)
 

Furthermore, Rabbi Mosche Aegyptius explains in greater detail at the beginning of his commentary on Deuteronomy how that cabalistic tradition is thought to have come down to posterity. He says:
 


After Joshua had received an explanation of the Law from Moses, he handed it down to Phinehas, son of Eleazar; Phinehas handed it down to the priest Eli; Eli to the prophet and priest Samuel; Samuel to King David; David to the prophet Ahijah; Ahijah to the prophet Elijah; Elijah to the prophet Elisha; Elisha to the high priest Jehoiada; Jehoiada to the prophet Zechariah; Zechariah to the prophet Hosea; Hosea to the prophet Amos; Amos to the prophet Isaiah; Isaiah to the prophet Micah; Micah to the prophet Joel; Joel to the prophet Nahum; Nahum to the prophet Habakkuk; Habakkuk to the prophet Zephaniah; Zephaniah to the prophet Jeremiah; Jeremiah to the scribe Baruch; Baruch to the priest and scribe Ezra; Ezra to the priest Simeon; Simeon to Antigonus; Antigonus to Joseph son of Joseph and to Joseph son of Johetzer; these to Nitaeus Arbolensis and to Joshua son of Perach; these to Jehudah son of Tibaeus and to Simeon son of Satah. This Hillel had many disciples, thirty of whom were worthy for divinity to descend upon them and another thirty were worthy for the sun to stand still in favor of them. The least of all the disciples of this Hillel was John son of Zachaeus. To him and to Simeon the Just, son of the same Hillel, Hillel and Samaeus handed down the exposition of the Law. Simeon was heard by Gamaliel, the renowned teacher of the Law. His pupil was Rabbi Simeon, who heard these things and is said to have passed them on to his son Judah, whom they call Rabenu Hakkadosh, “our holy teacher.”

 




 

At this time, around AD 150, traditions that had been passed on to descendants orally alone began to be written and put into a single volume, which they generally call the “Talmud.”
 


They are the characteristic of heretics.
 

§ 397. (III) Already earlier the heretics used to conceal their dogmas and foist them upon the Church under the cloak of traditions. Irenaeus in bk. 1, c. 1 and 17, bears this witness about the disciples of Simon Magus and again in bk. 4, c. 47, about the Valentinians: “They say that the Savior taught these very things in secret not to all the disciples but to some of them” who can grasp them. Epiphanius says this about the Selgians (Haeres. 39), about the Archontics (Haeres. 47), about the Severians (Haeres. 47), about the Encratites (Haeres. 47), and about the Bardesanists (Haeres. 56). Tertullian says it about Montanus (De veland. virginibus); Eusebius, about Artemon (Hist. eccles., bk. 5, c. 28); Clement, about Basilides (Stromat., bk. 7, p. 353); Irenaeus, about the Carpocratians (bk. 1, c. 24); Epiphanius, about the heretic Ptolemy (Haeres. 33); Athanasius, about the Arians (Contra Arian., orat. 2); the Council of Chalcedon, about Eutyches (Act. 1); and Irenaeus, about all heretics in general (bk. 3, c. 2, p. 169): “Whenever the heretics argue from Scripture, they are turned into an accusation of Scripture, because they say the truth cannot be found from Scripture by those who do not know tradition. They say that the tradition was not handed down in writing but orally, for which reason they say that Paul even said, ‘We speak wisdom among the perfect.’ “This is the same apostolic dictum (1 Cor. 2:6) that Bellarmine abuses to weaken the perfection of Scripture and to establish traditions (De verbo Dei, bk. 4, c. 8), in order to make his agreement with the ancient heretics clear. (Cf. our treatise On Holy Scripture [1610 Loci Theologici, locus 1], § 54.)
 


Fourth, they are fallacious and uncertain.
 

§ 398. (IV) In many ways traditions are fallacious and uncertain: (1) With regard to their origin. The Papists can affirm with no appearance of certainty and can prove with no weight of argument that what they are peddling as traditions came from Christ and the apostles. The Lenten fast is in the number of their traditions, but some refer its institution to Christ, some to the apostles, and others to decrees of the Church. From an incorrect understanding of Christ’s speech in John 21:23, there would have begun a tradition that John would never die, had that not been corrected by Scripture. Julius Rugerius, prothonotary of the pope, declares in his Opusc. de libris canon. et apocryph.: “A tradition is of no weight if it has been interrupted by any intervals of time from the times of the apostles. Consequently, it is necessary for a tradition to endure.”66 If we were to follow this rule, however, how many papistic traditions will be uncertain and counterfeit?
 

(2) With regard to their number. After all, the Papists are not yet certain about the number of their traditions. Accordingly, there are some who refer to traditions those dogmas that others try to deduce from Scripture. It can be demonstrated from church history that some things introduced into the Church a few years ago are being passed off as apostolic traditions.
 

(3) With regard to their diversity. The things that the ancients hold as traditions do not agree with each other, and some of these the Papists themselves reject. Justin, QQ. et resp. ad orth., q. 115, p. 362: “We do not kneel on Sunday. This custom began at the time of the apostles.” The Papists, however, do not accept this tradition. To this list we might add the traditions about the age of Christ, the celebration of Easter, the Lenten fast, not kneeling between Easter and Pentecost, giving the Eucharist to infants—all matters about which the ancients disagree among themselves and about which the Papists disagree with the ancients, as we have shown in our treatise On Holy Scripture [1610 Loci Theologici, locus 1], § 57ff.
 

(4) With regard to their effect. The opinion of tradition at one time deceived the great men of the Church, as appears especially from the examples of Papias in Eusebius, Hist. eccles., bk. 3, c. 33. Bellarmine responds: “The Church can discern true traditions from false ones” (De verbo Dei, bk. 4 c. 12). We ask, however: What does he mean by the word “Church”? He cannot mean the ancient teachers of the Church, for they disagree about traditions. Therefore he means the Roman pontiff alone, the head of the Roman Church, who, as can be demonstrated in many ways, is an untrustworthy guardian of heavenly teaching. In the same place, Bellarmine objects that “false books, too, were once adorned with the name of the apostles, a fact that cannot make their genuine writings fraudulent.” These books were rejected, however, as pseudonymous and pseudoapostolic, yet traditions once deceived great men in the Church. (Cf. our treatise On Holy Scripture [1610 Loci Theologici, locus 1], § 56; Whitaker, De Script., q. 6, c. 15, p. 750; etc.)
 


Fifth, they have not come from Christ and the apostles.
 

§ 399. (V) They have not come from Christ and the apostles. Bellarmine argues in De verbo Dei, bk. 4, c. 11: “Generally, the apostles preached to all people those things that were simply necessary, but they did not tell all other things to everyone. Rather, they told some matters to everyone that were useful to everyone, and some things to prelates, bishops, and presbyters alone, such as the manner of governing the Church, the administration of the sacraments, refuting heresies, etc.” To this he applies the apostle’s statement: “We speak wisdom among the perfect” (1 Cor. 2:6). In c. 4 of the same book he argues: “Because there are two things in Scripture—both the written words and the meaning contained therein—all people have the words, but they do not all have the meaning, unless tradition is added.”
 

Bellarmine, however, will be unable to persuade any judicious person of this, for: (1) It was the practice of heretics to affirm that Christ and the apostles taught some things to all but some matters only to some people in secret. Irenaeus writes in this way about the Carpocratians: “They say that Jesus spoke separately in a mystery to His disciples and apostles and demanded that they hand these things down separately to the worthy and assenting” (bk. 1, c. 24). Tertullian, De praescript.: “(Heretics) have the custom of saying that the apostles did not know everything, or that they did know everything but did not hand down everything to everyone.” Also, one should note carefully that, according to Irenaeus (bk. 3, c. 2), Marcion and Valentinus wanted to demonstrate this from the same apostolic statement, namely, 1 Cor. 2:6. Bellarmine does not escape by means of the distinction between the mysteries of heretics and those of Catholics: that the former are hidden because of their shamefulness, for they fear the light, and the latter are hidden either because there is no need for all people to know them or because all people do not have the capability of knowing them. It is not characteristic of true catholics, properly speaking, to hide divine mysteries. Rather, it is characteristic of the heretics, as is evident from the cited testimonies of Irenaeus and Tertullian, who censure heretics with this accusation. But who would want to believe Bellarmine, that the mysteries hidden in traditions are more sublime than those that are revealed in Scripture?
 

(2) Christ expressly commands the apostles: “What I tell you in the dark, speak in the light; and what you hear in the ear, proclaim upon the housetops” (Matt. 10:27). Bellarmine adds the limitation: “if there is need.” It is absurd, however, to say that what Christ commands absolutely is sometimes not necessary. Moreover, Christ showed by His own example that nothing in the mysteries of faith is to be hidden, provided there be those who wish to hear. John 18:20: “I have spoken openly to the world; I have always taught in synagogues and in the temple where they come together from every place; I have said nothing secretly.” Therefore Bellarmine adds another exception, saying: “The meaning of Christ’s words is this: ‘I have said nothing that cannot be said everywhere, as far as the truth and purity of the statements is concerned.’ Nevertheless this conflicts not at all with His having explained some things to His disciples separately.” This interpretation, however, does not agree with the aim [of the question]. The high priest was questioning Christ about His disciples and His teaching (John 18:19), and Christ answers that He had said nothing in secret. Therefore people should listen to those who heard Him, for He had explained everything to them openly. Imagine that Christ had taught His apostles some matters that they were not to divulge to all people. Christ’s answer, then, would not apply to the aim [of the question]—may this never be!
 

(3) Concerning the manner of governing the Church, the apostle instructs Timothy in the first letter he wrote to him: “I am writing these instructions to you so that you may know how one ought to behave in the household of God” (1 Tim. 3:14-15). These things, however, are in the hands of all people. What Paul said to the bishops of Ephesus in Acts 20:18ff. is still extant in Scripture today. The institution of the Sacraments prescribes the form for administering the same. Heretics can and should be refuted only from the Scriptures.
 

(4) To separate the sense of Scripture from the written words is to claim that Scripture is a dead letter that must receive its life from another source. That is Schwenkfeldian.
 

(5) Just as Christ made known to the apostles all that He heard from the Father (John 15:15), so, in turn, they did not shrink from declaring to their hearers the whole counsel of God about their salvation (Acts 20:27). What they heard and saw they declared and wrote (1 John 1:1-2). Therefore it is false to say that they communicated some things to prelates and bishops alone that were to be handed down to posterity by oral tradition.
 


Statements of the fathers.
 

§ 400. Here we can cite those statements from the fathers: (1) That bear witness regarding the perfection of Scripture, for the necessity of traditions cannot stand with that perfection.
 

(2) In which they testify that the apostles secretly taught nothing that they hid from some people. Irenaeus, bk. 3, c. 14, p. 199: “Simply and envying no one, the apostles taught to everyone what they had learned from the Lord.” This he concludes from the words of the apostle: “I did not shrink from declaring to you the whole counsel of God” (Acts 20:27). Chapter 20, p. 200: “The teaching of the apostles is clear and firm, and it takes nothing away. They did not teach one thing secretly and something else openly, for this is the endeavor of counterfeiters and corrupt seducers and hypocrites.” ** Book 4, c. 36: “No other traditions that are vaunted under the title or name of the apostles are to be accepted than those that are included in Scripture and agree with it.” Cyprian, Epistle 10 ad Pomp.: “Where does that tradition of yours come from? Does it come from the authority of the Lord? For God bears witness that we must do those things that are written.” Augustine, De bapt. contra Donatist., bk. 5, c. 26: “What Cyprian admonishes—that we go back to the fountain, that is, to the tradition of the apostles, and from it direct a canal into our times—is best and should undoubtedly be done.” ** Tertullian, De praescript., c. 25, p. 208: “It is the same madness when they admit that the apostles were ignorant of nothing and that they did not preach different things among themselves, but that they did not want to reveal all things to everyone, for they entrusted some things openly to everyone and some things secretly to a few.” This he refutes there in great detail.
 

(3) In which they testify that it is a characteristic of heretics to leave Scripture and seek refuge in traditions.
 

(4) In which they list traditions of the sort that the Papists do not observe today.
 


Antithesis.
 

§ 401. Because the Papists have convinced themselves that Scripture is imperfect, they claim that this imperfection must be erased by the supplement of traditions. Therefore they adorn their traditions with great praise. In Panopl., bk. 2, c. 5, Lindanus says, “They are the Homeric [image: ] [“magic herb”] that preserves the Christian faith against the enchantments of the heretics.” He calls them “the shield of Ajax” (op. cit., c. 9), “the touchstone” (bk. 1, c. 9), and “the foundation of faith” (bk. 5, c. 2). Hoffmeister, Theol. patrum, p. 24: “We must believe only that truth which in no way disagrees or is out of harmony with ecclesiastical tradition.”
 

Yet they go off in different directions. (1) Some equate them with the written Word of God and place them on the same level with the Word. Council of Trent, sess. 4:
 


The sacrosanct Council of Trent notes that this truth and discipline are contained in the sacred books and in unwritten traditions that the apostles received from the mouth of Christ Himself or by the dictation of the Holy Spirit and that have come down to us as if given by hand. It has followed the examples of the orthodox fathers and accepts and reveres with equal affection of piety all the books of the Old and New Testaments, because one God is the author of both, as well as those traditions that pertain both to faith and behavior, as being dictated orally by Christ or the Holy Spirit and preserved by continual succession in the Catholic Church.

 




 

This decree was taken from [the Jus canonicum,] dist. 11, c. Ecclesiast.: “We have received some of the ecclesiastical institutions in writing; and some we have received that have been confirmed by apostolic tradition through their successors in the ministry; and some, strengthened by custom, have been given approval through their use. These have the same manner, and we owe each an equal affection of piety.” The Catech. ex decreto concil. Trid. editus, p. 12, Cologne edition: “Every form of teaching that must be given to the faithful is contained in the Word of God, which is distributed into Scripture and traditions.” Censur. Colon., f. 230, claims: “Traditions have equal authority and must be believed with the same faith as those things that have clear testimonies in Scripture.”
 

(2) There are some who prefer traditions to Scripture and give first place to traditions and second to Scripture. Lindanus, De opt. Script. interpret.: “All tradition of the Church is clearly the bow and stern of the Christian religion, the indubitable bulwark and fortress of salvation. So long as the foundation of tradition is safe, nothing harmful is brought against the Church, no matter how much the Scriptures may be destroyed.”
 

(3) There are some who give first place to the written Gospel and second place, not the same, to tradition, such as Stanislaus Hosius (according to Vergerius, Dialog. 1. contra Hosium, in Oper., vol. 1, f. 140) and Jacobus Nachiantes Clugiensis, bishop of Chioggia, who said at the Council of Trent: “The words ‘with equal affection of piety’ seem harsh to me because there is nothing that can be compared with the Gospel.” Because of this he was commanded by the officials to leave Trent and to go to Rome to obtain forgiveness from the pope (again according to Vergerius, Epistle ad regem Polon., f. 119).
 

§ 402. In De verbo Dei, bk. 4, Bellarmine proceeds to debate about traditions in this way: In c. 1 he lists those especially who have defended or assailed unwritten traditions.
 

In c. 2 he defines tradition and says that “it is a teaching that was not written—not that it has been written nowhere but that it was not written by its first author.” He rebukes Chemnitz because Chemnitz wanted to prove from Cyprian, who (in bk. 2, epistle 3) calls the mixture of the cup a dominical tradition, that “the word ‘tradition’ is assigned to written doctrine, though this is taught nowhere in the Gospel.” (Cyprian, however, thought that this had been written, but he still calls it a tradition. Therefore Chemnitz was speaking according to Cyprian’s supposition.) He uses as an example the Baptism of infants, regarding which he says “nothing is found written in any apostolic book.” (Yet Bellarmine himself, in De bapt., c. 8, draws three arguments from the Scriptures for establishing infant Baptism and adds, c. 9: “This is concluded quite clearly from Scripture.”)
 

Next, he says that there are two divisions of traditions, the first taken from authors; the second, from the material. The first group is divided into divine, apostolic, and ecclesiastical traditions. Those are called divine “that have been received from Christ Himself as He taught His apostles and that are found nowhere in the sacred books.” He says they are the sort that “pertain to the material and form of the sacraments, about which the divine books have little information, though it is certain that the essence of the sacraments could not have been established except by Christ Himself.” (With the word “sacrament” one understands either the two truly and properly called Sacraments of the New Testament—Baptism and the Eucharist—or the five sacraments of the Papists in addition to those two. The form and material of the former have been explained quite clearly in Holy Scripture; we deny, however, that the form and material of the latter are found therein. Accordingly, we do not acknowledge them as Sacraments instituted by Christ. But Bellarmine contradicts himself when he looks anxiously in the Scriptures for the material and form of these sacraments too.)
 

Those traditions are called “apostolic” “that were instituted by the apostles but not without the assistance of the Holy Spirit. Nonetheless we do not find them written in their Epistles.” He says that the Lenten fast and the fasts of the Ember days [quatuor temporum] are examples of this. (Whatever the apostles commanded to be observed throughout the Church as pertaining to faith and life, that is divine and necessary. All of this is contained in Holy Writ. On the other hand, whatever rituals and ceremonies they established in certain churches, those are free and adiaphora. The devout ancients say that the apostles did not legislate definite rules about fasting. Augustine, Epistle 86 ad Casulanum: “I find no limitation by command of the Lord or of the apostles as to what days one should not fast and what days he should fast.” Socrates, Hist. eccles., bk. 5, c. 21: “I think that the apostles left to the judgment of individuals that each person should do that which is good, not out of fear or necessity.” Therefore the Lenten fast cannot be referred to apostolic traditions. Therefore Hosius, Confess. Petricov., c. 4, refers it to ecclesiastical traditions. Other Papists refer it to divine traditions. In Adv. haeres., bk. 8, Alphonsus de Castro writes: “Many serious theologians affirm that Lent was instituted by Christ.” Here Bellarmine sides with neither faction because he refers the Lenten fast to neither divine nor ecclesiastical traditions but to apostolic traditions.)
 

Those that are called “ecclesiastical” traditions are “certain ancient customs, initiated either by prelates or by the people, that gradually developed the force of law, the consensus of the people being silent. These (he says) have equal force with the decrees and constitutions of the Church.” (In the civil commonwealth, indeed, the force of approved customs and written laws is the same, ff. De legibus, l. Diuturna.67 In the ecclesiastical commonwealth, however, it has not yet been demonstrated that these hold the same place. Furthermore, Bellarmine asserts that “ecclesiastical traditions have force equal to the traditions of the Church,” though he has not dared to equate them with the written Word of God. The fathers of Trent, however, decree that all traditions “are to be received with an equal affection of piety with the written Word of God.”)
 

The second group is divided into traditions about faith and traditions about behavior. These again are either perpetual or temporary, universal or particular, necessary or free. “Traditions about faith are that Mary was always a virgin and that there are four Gospels. Traditions about behavior are that the sign of the cross is to be traced on the forehead or that fasts are to be observed on certain days. A perpetual tradition is one that is instituted to be kept always until the end of the world, such as have been listed up to this point.” (Those either have been written, and thus they will be necessary, or they have not been written, and thus they will be free.) “A temporary tradition is one that has been established for a certain time, such as the observance of certain legal ceremonies (Acts 15).” (Yet these were written and, according to the law of love, one could understand that in matters of adiaphora he must have consideration for the weaker brethren.) “A universal tradition is one that is given to the entire Church to be kept, such as the observance of Easter and the great feasts. A particular tradition is one that is handed down to only one or several churches, such as, at the time of Augustine, the fast of the Sabbath that Peter had given to the church at Rome and was kept only by it and some others.” Augustine, Epistle 86 ad Casulanum: “A necessary tradition is one that is given in the form of a command, as the celebration of Easter on the first Sunday after the fourteenth day after the March full moon. A free tradition is one that is given in the form of advice, such as the sprinkling of purification water.” (What we approve and disapprove in these matters is revealed from our preceding comments, and one will see this in greater detail from what we shall add later.)
 

In c. 3 Bellarmine explains the state of the question and uncovers some lies of Chemnitz and others. (But an actual inspection of the passages easily frees them from the charge of lying).
 

In c. 4 he begins to demonstrate the necessity of traditions, where he argues that “Scripture without traditions is neither simply necessary nor sufficient.” We have discussed both points earlier.
 

In c. 5 he tries to prove from Scripture that “there are some genuine traditions: (1) Because of the proven imperfection of Scripture.” (However, we have proved the perfection of Scripture in the preceding chapter. In De verbo Dei, bk. 4, c. 11, Bellarmine himself concedes that “the apostles wrote all those things that are necessary to all people and that they set out openly for all people.”) And (2) “Because of the testimonies of Scripture,” which we shall consider in order.
 


Arguments in favor of traditions: First, John 16:12: “I yet have many things to say to you.” John 21:25: “But there are also many other things that Jesus did.”
 

§ 403. (I) In John 16:12, Christ says to His disciples, “I have yet many things to say to you, but you cannot bear them now.” In John 21:25, the evangelist says, “But there are also many other things that Jesus did; if every one of them were written, I suppose that the world itself could not contain the books that would be written.”
 


It is evident, therefore, that the Lord did and said many things that have not been written, for one hand can hold all those books that are extant. But John says that the whole world cannot hold the books that would be written. Besides, those things that the Lord kept promising to say He undoubtedly did say after His resurrection. (See Acts 1:3.) Yet the evangelists wrote few details of the works and words of the Lord after His resurrection. It is by no means credible that the apostles who had seen and heard those things did not hand them down to the Church. After all, they were neither jealous nor forgetful to be unwilling or unable to speak them.

 




 

We respond. (1) We concede that the evangelists did not write everything that Christ said or did, but we deny that they omitted anything of those matters that are necessary for faith and behavior. Luke says that he “wrote all that Jesus began to do and teach” (Acts 1:1). Take this to mean those things that are necessary to know for salvation, as Chrysostom explains correctly in his commentary. Cyril, bk. 12 on John, last chapter: “Not all the things the Lord did were written but only those things the writers thought were sufficient for both behavior and dogmas.” Augustine, treatise 49 on John: “Those things were selected to be written that seemed sufficient for the salvation of those who believe.” These statements of Cyril and Augustine were undoubtedly taken from John 20:30-31: “Now Jesus did many other signs that are not written; but these are written that you may believe that Jesus is the Christ, and that you may have life in His name.”
 

Bellarmine objects that “even necessary matters have not been written, especially about the institution of the sacraments, which the Lord undoubtedly handed down in those forty days after His resurrection.” Yet he is speaking either about the two truly and properly called Sacraments of the New Testament or about the five sacraments that the Papists add to them. The institution of the former we find clearly in Scripture. Even if the institution of the latter does not exist, this still takes nothing from the perfection of Scripture. Rather, we conclude from this that those are not truly and properly called sacraments. After His resurrection, Christ spoke with His disciples about “the kingdom of God” (Acts 1:3), about merit and the way of attaining salvation, about the kingdom of grace, about the benefits of this kingdom, about the manner of administering and spreading it, about the enemies who assail it, about the eternal preservation of it, etc. These, however, were not new articles of faith outside of Scripture but were a repetition of His previous teaching. (See our Harmon. de resurrect., p. 502.) What Christ discussed with His disciples is described in clear words in Matthew 28, Mark 16, Luke 24, and Acts 1, so there is no need to run for help to doubtful and uncertain unwritten traditions.
 

(2) Although Christ’s words and deeds are not individually extant in the Scriptures one by one ([image: ]), nevertheless they are contained in them according to class ([image: ]). You see, those that have not been noted were of the same class with those that were written, and they were only a more copious declaration and confirmation of them. You see, all of Christ’s miracles had one and the same goal. Thus in Acts 20:35 there is cited a statement of the Lord omitted by the evangelists, but several exhortations of the same type are extant that the evangelists did note as they came from Christ’s mouth: Matt. 5:7: “Blessed are the merciful”; Luke 6:38: “Give, and it will be given to you”; Luke 16:9: “Make friends for yourselves by means of unrighteous mammon.”
 

(3) Therefore there is no legitimate conclusion in these inferences of Bellarmine:
 


Not all of Christ’s miracles have been written down specifically; therefore the teaching necessary for faith and behavior has not been written sufficiently. Not everything that Christ did and said has been written; therefore not everything one must know for salvation has been written. At that time Christ did not tell His apostles everything; therefore He did not later reveal all the necessary things to them nor did they write down all necessary things. The evangelists omitted some of Christ’s words and deeds; therefore those are the traditions that the Papists are forcing on the Church.

 




 

Let them first prove that their traditions are truly divine and apostolic, that is, that they came from Christ and the apostles and were commended by them to the Church. Then we shall accept them with a willing spirit.
 

(4) If Scripture is imperfect because not all of Christ’s words and deeds are written one by one, it will not be perfect even when joined with traditions, because one cannot draw out each of those words and deeds from traditions.
 

(5) Those things that the evangelists did not write were completely in harmony with those things that they did write—far be it from us to claim that the Holy Spirit, who spoke through Christ and the apostles, is contrary to Himself! Papist traditions, on the other hand, conflict with God’s Word. Thus Petrus a Soto (Contra Brent.) places among the traditions the invocation of the saints, the merits of works, etc. Peresius (De tradit., part 3) includes the celibacy of priests. Yet we can demonstrate from Scripture that the saints are not to be invoked, that there are no merits of works, and that Christ and the apostles left marriage as free for ecclesiastical persons. Therefore these cannot be the traditions that the evangelists omitted. Just as Irenaeus proves false the gospel fabricated by the Valentinians, which they called the “Gospel of Truth,” from the fact that it was unlike the remaining four Gospels (bk. 3, c. 11, p. 188), so in the same way we can prove false the fabricated traditions that they attribute to the apostles because they are not in harmony with the teaching set forth in the writings of the apostles.
 

(6) Those things that Christ could not teach at that time because of the weakness and sadness of the disciples were great mysteries that cannot be understood without the Holy Spirit. The traditions of the Papists, however, are constituted in such a way that they can be understood easily.
 

(7) Christ’s statement in John 16:12 draws light from His others. In John 15:15 He says to His disciples, “No longer do I call you servants, but I have called you friends, for all that I have heard from My Father I have made known to you.” In establishing the apostles, therefore, Christ omitted not a thing of that which was necessary. The apostles, in turn, set forth in their writings all the necessary things. 1 John 1:3-4: “That which we have seen and heard we proclaim also to you. And we are writing this to you that your joy may be complete.” But could the devout really seek their perfect joy and comfort from those writings if something essential had been omitted? Why, then, does Christ say, “I have yet many things to tell you, but you cannot bear them now”? We respond. The words of the Gospel bring along with themselves their own explanations; whenever you find an objection in Scripture in favor of the heretics, you will find a remedy at its side. Christ immediately adds in v. 13: “When the Spirit of truth comes, He will lead you into all truth.” But will the Holy Spirit really teach other things than those that Christ had already taught before? Not at all! But He adds, vv. 13-14: “He will not speak on His own authority, but whatever He hears He will speak. He will take what is Mine and declare it to you.” John 14:26: “He will teach you all things and will bring to your remembrance all that I have said to you.” The Latin version has quaecunque dixero vobis [“whatever I shall have said to you”] but Erasmus corrects it. From all this it appears quite clear that in John 16:12 Christ is speaking not about some dogmas of which the apostles were still ignorant but about those that He had quite often preached in their presence. However, because of the weakness under which the apostles were still laboring and because of their preconceived opinions, they had not understood them. Thus in John 2:22 Christ is making a prophecy about the temple of His body, that He would raise it again after three days. At that time the disciples did not understand those words, but after the resurrection they did. Thus before its fulfillment they did not understand what Christ had said in this pre-Passion address about His suffering and resurrection.
 

** Even if up to this time Christ had not taught the apostles all things, He still could have taught them later after His resurrection. This is proved by statements from Luke 24[:47] (“Beginning,” etc.) and Acts 1[:3] (“about the kingdom of God”). **
 

(8) Cornelius Jansenius, considering all these matters carefully, comments on these words (Concord. evang., c. 135, p. 964):
 


These “many things” about which the Lord says, “I have yet many things to say to you,” are correctly understood to mean those things that they learned openly and clearly about the mysteries of the Christian faith through the coming of the Holy Spirit. For at that time the apostles were incapable of an open and clear explanation of them. These “many things,” therefore, were not different from those that the Lord had taught them in person until then. Rather, they were a fuller and clearer explanation of the same things, just as when Paul says, “I could not address you as spiritual but as carnal; as children I fed you with milk, not solid food” (1 Cor. 3[:1-2]). And: “But we speak wisdom among the perfect” (1 Cor. 2[:6]). He does not wish to signify that he is teaching some things to the perfect that he does not teach the imperfect (because he preached the same faith to both), but that he was opening more perfectly the mysteries of his preaching and faith for the more perfect and was adapting his teaching to the capability of his hearers.

 




 

These are all words of Jansenius, a Papist writer. Even by themselves they are sufficient statements with regard to Bellarmine’s argument.
 

(9) Jansenius correctly teaches from Augustine, treatise 96 on John: “All the heretics, even the most foolish, who want to be called Christians have tried to disguise the boldness of their inventions with this pretext of the statement of the Gospel where the Lord says, ‘I have yet many things to say to you.’ “To this Jansenius responds vigorously: “Because Christ Himself kept silent about these matters, who of us will say they are these or those things? Or if he dares to say it, how will he prove it? For who is so vain or rash that, after he has said words by which he wanted [to prove it] and which he wanted [to affirm], he will affirm without any divine testimony that these are the ones the Lord then wanted to say?”
 


Second, 1 Corinthians 11:34: “About the other things I shall give directions when I come.”
 

§ 404. (II) “In 1 Cor. 11:34ff., he is treating two questions: one about the way to pray in church and the other about the way of taking the Eucharist. He begins both with tradition because those commands are not found written anywhere. He concludes with v. 34: ‘About the other things I shall give directions when I come.’ What directions he gave are nowhere found in writing. Catholics correctly think that he not only gave directions about things that had to do with rituals and ceremonies but that he also taught more serious matters concerning the ordination of ministers, the sacrifice of the altar, and about the material and form of the other sacraments. Heretics can by no means show the opposite.”
 

We respond. (1) The same faulty logic is coming back:
 


The apostles handed down certain matters; therefore these were not later put into Scripture. The apostles handed down certain matters that were not written; therefore those things are set forth in the traditions of the Papists. To the Corinthians the apostle handed down certain ceremonial regulations about the manner of receiving the Eucharist and about the way to pray in church; therefore certain necessary dogmas were not included and set forth in Holy Scripture. In the church at Corinth, the apostle ordained certain rituals that by their own nature were free and adiaphora; therefore he left behind a huge mass of tradition about the dogmas of faith. At that time the apostle had not yet prescribed to the Corinthians all the things that were related to the rituals of the Church, and he praises them for observing their traditions; therefore after the completion of the New Testament canon we can find not even in the rest of his Epistles what we must know about the apostle’s teaching.

 




 

(2) In the administration of the Eucharist there are two things: the substantial and the ceremonial or ritual. The former are necessary and written most sufficiently, because the apostle repeats the institution of the Holy Supper, which he says he received from the Lord Himself (v. 23). This had already been written down by the evangelists, and Paul puts it in this place in his Epistle. The latter, on the other hand, are necessary only in a certain respect, namely, with regard to category and with regard to morality, that things may be done “according to order and elegantly” [1 Cor. 14:40]. That which is merely ceremonial has been left in the liberty of the Church. Thus even the Papists themselves today do not observe all those ceremonies that the apostle prescribed in the Corinthian church in this Epistle.
 

(3) We cannot take “the other things” [1 Cor. 11:34], for which the apostle promises to give directions, to mean necessary dogmas omitted in Scripture but rather free rituals having to do with graceful order and edification. This we prove, first, from the apostle’s words in 1 Cor. 1:5, that the Corinthians “in every way were made rich with all speech and all knowledge.” If, however, they still had been ignorant of some necessary and serious doctrines, they would not already have been rich in all knowledge. In 1 Cor. 15:1 he writes: “Now I remind you of the Gospel I preached to you, which you also received, in which you also stand, by which you also are saved.” Therefore they were ignorant of nothing that was necessary for their salvation. We prove this, second, from the words themselves, for he says [image: ] (“the rest”), namely, the things that are of the same category as the preceding, in which he had spoken about ceremonies and rituals. In addition, he uses the word [image: ] [“to give directions”], which applies to ceremonies related to good order and elegance in the Church. Third, from the circumstances. You see, if the Corinthians had still been ignorant of some necessary dogmas, the apostle would have omitted rituals that by their own nature are free and instead would have given the Corinthians instruction about those dogmas in this Epistle. Fourth, from the consensus of the interpreters. In his commentary, Ambrose says, “He promised to establish, when he was present, the other things that have to do with the edification of the Church.” In his commentary, Chrysostom says, “He is speaking about this matter or about other things that are not very urgent.” Theodoret, ibid.: “Because he had written about the more necessary issues, he saved the rest for when he was present.” Oecumenius, ibid.: “He says this either about the same thing, as if the Holy Supper needed correction in other matters, or about something else that needs not so much his words as his presence.” Thomas, in his commentary: “‘The rest,’ that is, things that are not of such danger.” Cajetan, in his commentary: “‘The rest’ is what he had told them earlier. In addition to the abuse of anticipation of the Supper, he had narrated another abuse, namely, that one was suffering hunger while another was drunk. He had told them that, when he came, there were disagreements among them and that he had applied a remedy for neither of these abuses. Therefore he says, ‘About the other things that I have mentioned earlier I shall give directions when I come.’”
 

(4) What Bellarmine suspects was handed down later by the apostle—namely, “concerning the ordination of ministers, the sacrifice of the altar, the material and form of the sacraments”—these are the things that he himself struggles to dig from the apostolic writings in his book regarding the sacrament of order, the Mass, confirmation, penance, extreme unction, and marriage. Therefore he claims that these are not a part of the unwritten traditions but are scriptural dogmas.
 


Third, 2 Thessalonians 2:15: “Hold to the traditions.”
 

§ 405. (III) “2 Thess. 2:15: ‘So, then, brethren, stand firm and hold to the traditions that you received either by word of mouth or by our letter.’ Here the disjunctives [“either,” “or”] clearly indicate that what he had taught and what he had written are different and that the entire Gospel is not contained in that Epistle, though the apostle had preached the whole Gospel to the Thessalonians. Furthermore, the apostle says in this chapter that he had preached to them about when the Antichrist would come, but this was written nowhere.”
 

We respond. (1) The word “traditions” here is taken generally and is understood as all the teaching in whatever way it is handed down, either in speech or in writing. The apostle admonishes the Thessalonians to persevere constantly in the heavenly doctrine that he had handed down to them orally at that time, as well as that which he had begun to put into writing in this Epistle, as the connection of the apostolic text shows: verse 5: “Do you not remember that when I was still with you I told you these things?” Verse 14: “God called you through our Gospel.” Verse 15: “So, then, stand firm and hold to the traditions that you have learned.”
 

** Ambrose observes this connection of the text: “God has called you to obtain salvation through our Gospel. Therefore stand firm and hold to the traditions.” It is as if Paul were saying, “Therefore stand firm in the Gospel that I have given you partly in speaking and partly in writing.” Therefore in this way, the “traditions” of Paul are the Gospel that he handed down. But the Gospel is written. Therefore Paul’s “traditions” are written. He mentions what those things are that he handed down to them orally; this is explained in Acts 17:2-3, where Luke writes that when Paul had reached Thessalonica he explained to the Jews from the Scriptures that it was necessary for Christ to suffer and rise from the dead and that this Christ is the Jesus whom he was proclaiming. With these words, Luke discloses both what Paul handed down and from what sources Paul taught the Thessalonians orally. From what source? From the Scriptures. What? That it was necessary for Christ to suffer and rise again. This, then, is “the tradition of the Gospel” (as Ambrose correctly calls it in his commentary on 2 Thessalonians 2) that the apostle says the Thessalonians should hold to. He taught the Thessalonians the Gospel (1 Thess. 1:5; 2:4; 3:2); there is no other Gospel, however, except that which is written (Gal. 1:7). **
 

(2) Therefore we concede that the Thessalonians ought to keep and hold tightly to all the things they had learned from the apostle either by speech or by his letter because the apostle had handed down to them some matters orally and some he had put down in writing. However, one cannot infer from this that, even after the New Testament canon was finished, some necessary dogmas pertaining to faith and behavior were not written by the apostles. It is evident that this Epistle of Paul to the Thessalonians was written early in the time when the New Testament books were being written—before Matthew wrote his Gospel, if we believe Irenaeus, in the eighteenth year after Christ’s ascension, when the apostle was teaching at Athens, because Matthew wrote in the twenty-first year (Irenaeus, Adv. haeres., bk. 3, c. 1). (Nicephorus, however, in Hist., bk. 2, c. 45, claims that Matthew wrote during the fifteenth year after Christ’s ascension.) Accordingly, there is no logical consequence in this argument: “The apostle did not write all things to the Thessalonians in this Epistle, and consequently he sends them back to the oral teaching he had given them earlier; therefore those things were completely unwritten. At the time he was writing this Epistle to the Thessalonians, all things had not yet been written; therefore all things were not written afterward.”
 

** He sends them back to traditions: (1) Because, concerning the Gospel history, only the synodal epistle (Acts 15) and 1 Thessalonians were extant. (2) Because the Thessalonians still held in recent memory what Paul had handed down to them orally. **
 

(3) There are some who respond that the particle [image: ] [“either, or”] in 2 Thess. 2:15 is not disjunctive but conjunctive in the way it is used in 1 Cor. 13:8 and just as the particle [image: ] [“or”] is taken in 1 Cor. 11:27. But even if we were to take it disjunctively here, our opinion is not at all weakened thereby.
 

(4) The apostle had by no means taught the Thessalonians orally anything about a definite and determined time when the Antichrist was to be expected but only about the coming, dominion, and revelation of the Antichrist, as we gather from the text. If he had revealed something to them about the definite time the Antichrist would come, then the Thessalonians certainly would not have awaited Christ’s coming to judge as something close at hand. But let us grant that that apostolic tradition was about the definite time when the Antichrist would come. Let the Papists, then, bring forth this tradition, or let them admit that they are deprived of that apostolic tradition.
 

(5) Whatever the apostle handed down to the Thessalonians, that has either been written in this Epistle; or it was recorded later in other books of the New Testament; or it belongs to that class (Acts 26:22): “… saying nothing but what the prophets and Moses said would come to pass”; or it is to be referred to rituals and free ceremonies, or to those things that can be unknown without loss of faith and salvation, such as whatever has delayed the coming of the Antichrist.
 

(6) On the other hand, let Bellarmine prove this logical consequence: “Some things were not written but were handed down orally to the Thessalonians; therefore these things are the traditions of the Papists.” Surely by this logic he proceeds from the undistributed to the distributed, from the general to the specific.
 

(7) That which the apostle here says was handed down to the Thessalonians “by word of mouth” was handed down to all without distinction and was known to all, because the apostle says in general, “Hold to the traditions.” However, regarding those traditions that the apostles left to the churches only orally, Bellarmine argues in c. 11f. as follows: “They pertain to the wisdom handed down to the perfect but not disclosed to all without distinction.”
 

(8) Finally, those things that the apostle taught either by word of mouth or in writing were all of the same sort and were in harmony with the books of the Old Testament and with each other. Far be it from us to want to claim that contrary ideas have come from one and the same Spirit of truth! The Papist traditions, however, are opposed to the Scriptures.
 


Fourth, 1 Timothy 6:20: “Guard the deposit.”
 

§ 406. (IV) “1 Tim. 6:20: ‘O Timothy, guard the deposit.’ 2 Tim. 1:13-14: ‘Hold the pattern of sound words that you have heard from me. Guard the good deposit by the Holy Spirit, who dwells within us.’ 2 Tim. 2:1-2: ‘You, then, my son, be strong in the grace that is in Christ Jesus, and what you have heard from me before many witnesses entrust to faithful men who will be able to teach others also.’ In these passages we cannot take the word ‘deposit’ to mean Holy Scripture, but rather the treasury of doctrine, the understanding of divine dogmas. That is, he wanted the sense of the Scriptures as well as the sense of other dogmas, and all doctrine, to be spread by tradition, as Chrysostom and Theophylact explain in their commentaries on these passages. If he were speaking about written words, he would not commend the ‘deposit’ so anxiously. After all, pages and scribes preserve the Scriptures easily. But the apostle wants this to be preserved by the Holy Spirit in Timothy’s breast. Next, he would not add: ‘Entrust this to faithful men who will be able to teach others also.’ Rather, he would say, ‘Entrust this to scribes that they may transcribe many copies.’ He would not say, ‘what you have heard from me before many witnesses,’ but ‘what I have written to you.’”
 

We respond. (1) Tertullian (De praescript., c. 25, p. 208) is a witness that the ancient heretics wanted to demonstrate with the same argument that the apostle did not reveal all things to all people. He says, “Indeed, they confess that the apostles were ignorant of nothing. But they were unwilling to reveal all things to all people, for they entrusted certain matters publicly to everyone and certain matters secretly to a few because Paul used this expression to Timothy: ‘O Timothy, guard the deposit’ [1 Tim. 6:20]. And again, ‘Guard the good deposit’ [2 Tim. 1:14].” And Tertullian responds: “What deposit is so silent that it is regarded as the teaching of someone else? Is it of such a declaration that he says, ‘I commend this declaration to you, O Timothy, my son’?” See the actual place where Tertullian especially urges the fact that this deposit was commended to Timothy “before many witnesses.” Therefore this cannot be taken to mean secret traditions.
 

(2) Therefore the word “deposit” is taken to mean the entire system of sound and orthodox teaching that the apostle had handed down to Timothy, as we conclude from the circumstances of these passages: 1 Tim. 6:20: “Guard the deposit, avoiding profane novelties of words and the contradictions of what is falsely called knowledge.” 2 Tim. 1:13-14: “Retain the pattern [[image: ]] of sound words that you have heard from me in the faith and love that are in Christ Jesus. Guard the good deposit [[image: ]].”
 

(3) By no means can one infer from this that we must accept traditions outside of Scripture “with equal affection of piety” with the written Word of God. After all, the apostle had set forth that sound doctrine to Timothy from Moses and the prophets (Acts [2]6:22). Thus he is also sending him back to Holy Writ, from which, he asserts, Timothy can be completely equipped for every good work and for salvation (2 Tim. 3:15-16). Also, that deposit of heavenly doctrine that the apostle had first handed down to Timothy orally was later put into the Scriptures by God’s will, and in the Scriptures the doctrine of faith and love is set forth clearly and completely.
 

(4) Therefore that deposit of doctrine is not set against Holy Scripture but against “profane novelties of words” and errors in the faith. Exhortations are often made in our churches that we should be vigilant in preserving the deposit of doctrine and watch out for it reverently, yet none of us claims that the deposit is to be sought outside of Scripture in traditions. In De praescript., Tertullian refers the deposit “to that which the apostle wrote above and below.”
 

(5) For the faithful protection of this deposit, it is not sufficient that the books of the Bible be carefully preserved in boxes and that scribes make many copies. Instead, sound doctrine must be proclaimed publicly in the Church from the Scriptures, it must diligently be kept free of corruptions, and it must be spread to posterity by the work of the ecclesiastical ministry, so that the internal preservation of the doctrine taken from the books of the Bible be added to the external preservation of the books of the Bible.
 

(6) It is certain that to this treasury of doctrine and to this precious deposit there pertain both Scripture and the true meaning of the dogmas taken from Scripture. Jerome correctly points out in his commentary on Galatians 1: “The Gospel is not in the words but in their meaning; not on the surface but in the marrow; not in the foliage of words but in the root of definition [ratio].” This, too, is certain: We must not look for that meaning in doubtful and uncertain traditions but in the Holy Scriptures themselves, which carry their own explanations with them and in which “the words of God sound forth and one learns the heart of God.”
 

(7) Cajetan understands this “deposit” as the flock entrusted to Timothy; others, the office committed to Timothy and the gifts of the Holy Spirit. If anyone favors these explanations, every cord is cut from Bellarmine’s argument.
 


Fifth, 2 John 12 and 3 John 13: “I have many things to write to you.”
 

§ 407. (V) “2 John 12 and 3 John 13: ‘Having many things to write to you, I did not want to use paper and ink.’ Therefore John said many things to his disciples and through his disciples to the entire Church, which, nevertheless, are not written.” We respond. (1) The apostle is speaking about some singular matters concerning deeds or rituals that he did not have to put into writing, but by no means about articles of faith that one must know for salvation. (2) We concede that John and the other apostles preached more things orally than they put into writing; but they did write the necessary things. (3) It is one thing to speak about those brief Epistles and another to speak about the entire canon of the Old and New Testaments. In the former, all the necessary things have not been written. But one cannot infer from this that in the entire canon of the Old and New Testaments not all things have been written that one must know for salvation. (4) The apostle did not want to write more in these Epistles because he hoped to “speak face-to-face” with those to whom he was writing. Today, however, he speaks to us only in Scripture.
 

§ 408. So these are the passages that Bellarmine draws from Scripture in favor of traditions. Other Papists bring up: (1) The apostle’s statement: “I delivered to you what I also received” (1 Cor. 15:3). Yet the apostle immediately adds what it was that he delivered, namely, “that Christ died for our sins in accordance with the Scriptures and that He was buried and that He rose in accordance with the Scriptures.” But all these things are explained clearly in the writings of the evangelists.
 

(2) Some bring forward the names of the two mages in 2 Tim. 3:8, which the apostle had by tradition. This, however, was not some necessary dogma of faith but a historical tradition. Chrysostom (homily 8 on 2 Timothy 3, f. 1673, Gr. edition) speaks alternatively: “Jannes and Jambres—who are these men? Mages who lived at the time of Moses. How is it that their names are found nowhere else? It is likely that Paul learned them either from tradition or from the Spirit.” In Numenius of Apamea, a Pythagorean philosopher from Syria ([image: ], bk. 3), there is a passage that Eusebius quotes in De praeparat. evangel., bk. 9, c. 8, f. 241: “Moses vied with the mages Jannes and Mambres (which is the way the talmudic treatise De oblationibus, c. Omnes oblationes, and Origen, homily 35 on Matthew, read), who tried to imitate him with miracles.” Therefore just as the apostle had taken some hemistichs from Aratus, Menander, and Epimenides, so also he would have taken the names of the mages from Numenius.
 


The testimony of the Papists, councils, and fathers.
 

§ 409. In c. 6-7 Bellarmine produces the testimonies of the Papists, councils, and fathers, to which we respond in general: (1) Some of these are spurious, namely, those that he takes from the decretal epistles of the popes, from Dionysius the Areopagite, Clement of Rome, etc., as will be demonstrated in the patrology.
 

** In this way Basil seems to equate traditions with the Gospel (De Spiritu sancto, bk. 1, c. 27). Erasmus, however, in his preface to this passage of Basil, doubts “whether these are the true and genuine words of Basil because I find a dissimilarity of style there.” In his book De confess. fidei, he attributes all things in matters of faith to Scripture, to which he wants nothing added. **
 

(2) Some of this evidence speaks about traditions set forth in Scripture, and these we do not reject. (3) Some of it speaks about free rites and ceremonies. (4) Some entrust to the Church a ministry of protecting and propagating doctrine and the canonical books, but by no means does it establish an authority for traditions equal to that of Scripture. (5) Some of it speaks indefinitely about traditions, that Christ and the apostles taught more than was written, but by no means does it speak about Papist traditions. (6) Some is opposed to the truth and to other testimonies of the fathers and even to Bellarmine himself. Thus Bellarmine tries to prove here from Theodoret, Histor. eccles., bk. 1, c. 8, that “the Council of Nicaea first condemned the Arian heresy on the basis of a doctrine that was not written.” He himself claims something contrary (De concil., bk. 2, c. 12, § Sic etiam): “When the Council of Nicaea defined that Christ was consubstantial with the Father, it drew its conclusion from the Scriptures, in which we find clearly that there is one God, that the Father is God, and that the Son is God. From these it necessarily follows that the Father and the Son are of the same substance and divinity.” When Augustine was about to debate in Contra Maximinum Arianum (bk. 3, c. 14), he wrote expressly: “I ought not bring up the Council of Nicaea, and you ought not bring up the Council of Ariminum, etc. Let matter vie with matter, cause with cause, reason with reason on the basis of the authorities of the Scriptures, not on the basis of witnesses proper to one side, but those that are common to both of us.”
 


Rational arguments: First, from the consensus of heretics in despising traditions.
 

§ 410. In c. 8 Bellarmine brings out four rational arguments in favor of establishing traditions. The first is taken from the consensus of heretics in despising traditions. “For just as we gather from the common consensus of the fathers who accepted traditions that they are to be accepted, so also we conclude from the common consensus of heretics who reject traditions that they are not to be rejected.” Here he offers as examples “the Valentinians, Marcionites, Cyprian, the Donatists, Arians, Aerians, Eunomians, Nestorius, Eutyches, Dioscorus, and Wyclif.”
 

We respond. (1) We have shown in our treatise On Holy Scripture [1610 Loci Theologici, locus 1], § 64, that heretics most especially had the custom of running to traditions for help, something that Irenaeus testifies regarding all heretics in general (bk. 3, c. 2).
 

(2) Those who have rejected traditions and have appealed to Scripture alone have so far and in this respect not been heretics. Instead, they became heretics to the extent that they corrupted the Scriptures and twisted them to establish their own errors.
 

(3) The Arians appealed to Scripture in such a way that they were unwilling to accept terms that are not extant in Scripture, though the thing itself is contained therein; but we readily admit that this is a preposterous zeal for “the letter.”
 

(4) The traditions that Irenaeus and Tertullian were urging against the Valentinians and Marcionites, which Augustine was urging against the Donatists, and the orthodox against the Arians, were not some extrascriptural dogmas. Rather, these were either the public testimony of the Church concerning the canonical books or the “transmission of teaching,” as Tertullian says, preserved in the Church from the apostles. The foundation of both of these, however, is found in Scripture, and both are in conformity with Scripture in every detail.
 

(5) Those statements in which Cyprian appeals to Scripture from a custom opposed to him were put into canon law itself, as can be seen in dist. 8. Therefore we cannot make this charge in the case of Cyprian.
 


Second, from the custom of all the heathen.
 

§ 411. The second rational argument is taken from the custom of all the heathen. “The Jews had some traditions outside of Scripture, according to Origen (homily 5 on Numbers; commentary on Romans 3). Hilary, on Psalm 2: ‘Then, in the secular commonwealth all people are ruled for the most part by unwritten laws, and as a result, Pericles divides the law of Athens into the written and unwritten law.’ In Polit., bk. 3, c. 11, Aristotle claims that the state must be ruled partly by the best laws and partly by the choice of an excellent man. In civil law the same authority is given to written law and unwritten custom.”
 

We respond. (1) We have shown earlier that the prophets, apostles, and Christ Himself called the Jews back from uncertain traditions to the certain and immovable Scriptures. Let a mature person see closely whether Bellarmine wants to approve of the talmudic and cabalistic dreams of the Jews, which they say take their origin from Moses. Christ and the apostles always emphasize the Scriptures, but nowhere do they recommend those secret traditions either to the Jews or to us.
 

(2) The law of earth [jus poli] is one thing, the law of heaven [jus soli] is another. As the Church is not ruled by human counsel, so also it is not ruled by human laws and any measure of this world. Tertullian is correct in saying: “No one can can give orders to the truth—not a space of time, not patronage of persons, not privilege of position. You see, as a result of these things, custom is given a beginning from some ignorance or simplicity, is strengthened in its use by succession, and thus lays a claim against the truth. Our Lord Christ, however, calls Himself the truth, not the custom” (De veland. virgin., beginning of c. 1).
 

(3) People could not embrace all things by laws and foresee all future cases. But God, who is wisdom itself, wanted and was able in His Word to counteract all errors, all defects, all doubts.
 

(4) In political matters some light of reason has been left, but that has no place in the mysteries of faith.
 

(5) Bellarmine says that “nature itself cries out that traditions are necessary.” The testimony of nature, however, is something to which we must listen in natural matters but not in divine matters placed beyond the sphere of nature.
 


Third, from the dignity of the Catholic Church.
 

§ 412. The third rational argument is taken from the dignity of the Catholic Church. “As the Jews once surpassed all nations because they were entrusted with the oracles of God (Rom. 3:2), so the Church excels all sects because she alone, as Christ’s Bride, knows all mysteries of religion and is aware of the secrets of her betrothed. Yet if all things were written, and indeed clearly, the Church would have no privilege. Instead, heretics, pagans, and heathen would know about the mysteries of faith no less than the Church herself.”
 

We respond. (1) The Israelites are said to have been “entrusted with the oracles of God” because of the Holy Scriptures with which they had been entrusted (Deut. 4:8; Ps. [147]:19), for it is evident from Exod. 24:3 that the subject there concerns the written Law. (2) The privilege of the Church consists not in the preservation of traditions but in the preservation of the heavenly doctrine set forth in the prophetic and apostolic writings, which the Gentiles reject entirely and the Jews reject partly, and which heretics deprave and corrupt. (3) We must distinguish between the knowledge of the letter and of the Spirit. The former is the common property of both the devout and the wicked; the latter belongs to the devout alone (Matt. 16:17; 1 Cor. 2:14; etc.). (4) The greatest praise of the Church is that it does not hold the mysteries of faith and the form of divine worship like Eleusinian rites, but sets them forth publicly to all to promote their salvation. Tobit 12:11: “It is a good thing to keep a king’s secret, but it is honorable to reveal the works of God.”
 


Fourth, from the dignity of the divine mysteries.
 

§ 413. The fourth rational argument is taken from the dignity of the divine mysteries. “Mysteries require silence. It is not proper for them to be explained in the Scriptures, which the entire world reads. Hence the Lord interpreted His parables to the disciples separately from others (Luke 8), and the apostle says, ‘We speak wisdom among the perfect’ (1 Cor. 2:6).”
 

We respond. (1) He has taken his argument from the school of ancient heretics, as is clear from Irenaeus (bk. 3, c. 2). (2) The majesty of the divine mysteries loses nothing through writing. Otherwise God would not have taken care to put into writing those greatest mysteries of the Christian religion concerning the Trinity, the incarnation of the Son, the work of redemption, etc. (3) But who could dream that the Papist traditions contain mysteries more sublime than those that are set forth to us in the Scriptures, some of which we have named? (4) Bellarmine argues that “traditions are called ‘unwritten doctrine’ not because they have never been written but because they were not written by their original author” (De verbo Dei, bk. 4, c. 2). But if traditions lose nothing of their majestic dignity by being written by someone else, then also the dignity of the mysteries loses nothing by being written by their original author. (5) The dignity of the divine mysteries consists in their revelation rather than in their concealment, for the greatest praise of divine goodness is that God has come forth from the secret seat of His majesty, has revealed Himself to men, and wanted to bestow the saving knowledge of Himself in His Word on all without any favoritism. (6) Christ explained His parables separate from others because of the disdainful contempt of the rest, who would leave as soon as they had heard the story and who would neither wait nor ask for an interpretation from Christ. Against the Papists one should note that when Christ explained His parables, not only the disciples were present but also certain others from the common crowd. Mark 4:10: “When He was alone, those who were about Him with the twelve asked Him.” (7) In 1 Cor. 2:6 the apostle is speaking about the doctrine of the Gospel, as is evident from the entire sequence of the context. This, however, is not an unwritten tradition but a doctrine set forth in the Holy Scriptures (1 Cor. 15:2).
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CHAPTER XX: ON THE PERSPICUITY OF SCRIPTURE
 

§ 414. 68 We have said earlier (§ 366) that from the efficient cause and the end of Holy Scripture come its perfection and perspicuity. Up to this point we have been speaking about the perfection of Scripture. It now remains for us to speak about its perspicuity.
 

Our churches affirm with unanimous agreement that Scripture is perspicuous. The Roman churches, on the other hand, deny this. That the state of the question may be clearer, one should note that: (1) The question is not whether some things in Scripture are said rather obscurely and are rather difficult to understand, but whether the dogmas of faith, the knowledge of which is necessary to all for their salvation, have been set forth clearly in Scripture. Christophorus Agricola, in Anti-Pistor., establishes four classes of divine statements. Some he calls “elementary,” in which there are set forth in clear and perspicuous words the great and necessary parts of our religion. Some he calls “sublime,” some “mystical,” and some “onomastic.” (2) With our assertion concerning perspicuity we do not exclude the pious effort that one must apply in reading and meditating on Scripture, nor the aids necessary for the interpretation of Scripture. (3) Some things in Scripture are more clear than others, and things that are said more obscurely in one place are explained more clearly in another. (4) Concerning those things that are explained explicitly and clearly nowhere in Scripture, the understanding of them is not absolutely necessary for salvation. (5) The external perspicuity of the Word does not exclude the necessity of asking for and obtaining the inner illumination and brightness of the Holy Spirit. (6) We are by no means affirming that Scripture is clear and perspicuous to everyone, but rather to those who experience no hindrance because of age or because of ignorance of the language in which they read Scripture.
 

In De serv. arbitr., blessed Luther reminds us of the state of the question: (1) Many passages of Scripture are obscure with regard to the coverings of words and sentences, but no dogma is obscure. (2) Obscurity occurs not as a result of an obscurity of things but because of our ignorance and blindness. (3) The things of God are obscure, but the things of Holy Scripture are perspicuous.
 


This is proved, first, from statements of Scripture.
 

§ 415. We prove this perspicuity of Scripture: (I) From the explicit testimonies of Scripture. Deut. 30:11: “This commandment that I command you this day is not hidden from you nor is it far off.” The Hebrew reads “is not marvelous and withdrawn,” for those things that are obscure and ambiguous are marvelous and exceed comprehension. (In our treatise On Scripture [1610 Loci Theologici, locus 1], § 78, we dissipated the fog with which Bellarmine obscured this passage in De verbo Dei, bk. 3, c. 2.)
 

Ps. 19:8: “The commandment of the Lord is lucid.” The psalmist is speaking about two means by which we are led to a knowledge of God. These are nature (or creation) and Scripture (or the Word of God), which he describes in that psalm with many general terms: for example, “the Law,” “the teaching of God,” “the testimony of the Lord,” and “the precepts of the Lord.” Jerome and Lyra take this psalm to refer to all of Scripture, and Genebrardus admits that some Papists take it in the same way. Moreover, those effects that the psalmist attributes to the Word of God cannot be understood solely of the Law. Therefore Bellarmine’s exception goes up in smoke, the objection that “we must take this statement to mean only the precepts of the Lord but not all Scripture.” In Conc. 23 on Psalm 119, Augustine explains the psalmist’s passage generally as being about “God’s Word contained in the Scriptures.” See our treatise On Scripture [1610 Loci Theologici, locus 1], § 76.
 

Ps. 119:105: “Your Word is a lamp to my feet and a light to my path.”
 

Prov. 6:23: “For the commandment is a lamp and the Law a light.” Solomon is urging us to a study of the heavenly Word (v. 20) with an argument drawn from effect, which is protection against sins (v. 22); then, lest anyone complain about its obscurity, he adds by anticipation, “the Law is a light” (v. 23).
 

2 Pet. 1:19: “We have the prophetic word made more sure. You are doing well to pay attention to it as to a lamp shining in a dark place.”
 

To these statements Bellarmine makes the following general exception: “Scripture is called ‘lucid’ not because it is easy to understand but because, when it has been understood, it illumines people.” By this logic, however, Scripture would be perspicuous not of itself but only by accident; it would not be perspicuous of itself but because of something else, namely, the light of the Church. But whatever is perspicuous only by accident and because of something else cannot be called a lamp and, indeed, something that shines in a dark place. Furthermore, what is clear in such a way that it illumines and sheds light on other things does not need to take and borrow its light from something else. Scripture is clear in such a way that it sheds light on other things, for Peter commands that they “pay attention to the prophetic words as to a lamp, until the day dawns.” He is showing, therefore, that from our reading, meditation, and examination of the divine oracles, a light rises in our hearts. (See our treatise On Scripture [1610 Loci Theologici, locus 1], § 77.)
 

Hosius makes the exception that “prophetic Scripture is called a lamp because many things in it are clear and because things that were once shadows and enigmas are declared in the Gospel.” We respond. It is sufficient for us that some things—namely, what all must know for salvation—are set forth [clearly] in Scripture. And we are not unwilling to admit that there is a greater light in the New Testament than in the Old. Our Luther used to say, “The Old Testament seems to me to be a moon, and the New Testament a sun, for the Old Testament takes its light from the New.”
 


Second, from its efficient cause.
 

§ 416. (II) From its efficient cause. God, who is the principal author of Holy Scripture, was able and wanted to speak clearly to us in it. Therefore Scripture is clear. We prove the antecedent. One cannot doubt that God could speak explicitly and clearly through His holy apostles and prophets, His servants, because He is wisdom itself. Lactantius, Instit. 6, c. 21: “Cannot God, who is the creator of both mind and tongue, speak clearly? ‘ “Who has given man his mouth? Have not I?,” says the Lord’ (Exod. 4:11).” That He wanted to speak clearly is revealed from the end for which He recorded Scripture, that He wanted holy men to write the revelation of His will for the sake of our instruction to salvation (Rom. 15:4; 2 Tim. 3:15). Accordingly, we are commanded to seek eternal life in Scripture (John 5:39).
 


Third, from an enumeration of its constituent parts.
 

§ 417. (III) From an enumeration of its constituent parts. Scripture contains prophetic and apostolic talk. Prophetic talk is perspicuous and is thus compared with a lamp (2 Pet. 1:[1]9). Apostolic talk is likewise perspicuous because in Matt. 5:14 the apostles are called “the light of the world” with regard to the doctrine that they first preached orally but later wrote down in Scripture by God’s will.
 

Bellarmine makes the exception: (I) “Christ is speaking about the light of examples of uprightness and behavior because He adds: ‘Let your light so shine before men that they may see your good works.’”
 

We respond. (1) Subordinates69 should not be opposed to each other. The apostles were “the light of the world” not just with regard to their life but also, indeed especially, with regard to their teaching, just as Christ also is called “the Light of the world” (John 8:12) in both respects: because His life as a way in the darkness of this world offers us light and especially because He dispels the darkness of human minds and kindles light in hearts by the preaching of the Gospel and by the illumination of the Holy Spirit. (2) Christ here is speaking properly and especially about the office of the apostles, that they were to go out into this world. He says, [Matt. 5:]13: “You are the salt of the earth.” This He says with regard to their teaching. They had been divinely called to preserve the world against rotting and dying through the ministry of the Word. Therefore they are also called the light of the world with regard to their teaching. (3) The words that follow—”Nor do people light a lamp and put it under a bushel but on a stand” [Matt. 5:15]—are repeated in Mark 4:21 and Luke 8:16 and are clearly referred to the preaching of the Word. Therefore the words also in this passage must be taken to mean the apostolic ministry occupied with the preaching of the Word. (4) The words “let your light so shine before men” (v. 16) include the light of teaching because the preaching of heavenly doctrine is the chief work and fruit of the apostle, just as the teaching of the false prophets is called their “fruit” (Matt. 7:20). The preaching of the Word is the chief means by which people are led to a salutary knowledge and glorification of God. (5) Lest there remain any doubt that the apostles were the light of the world especially with regard to their teaching, we add the passage Acts 13:46-47: “It was necessary that the Word of God should be spoken first to you. Because you thrust it from you … behold, we turn to the Gentiles. For so the Lord has commanded us: ‘I have set you to be a light for the Gentiles.’ “Acts 26:[17-]18: “I shall send you to open the eyes of the Gentiles that they may turn from darkness to light,” etc. Here that “light” is obviously related to the preaching and teaching of the apostles.
 

Bellarmine makes the exception: (II) “If the Lord were speaking about the light of teaching, the sense would not be that the Scriptures of the apostles are easy to understand but that understanding them illumines and educates the mind about lofty matters.” What response we must give to this exception, however, we have explained in our treatise On Holy Scripture [1610 Loci Theologici, locus 1], § 77.
 

Others of the Papists make the exception that “the preaching of the apostles was open and clear; Scripture is not equally open.” Yet what account can be given as to why the apostles would want to write more obscurely than they preach, because in both endeavors they had proposed to themselves one and the same faith (Rom. 15:4; 1 John 1:2)? Although some things in the apostles’ preaching were explained in greater and clearer detail, nevertheless the sum of heavenly doctrine and the chief points thereof are set forth clearly and perspicuously in their writings. Thus the prophets also explained their prophecies orally in more rich and clear detail; yet Peter, nonetheless, declares about their writings that they are “a lamp shining in a dark place” (2 Pet. 1:19).
 


Fourth, from the chief material and contents of Scripture.
 

§ 418. (IV) From the chief material and contents of Scripture. The summary of heavenly doctrine that is contained in the Ten Commandments, the Apostles’ Creed, the Lord’s Prayer, and the institution of the Sacraments has clear testimonies and foundations in Scripture. Therefore what one must know for his salvation is set forth in Scripture clearly. Bellarmine adds another conclusion: “Therefore all of Scripture is perspicuous.” He responds: “I deny both consequence and antecedent. I deny the consequence because, though all things can be reduced to them somehow, nevertheless they are very obscure in themselves, as we see from the prophecies of the prophets, from the Song of Songs, from the Epistle to the Romans, and from Revelation.” He says, “The antecedent surely is more definitely false, for if clear testimonies about those articles were to exist, all controversies would have been ended.”
 

We respond. (1) We do not deny that some passages of Holy Scripture are difficult and obscure; we add, however, that these are given light from other clear passages or an exact knowledge of them is not absolutely necessary for salvation. It is sufficient for us if it is conceded that those things that all people must know for their salvation are set forth clearly in the Scriptures.
 

(2) Bellarmine takes “all of Scripture” to mean either individual passages of Scripture or those things in which the summary of heavenly doctrine that everyone must know for his salvation is set forth. If he means the former, he attributes to us a false conclusion of our argument. If the latter is true, Bellarmine’s response is out of place.
 

(3) The summary of heavenly doctrine consists of the Law and the Gospel. The summary of the moral Law is set forth clearly in Exodus [20] and Deuteronomy 5, and it is repeated in many places in the New Testament. The summary of the Gospel is that those who believe in Christ receive the remission of sins freely. This is explained clearly in John 3, Romans 3, Galatians 2, and elsewhere.
 

(4) The fact that all controversies are not ended by the clear testimony and judgment of Scripture happens according to accident, as we shall show later in our solving of the arguments.
 


Fifth, from an accidental outcome.
 

§ 419. (V) From an accidental outcome. That which is obscure and veiled merely by accident is perspicuous of itself. Scripture is obscure and veiled merely by accident. Therefore of itself it is perspicuous. We prove the minor premise from 2 Cor. 4:3-4: “If our Gospel is veiled, it is veiled to those who are perishing. In their case the god of this world has blinded the minds of unbelievers to keep the light of the glory of Christ from shining on them.” Observe here that: (1) He takes the word “Gospel” to mean the entire teaching that the apostle sets forth, for he is speaking about his own ministry (v. 1). (2) In the preceding verses the apostle spoke about himself and his co-workers, that “by the open statement of the truth” they were commending themselves “to every man’s conscience in the sight of God.” That is, by the public preaching of the Gospel, they are revealing heavenly truth and are not hiding anything (Acts 20:20). With this as his occasion, he begins to discuss the perspicuity of the Gospel, in which heavenly truth is revealed. (3) The apostle says explicitly that the Gospel is “veiled only to those who are perishing.” What is veiled only to some is not veiled in itself. (4) He is not attributing the reason for this situation to the Gospel itself but to the devil, who blinds people. (5) To the Gospel he is attributing its essential and proper effect: illumination. And this effect, he says, is being hindered accidentally in the case of those who are perishing. We bring in also the passage John 3:19: “And this is the judgment, that the light has come into the world, and men loved darkness rather than the light.” John 1:5: “The light shines in the darkness, and the darkness has not comprehended it.” Here he is explaining the reason why not all are illumined by the Son of God (who is the Light essentially) through the Word (which is the Light instrumentally). Certainly, we must seek the reason not in the Son of God nor in the preached or written Word, but in the object, that is, in humans themselves.
 

Bellarmine makes the exception: “The apostle is speaking not about the understanding of the Scriptures but about knowledge and faith in Christ. That was what the apostles were preaching, and this is said to be perspicuous with regard to the shadows of the Old Testament.” We respond. (1) The same things the apostles first preached, they later wrote (1 John 1:2-3). Just as this knowledge and faith were being drawn from the preaching of the apostles while they were still alive in the flesh and were preaching the Gospel orally, so today we draw that from their writings. In Luke 16:29 they are ordered to hear “Moses and the prophets” as being still present in their writings. Let us make the same judgment concerning the apostles. (2) Accordingly, the understanding of the Scriptures and faith in Christ should not be opposed to each other, for they are subordinates.70 John 20:31: “These things are written that you may believe.” (3) The apostle is speaking about the entire doctrine of the Gospel that, he testifies, he has set forth in such a way that the manifestation of the truth could have taken place in people’s minds if the blinding of the devil had not hindered that salutary effect. (See Ambrose, Chrysostom, Oecumenius, and Theophylact on this passage.) (4) Knowledge of Christ and faith in Him are sufficient for our salvation (John 17:3; 20:31). But now, the knowledge of Christ and faith in Him are taught clearly in Scripture. Therefore those things that one must know for his salvation are set forth in Scripture clearly.
 


Sixth, from a comparison of the Old and New Testaments.
 

§ 420. (VI) From a comparison of the Old and New Testaments. Whatever is compared to an open book cannot be sealed shut and obscure. Yet the New Testament is compared to an open book in Rev. 5:5. Therefore it cannot be sealed shut and obscure. If the prophetic speech of the Old Testament is compared to a lamp because of its perspicuity in handing down the things one must know for salvation, much more will the apostolic speech of the New Testament be clear. The first is true (2 Pet. 1:19), therefore so also is the latter. We prove the logical connection. Those things that were set forth more obscurely in the Old Testament were revealed more clearly in the New Testament after a brighter light came near. Augustine, q. 73 on Exodus: “The New Testament lies hidden in the Old; the Old is revealed in the New.” De catechiz. rudib., c. 5: “The Old Testament is the concealment of the New.” Contra Faustum, bk. 15, c. 4: “The Old Testament is the prophecy of the New.” Therefore after that manifestation and explanation of the Old Testament came near, Scripture will no longer be able to be called obscure.
 

Bellarmine makes this exception: “The difference between the Old and New Testaments consists in this: At that time people did not understand both the statements of Scripture and the mysteries of Christ because all things were covered with figures (Isaiah 29); but in the New Testament, Christ has fulfilled the figures and prophecies, and now, though many do not understand the statements of Scripture, they nevertheless understand the mysteries of redemption.” He also adds: “We must still pray that the Lamb will open the book because of the difficulty of Scripture.”
 

We respond. (1) Although among the people of the Old Testament there was not as great a light of comprehension of the mysteries of Christ as there is among the people of the New Testament, yet one must not barely and simply claim that they did not know the mysteries of Christ (which had, in addition to their obscure figures, the clear prophecies of the prophets from which even the figures received some light). If the devout of the Old Testament had been completely ignorant of the mysteries of Christ, from what source could they have obtained salvation? (See Acts 4:12; 15:11; Heb. 13:8.) (2) If the Scripture of the New Testament is like an open book concerning the mysteries of Christ, it certainly explains clearly those matters that all people must know for their salvation. After all, it is impossible for one who knows the mysteries of Christ to be lacking anything that he must know for his salvation. (3) Prayers for a salutary understanding of Scripture do not prove an obscurity of Scripture in handing down the dogmas of faith, but rather they prove the darkness and blindness of our minds in spiritual matters.
 


Seventh, from a deduction to the absurd.
 

§ 421. (VII) If Scripture is not clear in handing down the necessary things, the consequence will be: (1) That it is incorrectly called a light and a lamp. (2) That God was either unwilling or unable to speak clearly in Scripture. (3) That one cannot learn from Scripture the way to reach eternal life. (4) That the writings of the fathers are much clearer than Scripture itself, though they prove or try to prove or are bound to prove everything from Scripture. (5) That Scripture could not have been understood before the fathers wrote their commentaries. (6) That the purpose has failed that the prophets had set for themselves in recording Scripture, which is “to make wise unto eternal life.” All these, however, are absurd. Therefore that, too, is absurd from which such consequences follow.
 

Bellarmine’s exceptions are as follows: (1) “We must distinguish between clarity with respect to the truth of matters and with respect to the words.” He says: “The fathers confirm their statements with the testimonies of the Scriptures because what we have in Scripture is better known to be true than what we have in the fathers. Nevertheless the same fathers illustrate Scripture with their commentaries because the words of Scripture are less clear than those of the fathers.” We respond. The fathers do not shed light onto Scripture but borrow light from Scripture for their commentaries. In clear and perspicuous statements of Scripture there is set forth the analogy of faith, according to which we must examine every dictum of the fathers and from which light is drawn for the more obscure passages. Thus the commentaries of the fathers do not prove an obscurity of Scripture in teaching what is necessary but only a difficulty of certain passages of Scripture covered with obscurities, which difficulty the work of interpreters removes not by bringing in light from a different source but from the light sought in Scripture itself.
 

(2) “Before the commentaries of the ancients were published, the fathers of the first Church went to the living apostles and did not wish to understand Scripture on the basis of their own ability.” We respond. It is one thing to want to understand Scripture on the basis of one’s own ability, but it is another to draw the meaning of truth from Scripture itself. We disapprove the former; we commend the latter. The former ought never happen; the latter could have happened even before the fathers wrote their commentaries. For example, when the Epistle to the Romans was transmitted by Phoebe, the church of Rome at that time certainly read and understood it without commentaries. It is certain that there was a time when the apostles had already died and when the early Church read and understood the Scriptures without commentaries. No one can be brought forward who wrote commentaries on Divine Writ before Origen, who lived two hundred years after Christ. Bellarmine reports from Jerome, Catal. illustr. viror.: “Justin and Irenaeus wrote commentaries on Revelation.” But Revelation was not the only book extant at that time, was it? Or could not the rest of the books have been read and understood as far as necessary dogmas are concerned without commentaries? Jerome says, “They had interpreted Revelation.” This can be taken as the explanation of some less clear passages. What they excelled at will be apparent from the fact that they embraced the error of the Chiliasts.
 


Statements of the fathers.
 

§ 422. In asserting this perspicuity of Scripture, we have the support of the devout ancients.
 

Justin, Dial. cum Tryphone, p. 213: “Pay attention to those things I shall mention from the Holy Scriptures; they have need not of an explanation, but only of hearing.”
 

Irenaeus, bk. 2, c. 46, p. 146: “All Scripture, both prophetic and evangelical, can be heard clearly, without ambiguity, and similarly by all.” Chapter 66, p. 166: “Let us not be thought to flee that proof that is from the Lord’s Scriptures, since the Scriptures declare this very thing much more obviously and clearly to those who do not twist them in corrupt fashion.” Book 3, c. 2: “When heretics argue from the Scriptures, they accuse them of obscurity.”
 

Tertullian, De resurrectione carnis, c. 47, p. 338: “Come, now, is that which was written to the Thessalonians, which I think is as clear as a ray of the sun, so clear that those shunners of Scripture’s light will accept it?”
 

Clement of Alexandria, Protreptic., p. 29: “Listen, those of you who are far off! Listen, those of you who are near! The Word is hidden for no one; it is a light common to all people; it illumines everyone. There is nothing Cimmerian nor darkness in the words.” And a little later: “The Word is the sun of the soul that, if it has risen in the depth of the mind, its eye is also enlightened.”
 

Lactantius, Instit., bk. 1, c. 1: “How much more just is it for me to go to that righteous, true, and divine wisdom as if to a safe harbor, in which all things are favorable to say, sweet to hear, honorable to accept?” Instit., bk. 3, c. 30: “Behold, it is a voice from heaven, teaching the truth and showing us a light that is brighter than the sun itself.” Book 6, c. 21: “Is it really possible that God, the Creator of both mind and tongue, could not speak clearly? On the contrary, in His great providence He wanted those things that are divine to be without false coloring so that all might understand what He was saying to all people.”
 

Hilary, De Trinit., bk. 7: “No other word about the things of God has been left to human eloquence except God’s Word. Everything else is bound and limited and hindered and veiled. If anyone wants to prove this with words other than those that God spoke, either he does not understand or he has left to his readers something they are not supposed to understand.”
 

Basil, QQ. contractior., q. 45: “Holy Scripture declares the will of God to all people everywhere. Therefore whoever is this sort of person (who cloaks his ignorance) will not be condemned with a lesser judgment along with the ignorant, but more severely with those of whom it is written: ‘He is like a viper who is unwilling to hear and blocks up his ears’ “[Ps. 54:8].
 

Epiphanius, Haeres. 76, contr. Act.: “All things in divine Scripture are clear to those who desire to approach the divine Word with pious reasoning.” Page 435: “Everything in Holy Scripture is clear for us. Concerning matters of the holy faith there is nothing crooked, contrary, or knotty.”
 

Ambrose says at the beginning of Epistle 7: “Paul explains himself in most of his sermons in such a way that whoever discusses them finds nothing to add. If he does want to say something, he performs the function of a grammarian rather than that of a debater.”
 

Jerome, on Psalm 86, compares the prophets and apostles with the philosophers (which Chrysostom also does in homily 3 de Lazaro) and says: “Plato wrote for few people because barely three men understand him. The apostles and prophets, on the other hand, wrote not for a few but for all the people that all might understand.” On Isaiah 19: “It is the custom of the Scriptures to connect obvious things to obscure things and to declare with clear words that which they had said earlier in enigmas.”
 

Chrysostom, homily 1 on Matthew: “The Scriptures are easy to understand for the slave, the peasant, the widow, the child, and for him who is not at all wise.” Homily 1 on John: “His teaching is brighter and more illuminating than the sun.” Preface to Romans: “His language glows more brightly than the sun.” Homily 3 on 2 Thessalonians, col. 1413: “All things are clear and manifest in the divine Scriptures. All things necessary are obvious.” Homily 3 de Lazaro: “It cannot happen that you are ignorant of all things equally. Indeed, the grace of the Holy Spirit has arranged and tempered those things in such a way that publicans and fishermen, tentmakers and shepherds, the ignorant and illiterate can be saved through these books. Therefore no ignorant person can escape to the excuse of difficulty.” In the same place, he compares the books of the rhetoricians, philosophers, etc., with the Holy Scriptures and claims: “The former are obscure; the latter are clear and perspicuous.”
 

Augustine, Epistle 3, vol. 2, col. 15: “The very method of speaking by which Holy Scripture is woven together is as accessible as possible to all, though those things that it contains openly are penetrable by very few. It speaks without subterfuge, like a familiar friend, to the heart of the unlearned and the learned.” De doctr. Christian., bk. 2, c. 6: “So splendidly and salutarily has the Holy Spirit arranged the Scriptures that He satisfies hunger with the clearer passages and takes away loathing with the more difficult passages. Almost nothing is plucked from those obscurities that is not found elsewhere said very plainly.” (Bellarmine makes the exception: “It is not in vain that the little word ‘almost’ is added, because many things in Scripture are stated obscurely and are never explained in other places.” We respond. Those things may remain unknown without a loss of salvation, however. Nevertheless the fact remains that all the necessary things are clear, for he expressly says according to this passage and in treatise 45 on John that “we are nourished by the obvious passages, trained by the obscure.”) The same book, c. 9: “Among those things that are stated openly in the Scriptures, all things are found that contain faith and the morals of living.” De civ. Dei, bk. 15, c. 25: “Somehow Scripture, with such expressions, familiarly makes itself known to every class of men for whom it wants to be the final decree, to terrify the proud, stir up the careless, train those who seek, and feed those who understand. This it would not do if it did not first bend down and descend to those who are lying down.”
 

** Contr. Donat., bk. 2, c. 6: “There is no obscurity in the Scriptures. However, if you knock at the door of the Scriptures with the hand of your mind, gradually beginning to gather the meaning of their statements, the door will be opened for you not by someone else but by the Word of God because Jesus alone has revealed the mysteries of the Law in His Gospel.” **
 

De util. credendi, c. 6: “Believe me! Whatever is in those Scriptures is lofty and divine. Therein lies complete truth and the most applicable discipline for refreshing and restoring souls. These have been arranged in such a way that no one can drink from them and be satiated, provided he comes to drink devoutly and piously as true religion demands.” De peccat. merit. et remiss., bk. 2, c. 36: “Even if any of those things (in the question regarding the origin of the soul and other serious matters) could somehow be demonstrated and explained, nevertheless I believe it, because the clearest authority of the divine utterances comes also from this source, if a man could not be ignorant of that without the loss of his salvation.” In Contra Julian., bk. 5, c. 1, he rebukes that heretic “because he was exaggerating the difficulty of the Scriptures and was saying that they were suitable only for the learned.” On Psalm 8: “God has adapted the Scriptures to the capacity of infants and nursing children.” Conc. 23 on Psalm 119: “What he says here—’Your Word is a lamp for my feet and a light for my path’—is the Word that is contained in the Holy Scriptures.” Tractate71 21 on John: “Why has this been said except to become known? Why have the words sounded except to be heard? Why have they been heard except to be understood? After all, he would not want to say something he did not want to be understood. Therefore the Lord God wanted nothing to be veiled and has hidden nothing. In fact, He rather wanted the words that He wrote for us to be better suited and clearer than the rays of the sun.” De opere Monach., c. 9: “Those who do not understand the words of Scripture or pretend not to understand them understand our words even less, or profess to understand them less, unless perhaps they understand ours quickly because they are allowed to laugh at what they have understood. This, however, is not allowed in the case of the words of Scripture. Therefore where those words cannot be interpreted according to their own opinion, they respond that the words, even clear and obvious ones, are obscure and uncertain because they do not dare call them corrupt and perverse.” Sermon 11, de verbo Dei, col. 41: “We are nourished by the clear passages and trained by the obscure.”
 

Cyril of Alexandria, Contra Julian., bk. 7, says, “The Scriptures, in order that they might be known to all, great and small, were entrusted usefully in familiar speech, so that they would transcend the comprehension of no one.” Contra Julian., bk. 9: “Nothing is difficult for those who are versed in the Scriptures, as is fitting.”
 

Constantine the Great to the fathers of the Council of Nicaea, as recorded in Theodoret, Histor. eccles., bk. 1, c. 7: “The evangelical and apostolic books and the oracles of the ancient prophets educate us clearly as to what we must think about God.”
 

Isidore of Pelusium, bk. 4, Epistle 82: “If all things had been clear and manifest, when would we have used our prudence, since there would be no searching? On the other hand, if all things had been obscure, we would have fallen (from knowledge) since there would be no finding. But somehow we grasp also those things that are obscure and hidden through those things that are clear.”
 

Fulgentius, Sermon de confessor.: “Thus a supply of heavenly delights abounds (in the divine commandments) so that in the Word of God there abounds something for the perfect to eat. Something also abounds for the child to suck. There we have the milk by which the weak infancy of the faithful is nursed and the solid food by which the robust youth of the perfect receives the spiritual growth of holy virtue. There we have complete advice for the salvation of all whom God deigns to save. There we have what befits every age, what is suitable for every profession.”
 

Gregory, Epistle ad Leandr.: “Scripture is a river in which the elephant swims and the lamb wades.” Moral.: “Scripture is food in the more obscure passages, drink in the clearer ones.”
 

Charlemagne, De imagin., bk. 2, c. 30: “Divine Scripture is a light for mortals, as the prophet says, ‘Your Word is a lamp to my feet’ [Ps. 119:105]. It is the destruction of darkness, as Solomon says, ‘The commandment of the Law is a lamp’ [Prov. 6:23].”
 

Theophylact on Luke 16: “The Scriptures are like a lamp to uncover the furtive hiding places of the heretics.”
 

Bernard, Sermon de verbis sapient.: “The Lord has led the righteous along straight paths. The paths of the Lord are straight, beautiful, full, level. They are straight, without error, because they lead to life. They are beautiful, without filth, because they teach purity. They are full with a multitude, because the whole world is now in Christ’s net. They are level, without difficulty, because they bestow gentleness.”
 


The approval of our adversaries.
 

§ 423. The power of the truth has twisted the confession of some of our foes into an agreement with ours. Hieronymus ab Oleastro, on Deuteronomy 30: “We must give great glory to God, for He has made easy that which is necessary for salvation.”
 

Thomas, on 2 Cor. 4:3: “The reason why many do not understand the Gospel is not the fault of the Gospel; rather, it occurs because of the unbelief and wickedness of men.” [ST,] part 1, q. 1, art. 9, response to 2: “Those things that are said metaphorically in one passage of Scripture are stated more expressly in other passages.”
 

Genebrardus, on Psalm 18, testifies that some people “accept this about all of Scripture: that it ‘illumines the eyes.’”
 

Ambrosius Catharinus, commentary on 2 Timothy 3, says, “For the one who keeps faith, the Scriptures make themselves easy and familiar for a knowledge of them.”
 

Matthias Bredenbachius, Apolog., p. 93, recommends that “everyone arrange his life in accord with the rule of God’s commandments, which are neither obscure nor difficult.”
 

Andreas Fricius, De eccles., bk. 4, c. 7:
 


I am not saying that I deny that Scripture is quite obscure in many places, etc. However, when God declared His manifold will to the human race—first, through the prophets, then through His Son and the apostles—and wanted that will to be consigned to the record of their writings, I say that the will of God should be evident and shine out either in these very records or nowhere else. For it is absurd to think that God wanted to speak with us in such a way that we would not understand His words. Therefore we must seek His will in the words that He declared. If we find any obscurities or riddles, we must interpret them either with an explanation of the words or by a comparison with clear passages, for this is what Christ also did. And we should see that learned theologians have always done this. To them, Scripture was the teaching and testimony of God, the light enlightening their eyes, the lamp showing the right way to the truth.

 




 

Sixtus Senensis, Biblioth., bk. 4, 151: “One class of Scripture is clear and lucid, namely, that which includes the first and greatest principles of things we must believe and the chief precepts for living well, examples easy to recognize.”
 

The Jesuit Perpinianus, Orat., p. 262, Antwerp edition: “Christ has told us clearly and lucidly the entire matter without circumlocution or digression.”
 

Costerus, Enchirid., c. 1, p. 48: “We do not deny that those principal points of faith that all Christians must know for their salvation are contained in sufficient perspicuity in the writings of the apostles. Points of this sort are the mysteries of the Holy Trinity and of the incarnation of the Son of God, the account of the Lord’s Passion, the remission of sins, and the promise of eternal life.”
 

Gregorius de Valentia, Anal. fid., bk. 3, p. 100: “Those truths of the faith that all people absolutely and simply must know and believe are, in general, taught clearly in Scripture, as Augustine also noted.”
 


Antithesis: First, of the Papists.
 

§ 424. Antithesis. The perspicuity of Scripture: (I) Is denied by the Papists. They accuse us of error because we claim that Scripture is perspicuous. Eck, Enchirid., c. 4: “The Lutherans contend that the Holy Scriptures are clear; thus their laity and crazy old women treat them tyrannically.” Prateolus, Elench. haeretic., bk. 17, c. 20, writes: “It is a common article of all sects to declare that the Scriptures are easy of themselves and need no interpretation.” Sixtus Senensis, Bibliothec., bk. 6, annot. 151, attributes to us that “we claim that everything without exception in Scripture is perspicuous.” What judgment one must pass on this perversion of the state of the question, however, is clear from the statements in § 414. Because they censure and reject our opinion regarding the perspicuity of Scripture, we conclude from this that they deny the perspicuity of Scripture.
 

They also profess this with explicit words. Censur. Coloniens., p. 9: “Each and every matter included in the Scriptures is covered up with such obscurities that not even the most learned could gather definite knowledge from them unless they borrow this from another source.” They do not even make an exception from these obscurities for the account of the Lord’s Passion, though Costerus put it among the perspicuous parts. Canisius, Opus catech., p. 44: “In the matters that Holy Scripture contains and sets forth, it is like a wax nose. It offers no definite, stable knowledge but can be bent into any interpretation.” The Englishmen of Rheims, commentary on 2 Peter 3, claim: “All Scripture is difficult.” Bellarmine, De Rom. Pontif., bk. 3, c. 21: “The many versions and interpretations of Scripture, the many different sects, all cry out nothing else but that Scripture is ambiguous and obscure.” De verbo Dei, bk. 3, c. 1: “It is manifestly false that the Holy Scriptures are easy of themselves.” (In the same place he forms the state of the question in this way: “Are the Holy Scriptures easy and clear of themselves, or do they need interpretation?” However, from what has been said earlier, it is evident that the state of the controversy is covered up by Bellarmine. The state of the controversy consists in this: Is Scripture, in handing down the dogmas one must know for salvation, perspicuous in such a way that one can gather a definite and constant meaning from it and that there is no need to run for help to the Church, that is, to the judgment of the Roman pontiff?) Pistorius, Hodeg., c. 3: “The Church brings to Scripture a light, without which all Scripture is obscure and dark.”
 


Their arguments: First, Psalm 119:18: “Give me understanding.”
 

§ 425. Let us look at Bellarmine’s arguments. His first class he takes from the Scriptures: “Scripture itself bears witness of its own difficulty and obscurity.” (1) Ps. 119:18: “Give me understanding, and I shall search Your Law. Open my eyes, and I shall consider the wondrous things about Your Law.” Our response is clear from those things that we have said earlier about the real state of the controversy. After all, who of us has ever taught that Scripture is clear in that respect and in such a way that there is no need for prayers? Those prayers do not prove the obscurity of Scripture in handing down dogmas, but the innate blindness of our mind. Furthermore, one must distinguish between knowledge of the letter and knowledge of the Spirit. A literal knowledge of the articles of faith is not enough for salvation. Rather, we must attain a spiritual knowledge for which we require the inner illumination of the Holy Spirit, which we must obtain through our devout prayers. Finally, if we did have to seek a true understanding of the Scriptures from traditions, there would be no need for prayers directed to God. Instead, prayers to the pope would be needed, the steward of ecclesiastical traditions.
 

(2) “Luke 24:27: ‘Christ was interpreting the Scriptures to the disciples.’ Acts 8:35: Philip was explaining Isaiah to the eunuch when the eunuch was asked whether he understood what he was reading. The eunuch answered, v. 31: ‘How can I, unless someone shows it to me?’ “We respond. [a] The minds of both the disciples and that eunuch had been fascinated by a preconceived notion about the earthly kingdom of the Messiah. Thus it was by accident that the prophecies of the prophets about Christ were obscure to them. [b] In fact, Christ’s disciples did not understand His speeches about His suffering because of the same prejudgment. Yet no one can deny that these speeches were clear and obvious. It happened that, when they were overcome with grief, the clearer light of the New Testament had not yet come. [c] And who of us has taught that the Scriptures in all passages are so perspicuous as to claim that the means of interpreting it should be taken away? [d] Nor does this follow: “A prophetic oracle was obscure to this proselyte eunuch; therefore all Scripture in common is obscure to all people.” [e] Christ and Philip interpreted the prophecies of the prophets not on the basis of uncertain traditions but from the Scriptures themselves and from a comparison of the outcome. It is proper for us, too, to urge the same method.
 


Third, 2 Peter 3:16.
 

§ 426. (3) “In 2 Pet. 3:16 the apostle declares that in the Pauline Epistles there are some things difficult to understand, which the unlearned and unstable corrupt. Here we must note that Peter did not say that some things were difficult for the unlearned and unstable but were difficult absolutely.” We respond. [a] This argument is narrower than the question. He ought to be proving not that there are some matters in Scripture that are difficult to understand, but that all of Scripture is obscure. [b] Peter is not saying that all the Pauline Epistles are obscure and, indeed, in those places where the dogmas of faith that all must know for salvation are taught. Rather, he says that “some things” in them are difficult to understand. [c] These things are said to be difficult to understand not “absolutely” and simply for everyone but for those who are unlearned and unstable. Such people corrupt those passages just as they corrupt the rest of Scripture. [d] The obscurity of the things in themselves because of their majesty must be distinguished from the way they are taught. If we inspect the words carefully, Peter is not saying that the Epistles of Paul are obscure but that in them some difficult matters are being set forth, namely, in those things about which the apostle Paul wrote. Peter is speaking, as is evident from the context, about the final judgment and the destruction of the world. Thus that “in them” does not refer to “letters” but to the phrase “of them.” Luther, Diatribe contra Erasm.: “Dogmas are obscure in themselves. However, insofar as they are set forth in Scripture they are clear, if we are willing to be content with that knowledge that God has set before the Church in Scripture.” [e] Peter is not saying that they are obscure but that they are difficult to understand both because of the majesty of the matters and because of the weakness of our mind.
 


Fourth, Daniel 12:4.
 

§ 427. (4) In his commentary on Daniel, f. 903, Pererius presses the argument that “the angel” in Dan. 12:4 “orders him to conceal the prophecy.” We respond. [a] We are by no means claiming that everything without exception in the Holy Scriptures is perspicuous. [b] In the prophets many things are obscure, yet the articles of faith are explained in Scripture in clear and perspicuous words. [c] God is not ordering Daniel to “conceal” his prophecy—which would conflict with His revelation—but to seal it, that is, to keep it safe like a precious object. The words in Hebrew are [image: ], which means “to close, to seal,” and [image: ], which also means “to stamp, to seal, to confirm with a seal,” just as letters are usually closed and sealed with a seal. The Septuagint translators rendered this [image: ] [“Stop up the words and seal the book”].72 [d] He expressly adds that this prophecy would be sealed only “until the last times,” for then the outcome, the best interpreter of the the prophecy, will explain it.
 


The testimony of the fathers.
 

§ 428. Bellarmine draws his second class of arguments from the testimonies of the fathers, to which we respond in general: (1) In many places the fathers bring a glowing witness about the perspicuity of Scripture. (2) The testimonies that Bellarmine adduces here do not conflict with our position. Irenaeus, Contra haeres., bk. 2, c. 47: “In the Scriptures there are some things that we understand, some that we commend to God.” Who of us denies this? Origen, homily 12 on Exodus, says, “We must employ study and prayers.” We, too, say the same thing. (3) The fathers are speaking about the means necessary for the reading and interpretation of the entire Scripture. By no means, however, are they accusing it of obscurity in handing down the necessary dogmas.
 


Rational arguments.
 

§ 429. He takes his third class from reason:
 


In the Scriptures, two things can be considered: the things that are said and the way in which they are said. Whichever we look at, we find the greatest difficulties. The things set forth in Scripture are obscure, such as the mystery of the Trinity, of the incarnation of the Word, of the sacraments, of the nature of the angels; likewise, the prophecies of future things, written in poetry. Concerning the way of speaking, there are countless causes of difficulty. (1) There are in Scripture matters that at first glance appear contrary (Exod. 20:5; Ezek. 18:20). (2) There are ambiguous words and sentences (John 8:26). (3) There are incomplete sentences (Rom. 5:12). (4) There are preposterous sentences (Gen. [11:1]). (5) There are phrases characteristic of the Hebrews (Ps. 89:30). (6) There are many sentences that are figurative, tropological, metaphorical, allegorical, hyperbolic, and ironic.

 




 

We respond. (1) With regard to matters handed down in Scripture, these are either histories or dogmas, and the latter are either prophecies about what will happen or articles of faith. Even if some obscurity occurs in prophecies before their fulfillment, nevertheless the histories and articles of faith are set forth clearly in the Scriptures. “For God, condescending to us,” sets forth “divine things to us humans in human fashion,” as Procopius says (on Isaiah 3).
 

(2) One must distinguish between the understanding of a human as yet unregenerate and the understanding in the reborn, which is illumined by the light of grace (1 Cor. 2:7ff.). To the former all the mysteries are veiled, but to the latter what is necessary is clear. In fact, through Scripture itself the Holy Spirit takes away the innate darkness of our mind and illumines us with spiritual light.
 

(3) A true contradiction does not occur in the Scriptures; an apparent one sharpens one’s diligence in reconciling. Thus those two passages are reconciled by a double distinction: between free men who are repenting and those who are persisting in the sins of their parents; and, again, between temporal and eternal punishment.
 

(4) Articles of faith are presented in Scripture not in obscure or ambiguous words, but in words that are perspicuous and proper. Yet no one denies that some difficulties do arise from phrases and words in certain passages. These can be removed, however, by a study of languages and the other aids for interpretation. Ambiguous words and sentences do occur—ambiguous not with respect to God, who dictated them, nor with respect to Scripture itself, which is God’s voice, but with respect to humans who are not reaching or searching out God’s meaning.
 

(5) The passages that Bellarmine cites as examples can be explained easily. In John 8:25, [image: ] is given adverbially in the Greek idiom for the word prorsus [“by all means,” “utterly,” “at all”] or primum [“in the first place”]. Sophocles, Antigone: “By all means [[image: ]], one must not attempt the impossible.” Demosthenes, [image: ]: “One may not at all [[image: ]] charge those things that the laws do not punish.” Christ, then, is giving this response: “By all means! I am who I say I am, who I confess Myself to be.” Because Nonnus was unable to retain the [image: ] (though the meter did not prevent it), he changed it to [image: ]: “I am that which I have said and told you from the beginning.” And he had said that he was the Son of God, the Savior and the Christ. In Rom. 5:12 there is a suppressed consequent clause [[image: ]] that is completed in vv. 18-19. In Gen. [11:1] there is an anticipation that is frequent not only in the Holy Scriptures but also among secular writers, an anticipation through which the matters of earlier times are described in words of our era. Moses himself is explaining the division of the peoples by various languages, and the Hebrew text can be translated suitably in the pluperfect: “The whole earth had had one language.”
 

(6) Hebrew idioms require a translator skilled in languages. Yet whatever anyone at all must know is set forth in appropriate and clear language. You see, whatever Scripture brings out in such idioms it elsewhere declares in proper and clear words, as Chrysostom (commentary on Isaiah 8) and Thomas ([ST,] part 1, q. 1, art. 9, response to 2) correctly point out.
 

(7) Figurative utterances are not used to obscure Scripture but are rather lights of speech. Augustine, Epistle 119, c. 11: “Whatever things are hinted at to us figuratively stir up and kindle love more than if they were proclaimed to us plainly and without any likenesses of mysteries.”
 


Our testimony.
 

§ 430. Bellarmine takes his fourth and last class of arguments from our testimony. He says: “If Scripture is so clear, why do the Lutherans write so many commentaries? Why do they publish so many diverse versions of Scripture? Why do they explain Scripture in such different ways? Why do they say that the gift of interpretation is a special gift of the Holy Spirit? Why do they deny that the Scriptures can be understood without the Spirit and an interpreter?”
 

We respond. (1) We are not writing commentaries for the purpose of bringing light from another source into clear passages of Scripture in which dogmas of faith are presented, but in order to bring to light the genuine meaning from the Scriptures themselves, to defend the simplicity of faith against the corruptions of heretics, and to strengthen it further by a comparison with other passages of Scripture.
 

(2) The fact that dissent arises in the interpretation of certain passages of Scripture proves not Scripture’s obscurity, but human wickedness—as in the case of heretics who twist what has been said clearly in the articles of faith into another meaning—or the weakness of our mind, which cannot immediately find the true meaning in the more obscure passages of Scripture.
 

(3) When we assert that Scripture is perspicuous, we wish to exclude neither the internal illumination of the Holy Spirit nor the external work of the ecclesiastical ministry in interpreting Scripture. Our intent is merely this: The dogmas that everyone must know for salvation are presented in the Scriptures so clearly and perspicuously that one need not abandon the Scriptures and run for help to traditions, to the judgment of the Roman Church, to the statements of the fathers, to the decrees of the councils, etc. Instead, one can and should claim something certain about those dogmas from Scripture alone, and the laity, too, can and should be allowed to read them.
 


Second, the Calvinists.
 

§ 431. (II) In their words, the Calvinists confess along with us the perspicuity of Scripture. Indeed, they battle for it against the Papists with entire chapters and books. Yet if they keep their suppositions, they cannot keep from accusing Scripture of obscurity in the most important articles of faith. The article on Baptism and its efficacy is, as is evident, one of the chief ones. Concerning it, the Calvinists teach: “Baptism is not an effectual means of regeneration, forgiveness of sins, and salvation, but is only a sign.” Nowhere in all Scripture, however, is Baptism taught in proper, clear, and perspicuous words as merely a sign of regeneration, that Baptism only signifies a washing away of sins. Rather, Scripture often speaks about the end and fruit of Baptism: “By Baptism we are cleansed of our sins”; “We are regenerated of water”; “Baptism is the washing of regeneration and renewal” (John 3:5; Eph. 5:27; Titus 3:5, etc.). Therefore they are compelled to claim that Scripture nowhere speaks about the efficacy and fruit of Baptism in proper, clear, and perspicuous words, but only in figurative, improper, and metonymic words. Sohnius says in Method. theolog., vol. 1, Oper., p. 262: “All propositions concerning the efficacy of Baptism that occur in Scripture are figurative, improper, and metonymic except this one: ‘Baptism is a type of the removal of dirt,’ “which he says is in 1 Pet. 3:21. An inspection of the text, however, clearly reveals the opposite. Ursinus, Compend., p. 503: “These are improper or figurative forms of speaking: ‘Baptism is the washing of regeneration,’ ‘Baptism saves us.’ The proper form of speaking is that it is a sign of washing.” (But where does Scripture use this form of speaking?)
 

So also the article on the Lord’s Supper is one of the chief articles. Regarding it the Calvinists teach: “The eucharistic bread is not the instrument by which the present body of Christ is distributed, but a sign of His absent body; the eucharistic wine is not the instrument through which the present blood of Christ is distributed, but a sign of the absent Christ.” Nowhere, however, does Scripture speak like this: “The eucharistic bread is the sign of the body of Christ.” Instead, it says, “It is the communication of the body of Christ” [1 Cor. 10:16]. In the institution, Christ does not say, “This is a sign of My body,” but “This is My body” [Matt. 26:26; Mark 14:22; Luke 22:19; 1 Cor. 11:24]. Therefore they are finally forced to declare that Scripture does not use proper and perspicuous words in teaching this chief article of our religion. Accordingly, Oecolampadius argues in De verbo Dei: “Matthew and Mark wrote obscurely about the Lord’s Supper. Therefore one must look for the meaning from him who wrote more clearly, namely, Luke.” But if you set before them the clear words of Luke, they will respond from Beza: “In his words describing the institution of the Eucharist, Luke committed a grammatical error” (Annot. ad N. T., p. 317). On this point, Beza is supported by Vorstius (Anti-Pistor., part 2, sect. 4), Piscator (Annal. of that passage), and by Goclenius (Problem. grammat., bk. 5, prob. 1, p. 226). So, then, they will never find a place to put their feet, because neither Matthew, Mark, nor Luke describe the institution of the Eucharist in such words as would clearly explain their sacramental metonymy.
 

And what shall we say about the distinction between the will of the sign and the will of good pleasure, about the limiting of the promises of the Gospel?73 These are revealed nowhere in Scripture in perspicuous words but are added by the Calvinists. Therefore here, too, they are forced to claim that Scripture is obscure in handing down the articles of faith. Consequently, Piscator writes (Respon. apologet. ad Vorstium, part 1, p. 20): “Is it not apparent that it pleased the Holy Spirit everywhere to speak in veiled language to sharpen our reason for concentration and study in searching out the genuine meaning?”
 


Third, the Photinians.
 

§ 432. (III) The Photinians also corrupt the doctrine of the perspicuity of Scripture. Ostorodus claims: “Holy Scripture is perspicuous in such a way that we can understand it as we read and hear it with the help of our intellect alone, without the special internal illumination of the Holy Spirit” (Instit. Germ., c. 1, § 3). This assertion begins from a denial of original sin and of the innate darkness of our mind after the fall. Furthermore, Ostorodus with this assertion contradicts: (1) Himself. In the same book, c. 40, § 4, he writes: “If it would be worth it, we could prove in detail that the prophets and especially Revelation cannot be understood without the prophetic spirit.” But if one cannot understand the prophets without the prophetic spirit, which is the Holy Spirit, he also cannot understand a part of Scripture without the illumination of the Holy Spirit. Thus one must not claim the contrary regarding all of Scripture.
 

(2) He contradicts his associates in his faith. The Catech. Racov. German., p. 20, asks: “From where do so many disagreements come in drawing the meaning from Scripture?” It responds: “This happens because people read Scripture carelessly or do not come with a sincere heart, free of impediments and desires, or they do not, day and night, invoke the divine help of the Holy Spirit that God has promised nor ask for it with strong enough zeal.” Socinus, Solut. scrupul., response to 19, p. 45: “Our people seek the interpretation of Holy Writ from Holy Writ itself. Yet if in this manner they learn something that the others still do not know, they do not hesitate to refer all they have received to God, whose Spirit and aid they constantly implore to understand His mysteries.” Defens. animadv., p. 30: “God has given us His written Word with these words and this kind of speech so that it is easy to understand as much as is sufficient for anyone who loves the glory of God. Nor should any other help besides those written words be sought for the purpose of grasping this completely, except the help of the Spirit of God Himself, whom He has promised to give through Jesus Christ to all who ask.”
 

(3) He contradicts Holy Writ, which testifies that because of the innate darkness of our mind, we need the illumination of the Holy Spirit for a salutary understanding of the divine mysteries revealed in Scripture. This we can prove from two classes of arguments. The former is taken from God’s side, the other from our side.
 

§ 433. From God’s side, the necessity of illumination is proved: (1) By express statements that assign this work of grace to God the Father, Son, and Holy Spirit in particular. Regarding the Father, 2 Cor. 4:6 says: “God who said (and by saying commanded): ‘Let light shine out of darkness,’ has shone in our hearts to give the light of the knowledge of the glory of God in the face of Jesus Christ.” The spiritual illumination of our mind is compared with the production of light at the first creation. Just as light was necessary for a knowledge of the divine works produced in the six days and, accordingly, light was created right away on the first day, so also for a knowledge of the divine mysteries a spiritual light is required, which God kindles in our hearts by His divine power. Just as there was utter darkness over the face of the void before the creation of natural light, so also before the illumination of the Holy Spirit, man is nothing else than utter darkness. Just as God created light by speaking, so also He kindles the light in our minds with the spiritual Word. In Matt. 16:17 Christ says to Peter: “Blessed are you, Simon Bar-Jona! For flesh and blood have not revealed this to you but My Father, who is in the heavens.” Christ is speaking not only about an external revelation but also about an internal one, because He declares that Peter is blessed because of it, and He attributes it to His heavenly Father as the principal efficient cause. 1 Cor. 3:6: “[Paul] planted, Apollos watered, but God gave the growth.” If, however, the seed of the Word is sown is vain unless God gives the growth, there is surely required a particular working of divine grace in the conversion and illumination of humans. In Col. 2:12 faith is called the [image: ], “the working of God,” which descended from the same power of God through which Christ was raised from the dead.
 

Regarding Christ, the Son of God, Heb. 12:2 says, “He is the author and perfecter of our faith.” If He is the author, then His gracious working is necessary for kindling faith through the Word. Also, “He opens the book sealed with seven seals” (Rev. 5:5). Origen, Ambrose, Jerome, Augustine, and others of the ancients take this as a reference to Scripture.
 

Regarding the Holy Spirit, it is said that “He gives understanding” (Job 32:8), that He is “the gatekeeper who opens” (John 10:3). (Theophylact applies this to the Holy Spirit, who opens the meaning of Scripture to us.) For this reason He is called “the Spirit of wisdom and understanding” (Isa. 11:2) and “the Spirit of wisdom and of revelation in the knowledge of God” (Eph. 1:17). Also faith is listed among the fruits of the Spirit (Gal. 5:22).
 

(2) By divine promises. Ps. 32:8: “I shall give you understanding and shall instruct you in the way you should go.” Isa. 54:13 and John 6:[4]5: “It is written in the prophets: ‘They shall all be taught of God.’ Everyone who has heard and learned from the Father comes to Me,” etc. Here the external ministry of the Word is not taken away. This shows instead that the preaching of the Gospel is salutary only after the divine working and illumination are added. Jer. 24:7: “I shall give them a heart to know Me.” Jer. 31:33: “I shall write My Law upon their hearts.” John 14:26: “The Spirit will teach you all things and bring to your remembrance all things.” John 16:13: “When the Spirit of truth comes, He will teach you all truth.”
 

(3) By the sighs of prayers with which the devout anxiously ask for divine illumination: (?) For themselves. Ps. 25:4-5: “Show me Your ways, O Lord; teach me Your paths. Direct me in Your truth and teach me.” Ps. 86:11: “Teach me Your way, O Lord; make me to walk in Your truth.” Ps. 119:18: “Open my eyes and I shall behold wondrous things out of Your Law.” Verse 73: “Give me understanding and I shall learn Your commandments.” Verse 135: “Make Your face shine upon Your servant, and teach me Your statutes.” Matt. 13:36: “The disciples came to Christ and asked Him for an interpretation of His words, saying, ‘Lord, explain to us that parable.’ “In Rev. 5:9 the twenty-four elders who represent the fellowship of the Church Militant and the Church Triumphant sing a new song and say to the Lamb, “Worthy are You to open the book and open its seals.” (?) For others. Eph. 1:16-18: “I remember you in my prayers, that the God of our Lord Jesus Christ, the Father of glory, may give you the Spirit of wisdom and of revelation in the knowledge of Him, having the eyes of your heart enlightened, that you may know what the hope of your calling is.” Col. 1:9: “We do not cease to pray for you, asking that you may be filled with the knowledge of His will in all wisdom and spiritual understanding.”
 

(4) By manifest examples. In Luke 24:32 Christ “opened the Scriptures” to the disciples who were going down to Emmaus. Verse 45: “He opened their minds to understand the Scriptures” for the disciples gathered at Jerusalem. Here it is clear that Christ opened the Scriptures for His disciples not merely by external interpretation but also with an inner illumination of their minds. Acts 16:14: “The Lord opened Lydia’s heart to give heed to what was said by Paul.” 2 Cor. 3:3: “You are a letter from Christ, ministered by us, written not with ink but with the Spirit of the living God, not on tablets of stone but on tablets of hearts of flesh.” 1 John 2:27: “You have no need that anyone should teach you; but just as His anointing teaches you about everything, so also it is true and is no lie.”
 

§ 434. From our side, the necessity of divine illumination is proved: (1) By express statements of Scripture, which attribute inability to humans on this point. John 16:12: “I have yet many things to say to you, but you cannot bear them now.” 1 Cor. 2:14: “The natural man does not perceive the things of the Spirit of God, for they are folly to him, and he is not able to understand them, for they are spiritually discerned.” 2 Cor. 3:5: “We are not sufficient to think anything good from ourselves as coming from ourselves, but our sufficiency is of God.” 1 Cor. 12:3: “No one can say ‘Lord Jesus’ except in the Holy Spirit.”
 

(2) By the great lack of proportion between the weakness of our mind and the sublime quality of the divine mysteries. Our minds experience some difficulty even with earthly matters. Wisdom 9:16: “We can hardly guess at things upon the earth, and we have hard work finding the things that are right at hand. But who will investigate the things in the heavens?” John 3:12: “If I have told you earthly things and you do not believe, how will you believe if I tell you heavenly things?” Aristotle, Metaph., bk. 2, c. 1: “The mind of man, in knowing matters that are quite lofty, is like the eyes of bats toward the noonday light.” But now, the mysteries of faith, being divine and flowing from the fount of divine wisdom, are far more sublime than earthly matters. Therefore a supernatural and divine light is required to know them.
 

(3) By the depiction of our corrupt nature. You see, because of the innate dimness of our mind, we are called “darkness” (Eph. 5:8; John 1:5). We are said “to sit in darkness and in the land of the shadow of death” (Isa. 9:[2]; Luke 1:79); and Eph. 4:18 explains this as follows: “We are darkened in our understanding, alienated from the life of God because of the ignorance of God that is in us because of our callous hardness of heart.” Consequently, it happens that flesh and blood have not revealed to us the salutary knowledge of God, but the heavenly Father (Matt. 16:17). In the case of the divine mysteries, our reason is completely blind, to such a degree that Scripture is to it “like a sealed book” (Isa. 29:11; Rev. 5:2). It is opposed to heavenly doctrine (Rom. 8:5), and hence “must be taken captive to the obedience of Christ” (2 Cor. 10:5). But if it were not adverse and resistant, why would this captivity be needed? Our reason is completely unsuited for spiritual workings and the saving perception of divine mysteries (Rom. 8:26, etc.).
 

(4) By various hindrances that keep man from understanding the preached Word in a saving manner, and keep it from bearing fruit. The devil, that infernal vulture, does this especially to “take the seed of the Word away from hearts” (Luke 8:12) and to “blind the minds of those who do not believe, lest the knowledge of Christ shine upon them” (2 Cor. 4:4). People are fascinated by their preconceived notions; they listen with tedium; they cling to earthly things; etc.
 

(5) By the manifest examples of those who, in the clear light of the Word, still loved the darkness. In Deut. 32:[28-]29 it is said about the children of Israel to whom God had entrusted His oracles: “They are a nation without counsel and without prudence…. Would that they were wise and understood!” The cause of this is explained in Deut. 29:2-4: “You have seen all that the Lord did before your eyes … but to this day the Lord has not given you an understanding heart or seeing eyes or ears that can hear.” Therefore humans are blind in the divine mysteries until God illumines their understanding. In Luke 18:34 it is said about Christ’s disciples: “They understood none of these things; this word was hid from them, and they were not understanding what was said”—that is, because they lacked the inner illumination of the Holy Spirit. The same is apparent in the case of the disciples on the road to Emmaus (Luke 24:25), Nicodemus (John 3:4), etc.
 

Many statements of the fathers can be brought forth in support of this position. Justin, Dial. cum Tryph., p. 173: “Above all, pray that the gates of light be opened to you, for things are not seen by all nor known to all, except to the one to whom God and His Christ give the power to understand.” Irenaeus, Adv. haeres., bk. 4, c. 10, p. 238: “Without God it is impossible to learn God.” Origen, homily 17 on Exodus: “We must pray the Lord that as He takes the sealed book He will deign to open it; for it is He who opens minds that they may understand Scripture.” (See more statements of this kind drawn from the ancients in our treatise De method. studii theol., part 1, c. 3.)
 

§ 435. It does not seem worth our while to go on to a specific examination of the arguments of Ostorodus. One should note in general that: (1) The first lie and the source of this error is the denial of original sin. Ostorodus discusses this as follows: “If man without the internal illumination of the Holy Spirit could not understand those things that he must know for his salvation, the cause of this would lie either in the Word or in humans. It is not in the Word because it is sufficiently clear and perspicuous. Nor is it in humans, for they are such that they would be unable to understand the heavenly things presented to them either because of their creation or because of the corruption of their nature. It is not the former, as our adversaries admit; nor the latter,” as he promises to prove in c. 33-34. “Therefore there is no cause for this” (c. 1, § 5). But in its own place we demonstrate that this hypothesis is false.
 

(2) One must distinguish between Scripture in itself and with respect to us. Scripture in and of itself is a clear light, whether you consider the material or the form, that is, whether you consider the subject matter [res] or the means of handing it down and the words. However, with respect to us, because of the innate darkness of our mind, we need the illumination of the Holy Spirit for a saving understanding of the divine mysteries that are set forth in Scripture quite clearly. Luther, De serv. arbitr., Jena edition, vol. 3, p. 167: “Not even a single jot in Scripture is perspicuous without the light of the Holy Spirit, for all things are obscure to the flesh and keenness of man in this regard and in this respect.” The sun in and of itself is sufficiently bright, but the eyes of the blind cannot gaze upon it.
 

(3) One must distinguish between literal knowledge and spiritual knowledge. Those who have not yet been illumined and enlightened by the Holy Spirit can know the outer surface of Scripture and conceive historical faith through the external ministry of the Word. They cannot, however, have a solid and saving fullness of justifying faith without the Holy Spirit inwardly illumining their mind and turning their will.
 

(4) One must distinguish between mediate and immediate illumination of the Holy Spirit. We should not think that immediate raptures and illumination by the Holy Spirit are first to be expected before we go on to read, meditate on, and search the Scriptures. Instead, God wants to bestow on us a saving understanding of the divine mysteries through the ordinary means, namely, through diligent reading of the Word and meditation on it as we invoke God with our devout prayers. As natural light arose from the Word in the first creation, so spiritual light rises from the Word in the new creation. Acts 10:44: “While Peter was still saying this, the Holy Spirit fell on all who were listening to the Word.” In Gal. 3:2, the Galatians are said to have “received the Holy Spirit from the hearing of faith,” that is, from the preaching of the Gospel.
 

(5) The end does not exclude but rather includes the means leading to that end. Accordingly, the end ought not be opposed to the means. Therefore Ostorodus draws a vain conclusion: “If God in His singular counsel wanted divine matters to be written in such a way that anyone at all could read them, the consequence is that Scripture can be understood without the illumination of the Holy Spirit.” You see, that end of Scripture which consists in the revelation of divine matters necessary for salvation does not exclude the illumination of the Holy Spirit that is required in man to attain that end. After all, by the same logic we could draw the following inference: The end of the Gospel account is that we “may believe that Jesus is the Christ, and through faith in His name have eternal life” (John 20:31); therefore we can obtain faith and eternal life without the illumination of the Holy Spirit merely by the help of our own strength. Furthermore, if this end of Scripture were to exclude the means, there would also be no need for an interpretation of Scripture, the ecclesiastical ministry would be useless, and the reading of Scripture and meditation on it would be unnecessary—all of which Ostorodus, however, leaves in its own place.
 

§ 436. (IV) Weigel also denies the perspicuity of Scripture when he calls it “ambidextrous” and accuses it of “equivocal and ambiguous obscurity,” obviously for the purpose of leading people away from the letter of Scripture to the internal Spirit. He says (Post., part 2, p. 185): “Scripture is in both fists. They can be used on both sides. No matter how unrighteous one is, yet he can quote Scripture against his opponent.” Güldengrieff, p. 55: “Those who cling to the letter of the Scriptures can never agree among themselves. You see, it is a both-hander, and everyone can use it for himself as he wishes. This is why so many sects and divisions have developed.”
 

This error is contradicted by the clear words of 2 Pet. 1:19: “We have the prophetic word made more sure. You will do well to pay attention to this as to a lamp shining in a dark place, until the morning star rises in your hearts.” He should have made a distinction between the accidental abuse of Scripture and its true and genuine use. (Cf. our Anti-Weig. de gloria Dei, disp. 1, § 20.)
 


[image: ]
 

68 Cotta’s edition repeats “413” for this paragraph and remains one less than Preuss’s paragraph numbers for the rest of this Commonplace.
 

69 That is, things of which one is contained under the other. For example, Gerhard says that the Holy Spirit and the water of Baptism are related to each other as subordinates in the giving of salvation, not as opposites. The water of Baptism is a means by which the Holy Spirit gives salvation, and thus the one does not rule out the other in the giving of salvation. Commonplace XXIII, On Holy Baptism, § 104.
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CHAPTER XXI: ON THE NORM AND RULE OF DOGMAS AND CONTROVERSIES IN THE CHURCH
 


Scripture is the norm and rule of controversies.
 

§ 437. From the perfection and perspicuity of Scripture there results this boast: that it is the one, only, and perfect norm and rule according to which one must teach faith and behavior in the Church, test all spirits, and pass judgment on all religious controversies. We confirm this with the following arguments.
 


This is proved: First, from its title.
 

(I) From its title. Holy Scripture is called the “canon” and “canonical Scripture.” Therefore it must also be the norm and rule for dogmas in the Church. Ps. 19:4: “Their [image: ] (“line”) has gone out through all the earth.” The Septuagint translation reads [image: ]. Therefore they are reading it as [image: ], “their sound.” From this Bellarmine (De verbo Dei, bk. 2, c. 2) and Huntlaeus (Contr. 1, c. 9, § 7) conclude that a corruption has crept into the Hebrew text. However, we have explained earlier what response must be given to this argument (§ 331). The rabbinic scholars explain the first part of the psalm—and consequently also this verse—as referring merely to the material heaven: “The cord of their influence,” that is, the works of the planets and stars, “went out through all the world.” But we have an interpreter who is, without any exception, greater: the apostle Paul, who in Rom. 10:18 applies this verse to apostolic doctrine, which today is contained nowhere but in their books. It is called the “rule,” the “norm,” the “canon”—for [image: ] properly signifies: the pointer of a scale, according to which balance is established; the thin cord that workmen imbue with red lead, chalk, or ink to leave a straight line, which guide they later follow in equalizing or planing their lumber; the plumb line, that is, the tool that has lead tied to a string and with which they determine the straightness in height of a structure, a string as much for building as for measurement. Schindlerus notes all of these meanings and more in his Lexicon. Examples of these occur in Job 38:5; Isa. 44:13; Jer. 31:39.
 

The prophetic statement in Isa. 28:10, somewhat parallel to this, seems to have been taken from this passage of the psalm: “Precept upon precept, [image: ] line upon line, or line after line.” Verse 13: “The Word of the Lord will be to them precept to precept, line to line,” etc. Some people apply this as follows: A builder extends his line until he finishes one row [of bricks], then he moves it and lifts it up to finish another layer. Thus he gradually continues until he finishes the wall. This is like teaching children who gradually grasp things a little at a time. Aben Ezra relates [image: ] to “precepts” and [image: ] to written “doctrine,” as when children learn to read one line after another, lest they be overwhelmed by a multitude. Some take this to mean that precepts and rules are given to stupid, blind people but that they still understand nothing. Thus it is as if it were said to them in a foreign and unintelligible language.
 

From the entire context it is apparent that this is a discourse about those who hold the Word in contempt, laughing at the prophetic speeches. Therefore the prophet imitates that ridicule of the wicked who often laughed at the repeated warnings of the prophets, saying that they were prattling nothing but “commandment, commandment.” The word “line” is repeated in the same sense. You see, though the prophets were saying that all things had to be examined according to the Word as according to a “line” and “rule,” and were condemning worship that had been dreamed up outside of and beyond the Word, they were being ridiculed by means of this charge by the [image: ], the wicked despisers and ridiculers, who were teaching that the prophets were bringing forth nothing but their own norm and rule. Therefore when the written Word of God, or Scripture, is called a [image: ] (that is, “rule,” “canon,” or “straightedge,” etc.) by way of a metaphor taken by David and Isaiah from the function of weights on a scale and from architecture, it is thereby established as the norm and rule of all dogmas in the Church.
 

§ 438. Paul stands in the footsteps of David and Isaiah when he concludes his careful explanation of the article of justification, and therefore his entire Epistle to the Galatians, with something like an ornamentation and seal: “Whoever follows this rule ([image: ]), peace and mercy upon them, and upon the Israel of God” (Gal. 6:16). Here it is obvious that the apostle is speaking about his own teaching set forth clearly in this letter written to the Galatians. But now, whatever is the nature of a part among things of the same genus is also the nature of the whole. If the term “canon” is applicable to this Pauline Epistle, then it will also be applicable to the rest of the books of the Old and New Testaments.
 

Also, because the apostle is using the verb [image: ], he appears to be drawing us to another aspect of this metaphor. Just as an army is arranged in a certain order to repel hostile incursions, so also when the Church wants to walk in the footsteps of the true faith (Rom. 4:12), to be fortified against the perils of corruption, it needs a definite canon or rule according to which it may walk and within whose limits and boundaries it may keep itself lest it walk into error. That canon or rule, however, is the doctrine that has been divinely revealed through the prophets and apostles and included within their writings. Those who walk according to this norm, who follow this rule in faith and life, “peace and mercy are upon them.” That is, they have a propitious God, a tranquil conscience and a secure heart. They are “the Israel of God,” that is, spiritual Israelites, the people of God, the true Church, etc. Phil. 3:16-17: “Nevertheless to what we have already attained, let us remain in the same rule ([image: ]), let us think the same thing. Brethren, join in imitating me and mark those who live thus, just as you have an example ([image: ]) in us.” Here, too, the apostle is speaking about that doctrine that he handed down to the Philippians, and he commanded that everything in the Church was to be organized according to that rule of faith and life. Some also refer 2 Cor. 10:13, 15-16 to this point. There the apostle is speaking not so much about the canon of doctrine as about a measure of gifts.
 

§ 439. From these statements of David, Isaiah, and Paul, it is evident that the name “canon” has been given to Scripture not by human decision but by God Himself and, hence, that God Himself has presented and committed Scripture to us as the only rule of faith and life. To this belong all those statements of Scripture in which the Word of God is called [image: ], “right” and “the word of uprightness.” For it is and is called “right” not only because it is right, infallible, immovable, and firm in itself, but also because it is the norm of all uprightness in the Church. Ps. 19:[8]: “The precepts of the Lord are [image: ] (“right”), rejoicing the heart.” Ps. 45:[6]: “The scepter of your kingdom is a [image: ] (“scepter of righteousness” or “right scepter”).” Eccl. 12:[10]: “The Preacher sought to find words of [image: ] (“of desire,” “pleasing, delightful”) and a right Scripture ([image: ], “a Scripture of uprightness,” as Benedictus Arias Montanus puts it).”
 

Tell me, what else is Holy Scripture than the speech of God and Christ written down in letters through the prophets, evangelists, and apostles? The Spirit of Christ spoke through the prophets (1 Pet. 1:11). From Christ the apostles received the Holy Spirit, at whose impulse they taught and wrote. But if Christ’s speech is a right scepter, right speech, a scepter of uprightness, then Holy Scripture must certainly also be the right norm of all righteousness in the Church and the rule of all uprightness. The Philosopher, in De anim. 1, last chapter, says, “By what is straight we know both it and what is crooked, for the rule [[image: ]] is the judge of both.” He also uses the term “canon” for rules and precepts in Ethic., bk. 3, c. 4. In bk. 2, c. 3, [image: ] to him means “to arrange something according to a rule.” Therefore when the term “canon” is attributed to Scripture, it is thereby established as the rule for a spiritual building. The Papists use this word quite often, for they call the decrees of popes and councils “canons.” Also, they have the Canon of the Mass, the canon for the deceased saints, canonical brothers of certain monastic rules [canonicos regulares], canonical hours, canons of the apostles, etc. In all these examples the word “canon” has the meaning of a rule or norm. They should admit, therefore, that the same word is attributed to Holy Scripture in the same sense.
 


Second, from God’s command.
 

§ 440. (II) From God’s command. Whatever the prophets and apostles say should be the only rule and norm according to which every worship without exception and every manner of faith and life should be measured, that is the only rule of faith and life. But now, the prophets and apostles say that every worship without exception and every manner of faith and life should be measured according to God’s Word (which was first spoken orally and later was written in Scripture by God’s will) as the only norm and rule. Therefore.
 

We prove the minor premise from the following testimonies of Scripture. (1) When Moses had spoken to the children of Israel in the name of God and had written down all the words of the Law at God’s command, he said to them, Deut. 4:2: “You shall not add to the words that I speak to you nor take away from it, that you may keep the commandments of the Lord your God that I command you.” Deut. 5:32-33: “Guard and do (or “Do carefully”) as Jehovah your God has commanded you. You shall not turn aside to the right hand nor to the left, but you shall walk the way that the Lord your God has commanded you, that you may live and that it may be well with you.” In these words, God’s Word is being compared with a road running along a straight line, upon which road those who are going to be the heirs of the kingdom of heaven must walk. The apostle in Gal. 6:16 uses the same metaphor and calls this way a [image: ] [“rule”]. After he had set forth a brief epitome of the New Testament and of the teaching of the Gospel and likewise had published a summary of the Law of Moses and of the Old Testament, he adds: “As many as walk according to this rule, peace be upon them, and mercy, and upon the Israel of God.” From these final words he appears to be pointing his finger to this passage of Moses, Deut. 12:28: “Be careful and hear all the things that I command you.” Verse 30: “Beware, lest you imitate the nations, saying, ‘As those nations worshiped their gods, so also shall I worship.’ “Verse 32: “Whatever74 I command you, do only that; you shall not add anything to it nor take away from it.” Deut. 27:26: “Cursed is anyone who does not abide in the words of this Law.” This last passage the apostle cites in Gal. 3:10 in these words: “Cursed is anyone who does not abide in those things written in the Law,” showing that the Law of God is not to be sought outside of the Scripture of the Law. Deut. 31:9: “Moses wrote the Law and gave it to the priests, the sons of Levi,” commanding them (vv. 11-12) “to read this Law in the solemn gatherings of the Israelites … that they may keep it,” so that they might conform their worship, life, and behavior according to it.
 

(2) When Joshua was an old man about to die, he, too, commended to the Israelites the written Law as the only rule of faith and life: “Be very strong to keep and do all that is written in the Book of the Law of Moses, and do not turn aside from it to the right hand or to the left” (Josh. 23:6).
 

(3) Isaiah sends us back only to the norm of the Word: “When they say to you: ‘Consult the mediums and wizards who babble and mutter,’ should not this people seek their God? Should they consult the dead on behalf of the living? [image: ], to the Law and to the testimony! If they do not speak according to this Word, there will be for them no morning light” (Isa. 8:19-20). Here he is calling the people back from augurs and enchanters to the Law, which is the testimony or witness of the divine will.
 

** In Ps. 19:8; 78:5; and Isa. 8:16, “the Law” and “the testimony” are connected epexegetically. Cf. Augustine, on Psalm 78. **
 

There are some who think that in this statement listeners are being called back to the two principal parts of heavenly doctrine: the Law and the Gospel, which is the testimony of Christ the Mediator. However, it means the same thing no matter if we take “testimony” to refer generally to the Word of God or specifically to the Gospel. Jerome, commentary on this passage: “If you wish to know the things that are doubtful, give yourselves over to the Law and the testimonies of the Scriptures. If your congregation is unwilling to seek the Word of the Lord, it will not have the light of truth but will walk in the darkness of error.” ** He brings out three explanations, all of which prove our belief. **
 

Furthermore, so great is the distinctness of this passage that it strikes the eyes even of some Papists. Dietenberger makes the following comment on this passage in his German Bible: “Is it more proper to ask the dead than the living? You ought to keep more to the Law, however, and to the testimony of Holy Scripture and draw your counsel from them. From these you will also find enough counsel (Luke 16). From this we conclude that one can find enough information in and from Holy Scripture for everything that concerns the salvation of souls.” Sanctius, commentary: “When they have reached that point of insanity that they think about consulting mediums, he commands that they be sent to the Law and to the testimony. Those who do not act according to this commanded Word will not have the clear morning light, the light by which ‘blessedness’ is understood. Rather, they will live in darkness either because they have been carried away from the paths and will wander blindly after their error or because nothing will happen to them that is not hostile.” Peter seems to be pointing a finger at this prophetic passage when he writes: “We have the prophetic word made more sure. You will do well to pay attention to this as to a lamp shining in a dark place, until the day dawns and the morning star rises in your hearts” (2 Pet. 1:19). There he teaches that the light of the saving knowledge of God unto eternal life shines from the Scriptures on those who pay careful attention to the prophetic Word set forth in the Holy Scriptures.
 

(4) Christ in Luke 16:29 teaches that Abraham sent the rich man’s brothers back “to Moses and the prophets”—that is, to the writings of Moses and the prophets—so that they might learn from them the norm and form of divine worship and the way to form one’s life rightly and to obtain salvation. In John 5:39, He commands us to “search the Scriptures,” for in them the witness about the promised Messiah speaks and the way to obtain eternal life is presented.
 


Third, from the reformation of divine worship.
 

§ 441. (III) From the reformation of divine worship. Whatever functioned as the norm and rule for a reformation of divine worship, that is the only norm of faith and dogmas in the Church. But in the Old Testament, a reformation of divine worship was established according to the written Word of God as the norm and rule. Therefore. The major premise is one of obvious truth because from the conforming of anything as measured and regulated to something else as a measure and rule, we conclude that that latter thing is the norm and rule in that class.
 

The minor premise can be confirmed with many examples. Before the Scriptures were recorded, the corruptions brought to heavenly doctrine were removed through repeated revelations. After the Law was written, however, reformations of divine worship were always instituted according to the norm of the written Law. For example: (1) According to 2 Kings 18:3-4, Hezekiah “did what was good before the Lord. He destroyed the high places, crushed the statues, and cut down the groves.” Verse 6: “He held fast to the Lord; he did not depart from Him but kept the commandments that the Lord had commanded Moses.”
 

(2) Josiah. 2 Kings 22:2: “Josiah did what was pleasing before the Lord and walked in all the ways of David, his father, and he did not turn aside to the left hand nor to the right.” In v. 8 the Book of the Law is discovered “in the house of the Lord.” In v. 13 Josiah listens as that book is read to him and says: “Inquire of the Lord for me and for the people and for all of Judah concerning the words of this book that has been found; for great is the wrath of the Lord that is kindled against us because our fathers have not listened to the words of this book to do everything that is written to us.” In 2 Kings 23:3 the king and his nobles make a covenant before the Lord “to walk after the Lord and to keep His precepts and testimonies.” In v. 4 the idolatrous worship of Baal was rejected and a public reformation of divine worship was instituted according to that Book.
 

(3) Ezra and Nehemiah. In Nehemiah 8, after the return from the Babylonian captivity, the book of Moses is read before all the people, and divine worship is cleansed of its corruptions according to the norm of that book.
 


Fourth, from the appeal of Christ and His apostles to Scripture.
 

§ 442. (IV) From the appeal of Christ and His apostles to Scripture. Whatever is appealed to by Christ and the apostles as to the only rule and norm in controversies of faith, that is the only rule of dogmas and controversies in the Church. But Christ and the apostles appeal only to the written Word of God in controversies of faith. Therefore. The major premise glows with its own light. The Papists call the minor premise into doubt. Caspar Scioppius says, Ecclesiast., c. 90: “It is foolish to ask: ‘Where is this written?’ for this is what the Pharisees ask (John 7:52). Christ, however, did not appeal to the Scriptures but to His own works (John 10:25).” We respond. Christ did not only appeal to His works but also to Scripture. (1) In Matt. 4:4 and Luke 4:4, in His triple battle with Satan, He always appeals to Scripture and overcomes His foe thereby, teaching and instructing us that we should battle against the instruments of the devil (the heretics) with the sword of Scripture. For Scripture is “profitable for reproof, that the man of God may be perfect” (2 Tim. 3:16-17). Therefore Scripture is also sufficient for refuting heresies and is the perfect norm for deciding controversies. (2) In Matt. 19:4, in a question concerning divorce, He appeals to the written Word: “Have you not read?” etc. (3) In Matt. 22:29 He proves the article of His resurrection against the Sadducees from Scripture. He says, “You err, not knowing the Scriptures.” Verse[s] 31[-32]: “Concerning the resurrection of the dead, have you not read what was said to you by God: ‘I am the God of Abraham’?” etc. (4) Again, in Matt. 22:43 He proves from Ps. 110:1 that the Son of Man in the unity of person is true God and the Lord of David. (5) In Mark 9:12 He responds to the controversy regarding the coming of Elijah: “How is it written of the Son of Man that He should suffer many things?” (6) In Luke 10:26 He responds to the question regarding the way to attain salvation: “What is written in the Law? How do you read?” (7) In Luke 24:26, as He is about to demonstrate that the Messiah must suffer and die contrary to the preconceived notion of the disciples about His kingdom on earth, He appeals to the testimonies of Scripture. (8) In John 5:46 He appeals to the testimony of Moses against the Jews: “If you believed Moses, you would also believe Me, for he wrote of Me.”
 

The apostles stand faithfully in the example and footsteps of Christ. (1) In Acts 3:[22] Peter appeals to the Mosaic prophecy. (2) In Acts 7:2ff. Stephan puts together an epitome of the Old Testament against the Jews who were opposing him. (3) In Acts 13:33ff. Paul proves the resurrection of Christ from the Scriptures against the Jews. (4) Acts 18:28: “Apollos sharply confuted the Jews, showing by the Scriptures that Jesus is the Christ.” (5) In Acts 26:22 Paul confesses that he said “nothing but what the prophets and Moses said would come to pass.” (6) In Acts 28:23 the same apostle instructs his hearers about Jesus from the Law of Moses and from the prophets. (7) In his Epistles, the apostle always appeals to the prophetic Scriptures (Rom. 4:3; 1 Cor. 15:3; Gal. 3:6; Heb. 8:5; etc.).
 

The Bereans are praised because “they examined the Scriptures to see if the things that Paul and Silas were teaching were so” (Acts 17:11). Bellarmine responds thus to the example of the Bereans: “It had not become evident to them that Paul was an apostle and could not preach false doctrine. Therefore when Paul proved Christ to them from the oracles of the prophets, they rightly examined Scripture to see if these things were so. But Christians, to whom it is evident that the Church cannot err in her teaching of faith, are bound to accept her” (De verbo Dei, bk. 3, c. 10).
 

We respond. As the Bereans were able and were obliged to learn from an inspection of the oracles of the prophets that Paul was a genuine apostle and was presenting the true teaching of faith—namely, because he was preaching what was in harmony with the writings of the prophets—so also we are able and are obliged to know the true Church and the true voice of the Church solely from the writings of the prophets and apostles. If the Bereans were allowed to examine the apostle’s teaching according to the norm of the prophetic oracles, and if Paul was not unhappy about this (Acts 26:22), we, too, will be allowed to examine the teaching of the pope according to the norm of the prophetic and apostolic Scriptures. Accordingly, Bellarmine is finally compelled by the power of the truth to confess: “Whoever entertains doubts about the authority of the pope’s church does not do wrongly in scrutinizing and examining to see if the passages of Scripture and the fathers cited by the Council of Trent are really so, provided he does this with the intent of finding rather than of falsifying the truth.” Yet if one may judge from Scripture the decrees of Trent that the fathers of that council are passing off as decrees of the Church, and if one may examine them according to Scripture, then surely Scripture must be the only norm of dogmas and controversies in the Church.
 


Fifth, from the commendation of Scripture.
 

§ 443. (V) From the encomium and commendation of Scripture. (1) The apostle declares in 2 Tim. 3:[15-17] that Scripture “is profitable for teaching, for reproof, for correction, and for training,” in such a way “that the man of God may be perfect, equipped for every good work,” and in such a way that it “is able to make a man wise to salvation.” Therefore it is certainly the sufficient norm of doctrine according to which one must teach in the Church, according to which he must refute all heresies, according to which he must correct his life and behavior.
 

(2) Whatever will be the norm of the final judgment, that can also be the norm of faith and life in this life. But now, Scripture will be the norm of the final judgment according to which on that Day of Judgment an absolving sentence will be pronounced on the elect and a condemning sentence will be pronounced against the wicked (Dan. 7:10; John 12:48; Rom. 2:16; Rev. 20:2). Therefore also in this life Scripture can be the sufficient norm of faith and life.
 


Sixth, from the condition of a norm.
 

§ 444. (VI) From the property and condition of a norm. A norm of faith and dogmas in the Church ought to be (1) accepted by public authority; (2) common to all; (3) certain, immovable, and infallible, not like a Lesbic rule,75 but always invariable and similar to itself, perpetually fixed in every part; (4) first; and (5) adequate in every respect for anything it has measured or normed.
 

** The characteristics of a norm are these: (1) Public authority. Supreme and divine authority must have ordained it. (2) Unity, immutability, and infallibility. (3) Authority of principle and its generality. The norm of religion must be a general principle to which all things in its class are brought back. (4) Sameness or equality with that which it has normed. (5) Between the norm and the normed must exist a homogeneity or identity. **
 

These characteristics, however, fit Scripture alone; for: (1) It is God-breathed and set forth publicly in the Church (2 Tim. 3:[16]). (2) It is common to all because access to it is always open to all. (3) It is sure and of no doubtful veracity, for it has come from God Himself (1 Tim. 1:15). It is invariable and unswerving (Matt. 5:18). It is immovable and unbreakable (John 10:35). It is always similar to itself, for the books of the New Testament are consonant with those of the Old Testament, and there is no genuine contrariety in the entire codex of the Bible (specifically speaking), that is, in the canonical books. (4) It is first because all things are reduced to it, as to the first truth and supreme principle of believing (Matt. 17:5; John 5:39; John 14:6). (5) It is adequate for what it has measured because it teaches all things necessary for salvation completely and clearly (2 Tim. 3:16). Therefore Scripture must surely be acknowledged as the only rule of faith in the Church.
 


Seventh, from sufficient enumeration.
 

§ 445. (VII) From sufficient enumeration. No other certain and sufficient canon has ever been prescribed to us. (1) For this does not fit private and uncertain revelations. 2 Cor. 11:14: “Satan disguises himself as an angel of light.” Heb. 1:1-2: “In many and various ways God spoke of old, but in these last days He has spoken to us by His Son.” (2) Nor does this fit the judgment of corrupt reason. 2 Cor. 10:5: “We take every thought captive to the obedience of Christ.” (3) Nor does this fit doubtful traditions and an unwritten word. John 21:23: “The saying spread abroad among the brethren that this disciple would not die.” (4) Nor does it fit the voice of pastors absolutely; otherwise we would not have to “test the spirits to see whether they are of God” (1 John 4:1). Therefore the written Word alone is the norm of truth in the Church.
 


The statements of the fathers.
 

§ 446. Along with us the fathers teach the same thing. Justin, Exposit. rect. fid., p. 294: “The divine responses being constantly published to me, see in what order they teach that the Son and Holy Spirit are to be put, since among the children of the Church divine matters are not to be directed according to human reasonings and thoughts, but instead, speech and interpretation are to be adapted according to the sense and will of the teaching of the Spirit. And let not the prince instruct David … nor is it different with the divine Paul.”
 

Irenaeus, Adv. haeres., bk. 2, c. 2, p. 98: “Whom shall we believe concerning the creation of the world? Those aforementioned heretics who babble their foolish and fickle things, or the disciples of the Lord and that faithful servant of God, Moses, and the prophets?” In the same book, c. 3: “What sort of a thing is it for us to abandon the voices of the prophets, of the Lord, and of the apostles and to pay attention to those who have nothing sound to say?” Book 3, beginning of c. 1: “What the apostles first preached they later, by the will of God, put into the Scriptures, which would be the foundation and pillar of our faith.” Book 3, c. 15: “He says that the doctrine of the apostles is manifest and firm and takes away nothing.” In bk. 4, c. 69, he calls Scripture “the unmovable canon of truth.”
 

In Contra Herm., Tertullian calls Scripture “the rule of truth.”
 

In homily 5 on Leviticus, Origen teaches that whatever “pertains to divine matters and our religion must be sought in the Holy Scriptures and must be examined from them. From them, all knowledge of [divine] matters is to be taken.” Homily 9 on Numbers: “If we bring the words of heretics to God’s altar where the divine fire is, where the true preaching of faith is, the truth itself will shine more brightly from its comparison with the false.” Homily 1 on Jeremiah: “We must call Holy Scriptures to witness. Indeed, our senses have no trustworthiness without these witnesses.” On Matthew 13: “As in the mouth of two or three witnesses, or more, cited from Scripture, let us establish and confirm every word of God.”
 

Cyprian, Sermon de bapt.: “He will discover that the rules for all doctrines have emanated from it (Scripture) and that whatever ecclesiastical discipline contains is born from it and returns to it.”
 

Athanasius, Contra Arian., oration 2: “Heretics must be stoned with the arguments of the Holy Scriptures.” “In fact,” as he says in his Epistle ad Marcellin., “they are the teachers of virtue and of true faith.” He also says, “They are the anchors and supports written and explained by the very apostles of Christ” (Synopsis).
 

Hilary, De Trinit., bk. 4, p. 47: “I believe that with the witness of the evangelists and apostles we must respond to the perversity of heretics and refute all the foolish, death-dealing ideas they have established.”
 

Basil, Moral., rule 26: “Whatever we say or do ought to be confirmed with the testimony of Divine Writ, to confirm the faith of good people and to confound evil people.” In Contra Eunom., bk. 1, he calls Scripture “the canon of right and the norm of truth.” Epistle 80 ad Eustath. medicum: “Let the God-breathed Scripture be our arbiter. Whosesoever dogmas are found to be in harmony with the divine words, upon them he shall have, by all means, the vote of truth.”
 

Faustinus, De fid. contra Arian.: “The divine Scriptures were published for this reason: that we might direct our faith according to their meaning.”
 

Epiphanius, Haeres. 65, p. 275: “The discovery of questions, that is, knowing what to say to any question, we must seek not from our own reasonings but from the sequence of the Scriptures.”
 

Jerome (Adv. Helvid.) calls the sacred writings “the only fount of truth.”
 

Rufinus (Exposit. symb.) enumerates the canonical books of Holy Scripture and adds: “These are the books that the fathers included within the canon and from which they wanted the declarations of our faith to be established.” Later: “From these sources we must draw a drink of the divine Word.”
 

** Ambrose, De fid. ad Gratianum, bk. 1, c. 4: “I do not want you to believe the argument, holy emperor, and our interpretation. Let us ask the Scriptures, let us ask the apostles, let us ask the prophets, let us ask Christ.” **
 

Chrysostom, homily 12 on Genesis: “Therefore I pray and implore that we follow the canon of Holy Scripture with precision.” Homily 13 on 2 Corinthians: “We have a very exact scale, gnomon, and rule—the declaration, I say, of the divine laws. Therefore I implore and entreat you to abandon what seems best to this person or that and to seek out everything about these from Scripture.”
 

Constantine the Great said to the fathers of the Council of Nicaea (as we have it in Theodoret, Hist., bk. 1, c. 7; Gelasius of Cyzicus, Act. syn. Nicen., c. 5; the Tripart., bk. 2, c. 5): “The books of the evangelists and the oracles of the ancient prophets are extant, which clearly teach us what decision we must reach concerning a divine matter. Let us, then, have no discord that breeds nothing but strife, and let us take answers to questions from writings that are divinely inspired.”
 

From Augustine’s Epistle 163, at the end, it appears that, in debates over controverted articles of religion, Holy Writ was “the moderator of the debates” and that from it all controversies were judged. ** He says to the Donatists, “Let us see to it that the canonical codices are at hand, even if in any way documents can be brought forth from each side, so that we may put aside everything else and bring so important a matter, undertaken with a good spirit, to the end of the inquiry.” ** De viduitat., c. 1: “Holy Scripture fixes the rule for our teaching, lest we dare to think beyond what is necessary to think. Rather, let us think, as the apostle says, ‘with sober judgment, just as God has assigned a measure of faith to each.’ Therefore let it happen that I teach you nothing else except to explain the words of the Teacher and to discuss what the Lord has given concerning them.” Contra Donatistas, bk. 2, c. 6: “Let us bring to the examination not deceitful scales on which to weigh whatever we wish, as we wish, according to our choice, saying, ‘This is heavy; this is light.’ Instead, let us bring the divine scales of Holy Scripture as the testaments of the Lord. On it let us weigh whatever is serious. Or, rather, let us not weigh, but recognize that it has been weighed by the Lord.” (Here Augustine has expressed beautifully the reason why Scripture is called “canon.” The [image: ], you see, is that part on a set of scales that is put in the middle of the scales, like a little tongue, and shows balance or excess or lack.) Contra Cresconium, bk. 2, c. 31: “It was not without cause that the canon of the Church was established with such careful diligence, to which the sure books of the prophets and apostles belong. We must not dare to judge these books at all, but according to them we pass judgment on all other books, either of the faithful or of the faithless.” Contra Faust., bk. 11, c. 5: “The excellence of the canonical authority of the Old and New Testaments is distinct from the books of later writers (the ecclesiastical writers). This canonical authority was confirmed at the time of the apostles and has been established as on a lofty throne by successions of bishops and by the spreading of churches. Let every faithful and devout intellect be in service to it, etc. But in the case of the works of later writers that are contained in countless books, but which are by no means equal to the canonical excellence of the Holy Scriptures, we judge that in some of them, too, the same truth is found. Nevertheless the authority is far different.” De unit. eccles., c. 3: “Surely there are books of the Lord with whose authority we both agree, whose authority we both trust and serve. Let us seek the Church there. There let us shatter our cross.” Chapter 6: “Read this to us from the Law, from the prophets, from the Psalms, from the Gospel itself and the writings of the apostles. Read, and we shall believe.” Tractate 2 on the Epist. Joh.: “Against insidious errors, God wanted to lay a foundation in the Scriptures against which no man should dare speak who wants himself to appear somehow to be a Christian.”
 

In Dial., bk. 4, Cyril calls Scripture “the correct and perfect canon of faith.”
 

Leo, Epistle 10 ad Flav.: “To learn the truth in obscure matters we must hurry to the words of the prophets, to the writings of the apostles, to the Gospel authorities.”
 

Gregory, Moral., bk. 18, c. 14: “Whoever prepares himself for the words of true preaching must take the origins of causes from the sacred pages, so that he may call back everything that is said to the foundation of divine authority and establish the structure of his own speaking on it.”
 

Charlemagne, in the Leges ecclesiasticae published in Paris in 1550, rules that “only the canonical books of the Bible should be read in the churches” and that “the bishops should not preach the inventions of men or anything from their own mind but should preach the pure Word of God.”
 

Nicephorus calls the canonical writings “the eternal principles and elements of our piety” (Eccles. hist., bk. 2, c. 46).
 

Lyra, preface to Tobit: “Just as in the philosophical disciplines the truth is recognized by a reduction to self-evident first principles, so in the Scriptures handed down by Catholic teachers, the truth is recognized, so far as concerns those things that are to be held in faith, by a reduction to the canonical Scriptures, which we have by divine revelation, in which there can by no means be anything false.”
 

§ 447. We can supply some statements in support of this position even from our opponents. Gratian, in dist. 3, c. Canon, from Isidore’s Etymolog., bk. 6, c. 16: “That which is called ‘canon’ in Greek and ‘rule’ in Latin is so called because it leads straightly and never draws one away into another direction.” In dist. 9, c. Ego solis, a statement of Augustine is cited: “I have learned to offer this respect and honor only to those books of Scripture that are now called ‘canonical,’ so that I believe strongly that no author of them erred in writing anything. But I read other books in such a way that, regardless of the sanctity and doctrine with which they excel, I do not think they are true because they are of such an opinion but because they were able to persuade me by those canonical authors or by probable logic that is not inconsistent with the truth.” In dist. 37, c. Relatum, from the fifth letter of Clement: “One must grasp the meaning of truth from the Scriptures themselves.” Later: “Because everyone receives from the divine Scriptures the complete and firm rule of faith, it will not be absurd for him also to compare anything from common erudition and liberal studies that he perhaps learned even in boyhood to the declaration of true dogma. Yet he should do this in such a way that, where he has learned true things, he may shun the false and pretended.” In [causa] 24, q. 1, c. Non afferamus, Augustine’s statement is quoted: “Let us not bring deceitful scales,” etc.76 Thomas Aquinas, lection 1 on 1 Timothy 6: “The doctrine of the prophets and apostles is called ‘canonical’ because it is like a rule for our intellect.”
 

Tostatus, on Genesis 4, p. 16: “Because among all truth, divine truth is more certain and more immutable, all other truths ought to be regulated by it. They are true to the extent that they conform to it. To the extent that they deviate from it, they deviate from the nature of truth.” Tostatus again: “Firm faith must be applied to Holy Scripture alone and not to something else” (Ind. 177, f. b).
 

Durandus, Sent., bk. 3, dist. 25, q. 2: “Holy Scripture is the rule of faith. One is not permitted to add anything to it nor take anything from it.”
 

Gerson, De examin. doctrin., part 2, no. 17: “Holy Scripture has been handed down to us as the sufficient and infallible rule for ruling all the body and members of the Church until the end of time.”
 

The author of the book Onus eccles., c. 18, § 13, rebukes those “who do not rely on the text of the Bible as on the stable foundation or unshakable truth of certain doctrine but who construct dogmas on the sand that are soon ruined, who pass by the kernel of divine wisdom that offers itself in holy and authentic Scripture and who rely on unique doctrines.”
 

In De eccles., bk. 4, c. 7, near the beginning, Andreas Fricius is angry with those who “compare Scripture to a wax nose that can be bent in both directions.” He asserts that, when they do this, they are detracting from the authority of Scripture and obscuring the majesty of the divine oracles.
 

Johannes Ferus, Exam. ordinand.: “Scripture is called ‘canonical,’ that is, rulelike, because it is the rule of life and truth that God has given us by which we are to test all things and according to which we are to live.”
 

In Defens. concil. Trident., bk. 3, Jac. Payva Andrada writes: “I am not at all displeased with the opinion of those who claim that the books of Scripture are called ‘canonical’ because they contain the canon of piety, faith, and religion, that is, the complete rule and norm that God in His great goodness has sent down to us from heaven.”
 

Matthias Bredenbachius says, “God has given His Church the Scripture according to which, as a straightedge—or as we are in the habit of saying, ‘as a touchstone’—it is proper to measure and examine the life and faith and doctrine of all people” (De dissidiis ecclesiae componendis, letter G, 6).
 

In De verbo Dei, bk. 1, c. 1-2, Bellarmine confirms with many arguments that “the prophetic and apostolic books are the sure and stable rule of faith.” If he wanted to make the exception that he means a partial rule, we set against him Basil’s statement in Contra Eunom., bk. 1: “Wherever a rule and straightedge may be imperfect, they have not received these names rightly.”
 


Antithesis: First, of the Papists.
 

§ 448. Antithesis. (I) The Papists, because they deny the perfection and perspicuity of Scripture, thereby also deny that it is the only norm of faith, worship, life, dogmas, and controversies in the Church. Tannerus explains what great importance lies in this question: “Because this (namely, whether Scripture is the only norm and judge of all controversies) in some way is the origin and root of all other controversies, one must settle this before settling all others. But if this is not settled, people must try in vain for a consensus regarding others. It is completely foreign to logic to want to debate about other controversies while omitting this one” (Relat. de colloq. Ratisbon., p. 2). Later he adds: “What else is it to ask Catholics to admit that Holy Scripture is the only judge and unique norm for all controversies and to exclude the infallible authority of the Church than to ask them to yield their case voluntarily and unnecessarily before every conflict?”
 

Furthermore, the Papists go off in two directions regarding this controversy. Some fully deny that Scripture is the norm; others concede that it is a norm but deny that it is the only, unique, perfect, and total norm. To the former group belong those who compare Scripture to a wax nose and to a Lesbic rule:77
Cens. Colon. cont. Monheim., p. 117; Canisius (Opus catech., f. 44); etc. But if Scripture in its every part is flexible like a wax nose and a Lesbic rule, it surely will not be able to be the norm and rule of dogmas in the Church, because it is characteristic of a norm that it be certain, infallible, invariable, etc.
 

Bellarmine does not go far away from those when he claims: “Scripture’s proper and chief end was not to be the rule of faith but to be a useful reminder for the preservation and fostering of the doctrine received from preaching” (De verbo Dei, bk. 4, c. 12). However: (1) Bellarmine is contradicting the express statements of Scripture and of the fathers in which they call Scripture the “canon” and “rule”; he is contradicting the most common term for the Scriptures in the Church—”canonical”; and he is even contradicting himself, because he confirms with many arguments that “the prophetic and apostolic books are the sure and stable rule of faith” (De verbo Dei, bk. 1, c. 1 and 21). (2) If Scripture were merely a “reminder,” why would it have been necessary for the prophets and apostles to write so many books? Why would it have been necessary for them to have been raised to the seat of canonical authority and to be held in higher regard than all others?
 

§ 449. How does Bellarmine prove his claim? He produces five arguments, but they are of extremely meager weight. (1) “If Scripture is the rule of faith, then it should contain all those things, and only those things, that of themselves pertain to faith, just as we see has happened in the case of the Creed, which is truly said and is arranged to be a brief rule of faith. In Scripture, however, there are many things that of themselves do not pertain to faith. That is, these matters were not written because one must necessarily believe them; rather, one believes them necessarily because they have been written, as we see from all the historical accounts in the Old Testament and also from many accounts in the Gospels and in the Acts of the Apostles.” We respond. [a] We have shown in our treatise On the interpretation of Scripture [1610 Loci Theologici, locus 2], §§ 76-77, that both Scripture and the Apostles’ Creed are called “the rule of faith” by the fathers. Therefore the two are not opposed to each other. [b] It is false to say that no historical accounts in the Old Testament are necessary for faith, because the accounts of the creation of the world, of the fall of our first parents, of the publishing of the protevangelium, of the gathering and protection of the Church, etc., certainly pertain to faith. [c] Although more things are handed down in Scripture than those that absolutely all must know for salvation, yet one cannot infer from this that Scripture was not published for the purpose of being the rule of faith, for those things that are added for the sake of richer explanation and confirmation do not at all remove Scripture’s proper and chief end. [d] The very term “canon” that the Holy Spirit has given to the written Word of God shows that the purpose for publishing Scripture by holy men of God is not to be a mere reminder but to be the perpetual rule of dogmas in the Church.
 

(2) “We must believe many things that are not in Scripture.” We respond. Earlier we demonstrated the opposite. Scripture and our faith are of equal extent. Faith ought to embrace no more and no less than has been revealed in Scripture.
 

(3) “Scripture is not one continuous corpus such as a rule of faith ought to be. Instead, it contains various works: histories, sermons, prophecies, songs, letters, etc.” We respond. All those things establish one continuous corpus of Scripture as a system of things we must believe, do, and hope for, since they have all come from one Spirit; also, they all point to one and the same end, which is the instruction of humans for salvation.
 

(4) Rom. 15:4: “Whatever was written … was written for our teaching.” We respond. How all things were written for our teaching is explained specifically and more clearly in 2 Tim. 3:15-17. From this passage it is evident that a perfect norm and rule of doctrine are presented in Scripture.
 

(5) “In 2 Pet. 1:12 and 3:1, he says that it was necessary for him to ‘remind’ those to whom he was writing.” We respond. We concede that the goal and function of Scripture also consists in reminding. From this, however, one cannot infer that it consists only in reminding and that its principal and proper end is not to teach the things necessary for salvation and to set forth the rule of faith. After all, what is accessory and secondary does not remove what is principal. It was in this way that the Holy Spirit “was bringing all things to remembrance” for the apostles (John 14:26). Yet He was also their teacher, “guiding them into all truth” (John 16:13). Therefore Scripture has a twofold purpose with regard to its different objects. It informs and instructs perfectly those who are ignorant of the mysteries of faith, but it also reminds those who are already aware of the mysteries of faith from the preaching of the Word.
 

§ 450. Bellarmine likewise goes off into the direction of the second group, namely, of those who concede that Scripture is a norm and rule of faith but not the only, unique, and perfect norm. He says: “I say, second, that, though Scripture was not made especially to be a rule of faith, nevertheless it is a rule of faith, not complete but partial. You see, the total rule of faith is God’s Word or God’s revelation that has been made to the Church. This is divided into two partial rules: Scripture and tradition.”
 

We respond. (1) It is correct to say that the Word of God is the unique and total rule of faith. Bellarmine should prove, however, that, after the canon of Scripture was published, this Word was presented partly in the Scriptures and partly in traditions outside of the Scriptures. But because he cannot prove this, he should hold on to what is certain and abandon what is uncertain. That is, he should embrace with us the written Word of God as the unique rule of faith and repudiate doubtful and uncertain traditions.
 

(2) Scripture is either the total rule of faith or it is not the rule of faith at all. For if our faith is broader than Scripture, Scripture will not be able to be the rule of faith because there must be equal breadth between the rule and that which is ruled. Varinus defines “canon” as that which is “a nondeceiving measure that admits absolutely no addition or subtraction.” Basil, Contra Eunom., bk. 1: “So long as a canon and rule lack nothing to be a canon and rule, they accept no addition to make them more accurate, for addition occurs because of a defect. Where there is a defect, however, they should no longer be called ‘rule’ and ‘canon.’ “Theophylact, on Philippians 3: “A rule and straightedge have neither increase nor decrease.”
 

(3) The fathers agree that Scripture is a rule that is not partial but total, for they absolutely and simply call it [image: ], “a complete, certain, and perfect rule.”
 

(4) Scripture and traditions are not of the same class and nature. Therefore it is impossible for them to concur at the same time to establish the canon of faith. That one is divine; these, human. That is certain; these, doubtful. That is immutable; these, changing. That offers the firm foundation of faith; these do not.
 

§ 451. Bellarmine and many other Papists along with him stress this argument: “One cannot understand Scripture except by the Holy Spirit. Yet the Holy Spirit is not found except in the Church, with which He abides forever (John 14:16). Therefore only in the Church is there a true understanding of Scripture, and, consequently, it is the Church, not Scripture, that is the norm of judgment in questions of faith.” We respond. (1) We concede that the true understanding of Scripture is in the Church alone. We also concede that the Holy Spirit has been promised to the Church. However, what that true Church is and where it is to be sought can be asked and learned only from Scripture. You see, that Scripture (taken materially as the Word of God) is prior to the Church and is her principle and cause. It instructs us that only that assembly which follows the norm and leadership of the Word is to be considered the true Church (John 8:31; 10:27; 14:23; etc.).
 

(2) The gracious presence of the Holy Spirit and the true understanding of the Scriptures are promised to that assembly not absolutely and simply but insofar as it rests upon the simplicity of the Word and keeps the deposit of heavenly doctrine pure and uncorrupted.
 

(3) If the understanding of Scripture were to depend absolutely and simply on the Church, in whatever way it may be constituted, then the Papists ought to treat the doctrine of the Church before the doctrine of Scripture or the Word of God, according to the rules of methodology. Bellarmine, Costerus, Pistorius, etc., however, proceed in the opposite order and discuss Scripture before the Church. Eck and Torrensis saw this and treated the Church immediately at the outset.
 

(4) When the Romans speak of “the Church,” they mean their pope. Our latest analysis of this assertion leads us to this conclusion. Bellarmine, De pontif., bk. 4, c. 2: “That infallibility does not lie in the assembly of his advisors nor in the council of bishops but in the pope alone.” Yet it cannot be demonstrated from Holy Writ that the eternal assistance of the Holy Spirit and the true understanding of Scripture were promised to the pope.
 

(5) The argument is foreign to the question. You see, we are asking here not where we must look for Scripture and the true understanding of Scripture, which no Christian denies he must seek in the Church. Instead, we are asking what the norm is for passing judgment on controversies in the Church. That this norm is Holy Scripture shines clearly from the arguments we have adduced in favor of our position.
 


Of the Calvinists.
 

§ 452. (II) The Calvinists indeed admit in words that Holy Scripture is the total and unique norm of faith. They actually deny it, however, when they attack articles of faith that are set forth in perspicuous and open passages of Scripture on the basis of philosophical principles that they understand or apply poorly, and when they abandon the genuine, proper, literal meaning of Scripture and look for an understanding that agrees with reason.
 


Of the Photinians.
 

(III) The Photinians employ the same method when they preposterously attack articles of faith revealed in Scripture on the basis of the principles of logic.
 


Of the Weigelians.
 

(IV) The Weigelians appeal from the external Word to an internal Word and deny that one can look for a rule and norm of faith from Scripture because it is, they say, a dead letter.
 


[image: ]
 

74 Read Quodcunque instead of Quandocunque.
 

75 Erasmus, Adagia, chil. 1. cent. V. prov. 93: “It is called a Lesbic rule whenever the deed is preposterously not accommodated to the principle, but the principle to the deed.” Cf. Collected Works of Erasmus, vol. 31 (Toronto: University of Toronto Press, 1982), 465.
 

76 See the full quotation above, § 446.
 

77 See note, § 444.
 



  


CHAPTER XXII: ON THE JUDGE OF CONTROVERSIES IN THE CHURCH
 

§ 453. It is the unanimous and constant assertion of our churches that as Holy Scripture is the only norm for controversies of the faith, so also is it the infallible judge. In order that this may be correctly explained and understood, note that: (1) The judge of theological controversies is double. There is the absolute and principal Judge, that is, God Himself, the author of Scripture, or, what is the same, the Holy Spirit, because in external works [opera ad extra], when the Person is named, the entire Holy Trinity is understood. Then there is also the ministerial and inferior judge, that is, the Church, and in it especially the pastors and doctors of the Church whose responsibility it is to pass judgment on controversies of faith according to Scripture. [That is,] there is precisely a judging judge and a judge that must be judged, or there is a “judge to whom” and a “judge from whom,” as the lawyers say.
 

(2) Holy Scripture is both the voice of the principal and absolute judge as well as at the same time the only norm to which the ministerial and inferior judge should look and according to which he should judge. Consequently, some of our people call it the “directive judge” with respect to the ministerial and inferior judge, whom it directs and governs lest he wander from the path of truth as he judges. God judges primarily, preeminently, and authentically [[image: ], et [image: ])”]; Scripture judges canonically [[image: ]]; the Church judges ministerially [[image: ]].
 

(3) For the sake of teaching, the ministerial judge could be thought of as double: public and private. The public judge is the ministerium of the Church; the private is any member of the Church, that is, a private citizen.
 

Now that we have said these things at the beginning, we shall have to prove three things: (1) That the principal, absolute, and authentic judge is God Himself, the author of Scripture. (2) That the ministerial and inferior judge is the Church. (3) That the voice of the principal judge and the norm of ministerial judgment is Holy Scripture alone.
 


First, the principal, absolute, and authentic judge is God Himself.
 

§ 454. We demonstrate the first part with these foundations: (1) The principal author of Scripture is its supreme interpreter and the principal judge of controversies. God is the principal author of Scripture. Therefore. Scripture is not “of one’s own interpretation,” as Peter says (2 Pet. 1:[20-]21), “because no prophecy ever came by the will of man, but holy men of God spoke, having been inspired by the Holy Spirit.” That is, because the Scriptures were published by the Holy Spirit, therefore we must explain and understand them by the Holy Spirit.
 

From this we draw the following inference: On whomever the true understanding of Scripture depends principally, from him also must authentic judgment in controversies of faith be sought. The true understanding of Scripture depends principally on God, the principal author of Scripture. Therefore. The major premise is one of manifest truth because, after the Scriptures were published, the only and immovable principle of the Christian faith for judging controversies of faith is sought by their understanding. The minor premise is confirmed from the cited passage of the apostle and from all those passages of Scripture in which someone asks God for a true and salutary understanding of the Word (Ps. 119:10, 12, 18, 19, 27, etc.; Wisdom 9:10), as well as from a comparison of divine laws with human laws. Just as the supreme and authentic interpreter of human laws is the one who promulgated them, so also the supreme and authentic interpreter of His own Law is God Himself.
 

(2) John 5:22 says this about Christ: “The Father has given all judgment to the Son.” Acts 17:31 says that He “will judge the world in righteousness.” From this we infer the following: He to whom the heavenly Father has given all judgment and who at some time is going to judge the whole world in righteousness, he is also the judge of controversies of faith in the Church. But now, the Father has given all judgment to Christ, and it is Christ who at some time will judge the whole world. Therefore. The logic of the consequence in the major premise is obvious. You see, if Christ had been excluded from the judgment of controversies, not all judgment would have been given to Him by the Father. Also, He who on the Last Day is going to judge the wicked because of their transgressions of the Word is the same one also who is the authentic interpreter of the Word and the judge of controversies in the Church.
 

Furthermore, whomever we are ordered to listen to as the only teacher of our faith and the supreme shepherd of the Church, he is also the supreme judge of controversies in the Church. Yet we are commanded to listen to Christ as the only teacher of our faith and the supreme shepherd of the Church (Deut. 18:18; Matt. 17:5—** from this statement Cyprian concludes in bk. 2, epistle 3, that “one must listen to Christ alone” **—John 10:27; 1 Pet. 2:25). Therefore.
 

(3) Scripture testifies of the Holy Spirit that “He will convict the world of sin” (John 16:8); that “He leads us into all truth” (v. 13); that “He teaches us all things” (John 14:26; 1 John 2:27). From this we draw the following conclusion: Whoever principally convicts the world of sin and leads the devout into all truth and teaches all things necessary for salvation, he is also the supreme and authentic judge of controversies of faith. The logic is this: The one to whom refutative judgment belongs is also the one to whom the decision of controversies pertains; and the one to whom belongs the teaching of what is necessary is also the same one to whom pertains the refuting of what is false. But now, the Holy Spirit principally convicts the world of sin and leads the devout into all truth and teaches all things necessary for salvation. Therefore the Holy Spirit is the supreme and authentic judge of controversies of faith.
 


Second, the ministerial and inferior judge is the Church.
 

§ 455. We demonstrate the second part with these arguments: (1) If the Church is “the foundation and pillar of the truth” and if we are commanded to “listen” to her, then some judgment in controversies of faith surely belongs to her. But the former is true (1 Tim. 3:[15]; Matt. 18:17). Therefore the latter is also true.
 

(2) No one can doubt that that is lawful and pious which Christ and the apostles not only permit but also require and praise with examples as the proper office of sheep and which the very need of sheep demands. But Christ and the apostles do not only permit their hearers to pass judgment on doctrine but also demand and praise it with examples as the proper office of sheep, and the very need of sheep requires it. Therefore. We prove the minor premise from the following statements of Scripture: “Beware of false prophets” (Matt. 7:15). “You will know them by their fruits” (v. 16). Here listeners are explicitly commanded to distinguish the true prophets from the false, and hence also the truth of doctrine from heretical corruptions. This cannot take place without some judgment regarding controversies of faith. John 10:27: “My sheep hear My voice.” Verse 5: “A stranger they will not follow.” If it belongs to Christ’s sheep to hear the voice of their shepherd and to discern it from others, then surely some judgment concerning doctrine belongs to them also, because such discernment cannot occur without some judgment. In Acts 17:11 the Bereans are praised for judging the teaching of the apostles “according to the Scriptures.” In Rom. 16:17 the apostle commands the Romans “to take note of those who create dissensions and difficulties.” 1 Cor. 10:15: “I speak as to sensible people; judge for yourselves what I say.” 1 Cor. 11:13: “Judge for yourselves whether it is proper for a woman to pray in public assemblies with her head uncovered.” Gal. 1:8: “But even if we or an angel from heaven should preach to you a gospel contrary to that which we preached to you, let him be accursed.” 1 Thess. 5:21: “Test everything; hold fast to that which is good.” 1 John 4:1: “Do not believe every spirit, but test the spirits to see whether they are of God.” If listeners should test the spirits—that is, teachers who boast of the revelation of the Spirit—surely that very necessity requires that they pass judgment on the doctrine of those teachers on the basis of the Scriptures.
 

Bellarmine makes the exception: “Paul and John do not want all people from the Church to do this, but only those to whom this belongs.” We respond. On the contrary, this belongs to everyone. Therefore it should be undertaken by everyone. The circumstances of the text show that those commands belong also to the laity (as they call them) and, thus, to all Christians.
 

Therefore he makes the exception elsewhere: “They are speaking about doctrine that is still doubtful.” We respond. Fine! However, whatever is set forth outside of Scripture is not of infallible and indubitable truth. Therefore all of that must be examined according to the norm of Scripture.
 

(3) Whatever is proper to a spiritual man belongs to all the sons and members of the Church. The logic is that “spiritual men” does not mean merely the clergy (as the nomenclature of the Papists has it), but all the sons of the Church, who are ruled by the Spirit of God (Rom. 8:14). But now, it is proper to a spiritual man to judge all things (1 Cor. 2:15). Therefore.
 

Bellarmine makes the exception: “A spiritual person judges all things, that is, earthly and heavenly. Nevertheless it does not follow that he can judge all heavenly things, because many fathers stumbled.” We respond. It is sufficient for us that judgment concerning spiritual matters is attributed to spiritual men. The norm of that judgment is Scripture. If private persons or the fathers or the pope depart from it, they are carried off into errors.
 


Third, Scripture alone is the voice of the principal judge and the norm of the ministerial judge.
 

§ 456. We demonstrate the third part with these foundations: (1) In whatever writing and through whatever writing God speaks to us and reveals to us His judgment with regard to controversies of faith, that is the voice of the judge and, in a sound sense, is also the judge in controversies of faith. However, it is in and through canonical Scripture that God speaks to us, and in it alone He explains to us His judgment concerning controversies of faith. Therefore. The major premise shines with its own light and can be illustrated by a comparison with civil law. Aristotle, Politic., bk. 5, c. 7: “To go to the judge is to go to justice, for the judge wishes to be like living justice.” We can also illustrate it by a comparison with human writing. Whoever reads a letter from a friend believes that he is listening to the voice and judgment of his friend. Whoever listens to a statement of the emperor read from something written states that he is listening to the judgment of the emperor. The minor premise is also one of obvious truth. If the Word of God is presented to us in canonical Scripture, surely God is speaking to us in and through the Scriptures. Consequently, to Scripture itself we attribute such speaking because it is the voice of God. If God were addressing us immediately today, He would use no other voice in handing down the dogmas of faith than that which is extant in Scripture. Matt. [1]:22: “… the Lord had spoken by the prophet.” Matt. 22:43: “David, inspired by the Spirit, calls the Messiah ‘Lord.’ “Luke 16:[29]: “Let them hear Moses and the prophets.” Rom. 3:19: “The Law speaks.” Gal. 4:30: “What does the Scripture say?” etc. However, that divine “saying,” that “calling,” that “speaking,” that divine voice sounded forth nowhere except in the prophetic Scriptures. Therefore God also speaks to us in and through Scripture.
 

(2) Therefore we set up the following comparison. God or, what is the same, Christ, the interpreter of the heavenly Father, and the Holy Spirit, who examines the depths of God and reveals to humans the counsel of God concerning salvation, today no longer address us immediately but speak to us in and through the Word, which is embraced in the prophetic and apostolic books. Therefore they also no longer give their judgment immediately in controversies of faith but offer that judgment in and through the written Word. Consequently, it is the same whether I say the Holy Spirit is the judge of controversies or Scripture is the judge of controversies, because the Holy Spirit declares His judgment in the Word, not immediately. Scripture is called the judge of controversies because it is the voice of the Holy Spirit. So, too, the same effect is attributed to the principal and instrumental causes because the principal cause acts through the instrumental, and the instrumental acts in the power of the principal cause.
 

We prove the antecedent in this way. Rom. 11:32: “God has consigned all to unbelief.” Gal. 3:22: “Scripture consigned all things to sin.” From this, there emerge the following axioms: With the accusing voice of the Law, God consigns all to unbelief. Scripture, or the written Law of God, consigns all to the sin of unbelief.
 

Thus John 5:22 and Acts 17:31. Christ is the judge whom God has established. Yet He also sends us back to Scripture (John 5:39) and says expressly: “He who … does not receive My sayings has one that judges him. The Word that I have spoken will judge him on the Last Day” (John 12:48). Here the Word of Christ is said to judge both in the present and in the future. From this come these axioms: Christ judges through the Word. And the Word of Christ judges as the voice of the Judge.
 

John 16:8: “The Holy Spirit will convinct the world of sin.” Rom. 3:19: “Whatever the Law says, it speaks to those who are under the Law so that every mouth may be stopped and the whole world may be held accountable to God.” From this comes these axioms: The Holy Spirit convicts the world by the ministry of the Law. The Law convicts the world because it is the voice of God that He has published and promulgated.
 

(3) Whatever it is to which God Himself has assigned the office of judging, that cannot be excluded from judgment in controversies of faith. But God Himself has assigned the office of judging to His Word. Therefore. We prove the minor premise from the following statements. [a] Ps. [149]:9 mentions [image: ] (“the judgment written”), but what else is the “judgment written” than Holy Scripture, which contains the Word of God, which is that “two-edged sword” mentioned in [Ps. 149]:6 and Eph. 6:17, through which they can attack and assail all their foes?
 

** The words of the Lord contained in the Scriptures are called “the judgments of the Lord” (Exod. 24:3; Lev. 18:4, etc.); “the judgments of the mouth of the Lord” (Ps. 105:5; 119:3). “The Word of the Lord shall judge the nations” (Isa. 2:4). “All who sinned under the Law will be judged by the Law” (Rom. 2:12). **
 

[b] Dan. 7:10 and Rev. 20:12: “The books are opened,” according to which the dead will be judged. [c] John 12:48: “The Word that I have spoken will judge him on the Last Day.” Yet if we can correctly attribute the judgment of condemnation on the Last Day to the speech of Christ and the Word of God that are presented in Scripture, we can also correctly attribute the judgment of discernment concerning controversies of faith occurring in this life to the written speech of Christ and the written Word of God. [d] Rom. 2:16: “God will judge the world according to the Gospel” that the apostles preached. [e] Heb. 4:12: “For the Word of God is living and active, sharper than any two-edged sword, a judge of thoughts.”
 

Some of the ancients, such as Athanasius (Contra Arian., orat. 3, vol. 1, p. 242), Jerome (on Isaiah 66), Ambrose (De fide, bk. 4, c. 3), Cyril (on John, bk. 2, c. 37), and Fulgentius (Epistle 2 ad Gallam de statu viduit., p. 446) take this to mean the hypostatic and essential Word [de [image: ]
et [image: ]], namely, God’s Son. Their opinion is followed by Ribera, commentary on Hebrews 4, no. 15. He confirms this interpretation with the following arguments: [a] Because the phrase is general, not restricted. [b] The contrary cannot be shown by firm logic. [c] He is called the [image: ] [“living Word”], which we must understand not only effectively but also formally. [d] The apostle is dissuading from unbelief with an argument taken from life and the vision of the Word. [e] He attributes to the Word sight and eyes, and adds [image: ] (“the Word with whom we have to do”) [Heb. 4:13]. [f] The conclusion that is added signifies that this was said of Christ: “Therefore, having a great High Priest” [Heb. 4:14].
 

Others, however, such as Augustine (Epistle 58), Ambrose (De virgin., bk. 3), Arethas and Primasius on Revelation 1, and most of our people take this to mean the external, spoken Word [de [image: ]) et externo]: [a] Because in preceding verses the author says many things about a word that is heard. [b] Because it says that it is “active, sharper than a sword,” and this is a description of the power connected with the Word. Augustine, De civ. Dei, bk. 20, c. 21: “Scripture calls the speech of God a sword twice sharp because of the twin edges of the two Testaments.” [c] Christ, among other things, is called the “Word” because of the preaching of the Word. Therefore both explanations can be joined together because they are not contrary but subordinate.78
 

(4) And, finally, to confirm this third part, we produce the following argument. Whatever is the unique, immovable, and infallible norm according to which the ministerial judge should judge controversies of faith, that is correctly called, in this sense and respect, “the judge of controversies in the Church.” This is the explanation: when we call Scripture the judge of controversies, we intend nothing else than that the Church—that is, both the ministers of the Church as well as the rest of her members—should pass judgment on controversies of faith according to no other norm than the norm of Scripture. But Scripture is the unique, immovable, and infallible norm according to which the ministerial judge should judge controversies of faith, as we have demonstrated in the chapter immediately preceding this. Therefore.
 


Statements of the fathers.
 

§ 457. In support of this position we quoted two outstanding statements in our treatise On Scripture [1610 Loci Theologici, locus 1], § 95: from Augustine (on Psalm 23) and Optatus of Milevi (Contra Parmen., bk. 5). To these we must add the following.
 

Lactantius, institut., bk. 3, toward the end of c. 1: “It would otherwise not be right for God to state His words with arguments when He spoke to man, as if He were not trustworthy. Rather, as was necessary, He spoke as being the greatest judge of all, whose it is not to argue but to pronounce the truth.”
 

Clement of Alexandria, Stromat., bk. 7, p. 156: “This is an inane pretext, for those who wish to find the truth may do so. We use Scripture as a judge to discover things. Nothing is believed until it has been indicated, wherefore it is not the principle that has need of judgment. Therefore we deservedly comprehend with faith the unprovable principle, and we take our proofs of the truth from it.”
 

Basil, Epistle 80 ad Eustath. medic.: “Let the God-breathed Scripture be our arbiter. Whosesoever dogmas are found to be in harmony with the divine words, upon them he shall have, by all means, the vote of truth.”
 

Augustine, De gratia et libr. arbit., c. 18, close to the beginning: “If the Holy Spirit restores humans in grace not from God but from humans, the Pelagians have overcome us; but if from God, we have overcome the Pelagians. Therefore let the apostle John sit as judge between us, and let him say to us, ‘Beloved, let us love one another, for love is from God.’ Therefore it is not from us, but from God.” De nupt. et concupisc., bk. 2, c. 33: “That controversy is looking for a judge. Therefore let Christ judge and let Him say what advantage His death has brought. He says, ‘This is My blood that has been shed for many for the remission of sins.’ Also, let the apostle judge along with Him, for also in the apostle Christ Himself speaks. He cries out and speaks about God the Father that He did not spare His own Son but gave Him up for all of us.” Contra Crescon., bk. 2, c. 21: “The Church should not set herself ahead of Christ, because He always judges truthfully. But ecclesiastical judges, as men, are often deceived.” (Bellarmine makes the exception, De verbo Dei, bk. 3, c. 10: “Augustine is speaking about questions of fact.” However, even in questions of faith their judgment is not simply infallible but is restricted to the norm of Scripture.)
 

The decree of the Council of Basel also votes for our position. It reads as follows: “Let the divine Law, the practice of Christ, of the apostles, and of the Church, along with councils and teachers that establish themselves truly on the same, be admitted in this Synod of Basel as the true and indifferent judge.”
 

Dalburgius said, “Four judges, above suspicion, must be in charge of a council: the Hebrew, Greek, Latin, and German Bibles.”
 

Andrada, Defens. fid. Trident., bk. 2, p. 122: “We have established Holy Scripture as the judge of controversies not because all things necessary are contained therein but because we must consider as wicked and sacrilegious those things that in any wise conflict with it.”
 

§ 458. Now if, as we have been proving up to this point, the supreme judge of theological controversies is the Holy Spirit speaking in the Scriptures, and the lesser judge is the minister of the Church speaking according to Scripture (or, what is the same: if Holy Scripture alone is the voice of the judge and the norm of judgment in controversies of faith), the consequence is that this judgment must not be attributed: (1) To unregenerate man speaking according to the dictates of reason. (2) Nor to an enthusiast who boasts of the internal testimony of the Spirit and new revelations. (3) Nor to the Roman pontiff who arrogates to himself the privilege of infallibility and the immediate assistance of the Holy Spirit. (4) Nor to bishops assembled in council. (5) Nor to the fathers who suggest anything beyond and outside Scripture. That is, the infallible and certain norm of judgment concerning dogmas of faith is not the dictates of natural reason, not an internal enthusiastic spirit, not the opinion of the pope speaking ex cathedra, not the decrees of the councils, not the statements of the fathers, but the oracles of Holy Scripture alone.
 


Therefore the judge is not: First, unregenerate man speaking according to the dictates of reason.
 

§ 459. (I) We prove that unregenerate man speaking according to the dictates of his reason cannot be the judge of controversies concerning dogmas of faith in this way: Whatever (1) is blind in divine matters, obscured by a mist of errors, tangled in the darkness of ignorance, liable to error and vanity; (2) is inept for perceiving divine mysteries and passing judgment on them; (3) is, indeed, opposed and contrary to these mysteries and therefore must be taken captive under the obedience of Christ; (4) in such a way that, consequently, we are ordered to beware of its seduction: that cannot be the norm of judgment in matters of faith, and anyone speaking according to the dictates thereof cannot be the judge of controversies of faith.
 

Natural human reason after the fall (1) is blind, obscured by a mist of errors, tangled in the darkness of ignorance, liable to vanity and error (Ps. [82:5]; Rom. 1:21; 1 Cor. 3:1; Gal. 4:9; Eph. 4:17); (2) is inept for perceiving divine mysteries and passing judgment on them (Matt. 11:27; 16:15; 1 Cor. 2:14ff.); (3) is opposed to them (Rom. 8:6; 1 Cor. 2:[11]ff.; 3:18ff.), and hence must be taken captive under the obedience of Christ (2 Cor. 10:4-5); (4) and we are ordered to beware of its seduction (Col. 2:8).
 

Natural human reason, therefore, cannot be the norm of judgment in matters of faith, and one who speaks according to its dictates cannot be a judge of theological controversies.
 


Second, the enthusiast who boasts of the internal testimony of the Holy Spirit.
 

§ 460. (II) We prove that the enthusiast who boasts of the internal testimony of the Spirit and of new revelations cannot be the judge of controversies concerning doctrines of faith in this way: Whosesoever judgment (1) is not founded on the Scriptures; (2) is liable to the tricks of Satan; (3) is subject to the examination of others; (4) is sometimes opposed to the judgment of the Holy Spirit as He speaks in the Scriptures; (5) is always doubtful and uncertain: such a person cannot be acknowledged as the infallible judge of controversies in the Church.
 

The judgment of an enthusiast who boasts of an internal revelation of the Spirit: (1) Is not founded on Scripture, for nowhere are we sent back to internal revelations, to an inner word, etc., but “to the Law and to the testimony” [Isa. 8:20]. (2) Is liable to satanic deceptions (1 Kings 22:22; 2 Cor. 11:14), which experience proves in the case of those who, deprived of the revlation of the Spirit, suffered themselves to be driven into serious errors, murders, whoredoms, etc. (3) Is subject to the examination of others (1 Cor. 14:29; 1 Thess. 5:21; 1 John 4:1). (4) Is sometimes opposed to the judgment of the Holy Spirit as He speaks in Scripture, as is proved by an examination of those revelations that is established according to the rule of Scripture. (5) Is doubtful and uncertain (2 Cor. 2:11).
 

Therefore an enthusiast who boasts of an internal revelation of the Spirit cannot be acknowledged as the infallible judge of controversies in the Church. Chrysostom puts it beautifully in his sermon De Spiritu sancto adorando: “Many boast of the Holy Spirit, but those who are speaking their own words are falsely using Him as their excuse. As Christ testified that He was not speaking of Himself because He was speaking from the Law and the prophets, so also, if anything beside the Gospel is brought in under the name of the Spirit, let us not believe it. For just as Christ is the fulfillment of the Law and the prophets, so the Spirit is the fulfillment of the Gospel.”
 


Third, the Roman pontiff, boasting of the immediate assistance of the Holy Spirit.
 

§ 461. (III) Elsewhere,79 we have proved in detail that the Roman pontiff, boasting of the immediate assistance of the Holy Spirit, is not the infallible judge of controversies. Here we conclude briefly as follows: Whoever (1) arrogates for himself without the authority of Holy Scripture the privilege of infallibility and absolute power to judge; (2) is liable to error; (3) can become a heretic; (4) has in actual fact erred several times and has given false definitions; (5) is often not a sharer even according to the common measure of the gift of the Holy Spirit; (6) is often doubtful and uncertain; (7) offers absurd, vacuous, ridiculous interpretations of Scripture: such a person is not and cannot be the infallible judge of controversies.
 

The Roman pope: (1) Arrogates for himself, without the authority of Holy Scripture, the privilege of infallibility and absolute power to judge. Nowhere do Christ and the apostles send us back to the tribunal of the pope, and nowhere is the privilege of not erring granted the pope. (2) Is liable to error, for nowhere is he elevated to the prophetic and apostolic prerogative of infallibility but is left in the class of other people who are liable to error. (3) Can become a heretic, as is clear from [Jus canonicum,] dist. 40, c. Si papa, and from the confession of Joh. de Turrecremata (in dist. 79, c. Si quis pecunia, no. 6), Alphonsus de Castro (Contra haeres., bk. 1, c. 4), and Bellarmine (De pontif., bk. 2, c. 30, opin. 5). Antoninus states it beautifully (Summ., part 3, title 22, at the end of c. 7): “Because the pope can do all things, he can also do that which is common to all, namely, to err and sin, according to the passage: ‘Every man is a liar’ “** (Rom. 3:3; Ps. 116:11). ** (4) Has in actual fact erred several times and has given false definitions, as is witnessed by the histories of Zephirinus, who was a Montanist; Marcellinus, who sacrificed to idols; Liberius, who was an Arian; Siricius, who said that marriage was a pollution; Honorius, who gave his assent to the Monotheletes in his Epistle ad Sergium; etc. (5) Is often not a sharer even according to the common measure of the gift of the Holy Spirit, as is witnessed by the terrible disgraces annotated by Papistic historians themselves. (6) Is often doubtful and uncertain, because at times there obviously was no pope, as when the Roman see was vacant not merely for days and months but even for years. At times there were several popes at the same time, and no one knew which of them was the true pope. At times they occupied the papacy without a legitimate call, namely, through magic arts or through the bribery of simony or through power and partisanship, etc. But now, only legitimate election makes a legitimate pope, and a doubtful pope is held as no pope, as Bellarmine argues (De concil., bk. 2, c. 19). (7) Offers absurd, vacuous, ridiculous interpretations of Scripture, as we see from the decretal epistles of the popes and from many chapters of canon law.
 

Therefore the Roman pope is not and cannot be the infallible judge of controversies.
 


Fourth, councils.
 

§ 462. (IV) We prove that councils cannot be the absolute and infallible judge in controversies of faith in this way: Whatever (1) are liable to the peril of erring; (2) have in fact quite often erred; (3) contradict themselves quite often; (4) whose definitions are uncertain; (5) who cannot be heard and interrogated as often as members of the Church need a judiciary decision—such are not fit to be the absolute and infallible judge in controversies of faith.
 

Bishops who have gathered together in councils: (1) Are liable to the peril of erring, for nowhere is the claim made that they have been given the privilege of infallibility. (2) Have in actual fact erred quite often, as is witnessed by the examples of the Councils of Ariminum, of Seleucia, the second of Ephesus, of Sirmium, etc. (3) Contradict themselves quite often. The Second Council of Nicaea claimed that images must be worshiped, which conflicts with the Council of Constantinople, as the fathers of the Second Council of Nicaea admit (Act. 6). In the Council of Rome under Stephan VII, Pope Formosus was condemned and all his acts abrogated. Later, another council was held at Ravenna under John IX; there Formosus was restored and Stephan condemned, and all the acts of that council held under Stephan were abrogated, etc. One or the other of these had to be in error. (4) Their definitions quite often are uncertain, and they do not define all controversies. Andrada, Defens. fid., bk. 3: “Although the Council of Trent did define original sin truly as sin, yet it intentionally omitted the definition of it.” (5) They cannot be heard and interrogated as often as members of the Church need a judiciary decision, for there are times when the Church is in such a state that does not allow the assembling of general councils, as is witnessed by the history of the early Church around the time of the apostles.
 

Therefore absolute and infallible judgment in controversies of faith does not belong to bishops assembled in councils.
 


Fifth, the fathers.
 

§ 463. (V) From these facts, it is obvious that the fathers cannot be acknowledged as the infallible judges of controversies: (1) They, too, are liable to the peril of erring. (2) They remove infallibility from themselves and want people to judge all parts of their doctrine according to Scripture. (3) Their books have not always been extant in the Church, as the history of the early Church witnesses. (4) Fewer literary works of theirs are extant than is necessary for a full and complete consensus about each and every controversy to be sought from them. (5) In their writings that we still possess there are many corrupt and spurious things. (6) They cannot be read by everyone on whom the responsibility for passing judgment on controversies rests. (7) The Papists themselves deny that the authority of the fathers is authentic, and as a result, they subject it to the Roman pontiff. (8) They contradict one another quite often. All this is explained and substantiated in greater detail in its own place.
 


Antithesis: First, of the Papists.
 

§ 464. Antithesis. Those who take judiciary authority away from Holy Scripture include: (I) The Papists, who deny with clear words that Scripture can be the judge of controversies. In De verbo Dei, bk. 3, c. 3, Bellarmine argues about the authentic interpreter of Scripture and the judge of controversies and goes on as follows:
 


Our adversaries and we are agreed that the Scriptures should be understood by means of that Spirit in which they were made, that is, the Holy Spirit. The entire question, then, is: Where is that Spirit? We (Roman Catholics) think that even if this Spirit is often granted to many private people, yet He is found for sure in the Church, that is, in a council of bishops confirmed by the supreme pastor of the Church, or in the supreme pastor with a council of other pastors. Therefore we say that the judge of the true meaning of Scripture and of all controversies is the Church, that is, the pope with the council, in which all Catholics convene. All the heretics of this age, however, teach that the Holy Spirit, the interpreter of Scripture, is not bound to bishops nor to any class of men. Therefore they say that each should be a judge either by following his own spirit, if he himself has the gift of interpretation, or by adhering to someone else if he sees that such a person has been endowed with this gift.

 




 

In this formation of the state of the question, however, we require many things: (1) We do not deny simply that the Church—that is, the ministers and hearers of the Church—is the judge. Rather, we say that these are the ministerial judges, bound to hear the voice of the Holy Spirit sounding in the Scriptures and bound to observe strictly the norm of judgment set forth in Scripture.
 

(2) We also do not say that each person should be a judge either in following his own spirit or in adhering to another whom he knows has been endowed with the gift of interpretation, as Bellarmine falsely accuses us, connecting us with the Schwenckfeldians. Instead, we say that each should follow the judgment of the Holy Spirit, which is set forth in the Holy Scriptures.
 

(3) The genuine and proper meaning of Scripture is to be sought not in the heart of the pope nor of any human, but in the Scriptures themselves, which are the public tablets of the Holy Spirit.
 

(4) Here Bellarmine is making the general assertion that “the judge of all controversies is the Church, that is, the pope with the council.” Actually, however, he attributed this office of judgment to the pope alone, as we showed on the basis of his hypotheses in our treatise On the Interpretation of Scripture [1610 Loci Theologici, locus 2, §§ 17-20] and as the Jesuits confessed at Regensburg without beating around the bush.
 

(5) Because the judgment of the pope occasionally differs from the judgment of his councils, the pope with the council cannot be established as judge: it must be either the pope alone or the councils alone.
 

§ 465. Therefore Bellarmine is claiming that Scripture cannot be the judge of controversies but that this completely belongs to the Roman pontiff, for he writes: “God was not unaware that many difficulties about faith would arise in the Church, so He had to establish a judge. Yet that judge cannot be Scripture nor the Spirit making private revelation nor a secular prince. Therefore it must be the ecclesiastical prince (the Roman pontiff) either alone or at least with the council and the consensus of his fellow bishops” (De verbo Dei, bk. 3, c. 9). The rest make the same claim too. Gregorius de Valentia, Anal., bk. 5, c. 2: “Holy Scripture cannot be the judge of all controversies of faith.” The Bavarian theologians at the Colloquy of Regensburg: “Holy Scripture is not the judge of all controversies of faith and of the Christian religion.” At the same colloquy, Gretserus, sess. 9, p. 292: “We are in the sight of Holy Scripture and of the Holy Spirit. Let Him pronounce the sentence. If He says: ‘Gretserus, your idea is bad, your case has failed; Jacob Heilbrunner, you have beaten him,’ then I will immediately cross over to your bench. Let Him come! Let Him be here! Let Him come and condemn me!” The opinion of the rest is the same.
 

The arguments with which they try to prove that the Roman pope is the only and authentic judge of controversies pertain to the locus on the Roman pope. We shall merely consider, therefore, those with which they try to prove in that place that the office of judging cannot be assigned to Scripture.
 


The arguments of the Papists: First, from the imperfection of Scripture.
 

§ 466. (I) From the imperfection of Scripture. They say, “Scripture takes on various meanings, and it itself cannot say which is the correct meaning.” Also: “Sometimes a question arises about the interpretation of Scripture, but Scripture cannot interpret itself. Therefore Scripture cannot be the judge of controversies.” We respond. (1) If Scripture cannot say what its true meaning is nor can it interpret itself, then the purpose of Scripture, which is “to make men wise to salvation,” is destroyed. (2) If the pope in his decrees and decretals, in his bulls and briefs can present his own meaning so clearly that whoever reads the decrees of the pope boasts that he grasps the meaning of the pope, will not the Holy Spirit be able to speak in the Scriptures so clearly that one can gather the certain and genuine meaning from them? (3) If Scripture cannot say what its true meaning is, then neither the prophets nor the apostles could speak in such a way that one could gather the certain and genuine meaning of their statements. The reason is that the prophets and apostles put into the Scriptures the same thing that they preached and nothing else. (4) If Scripture cannot say what its true meaning is, why does Chrysostom write (homily 13 on Genesis): “When Holy Scripture wants to teach us any such thing, it explains itself and does not permit its hearer to err”? Why does Irenaeus claim (Adv. haeres., bk. 2, c. 46): “Those things that God subjected to our knowledge have been placed clearly and without ambiguity in Scripture in those very words”? (5) From the letter of a friend written clearly, we can learn his ideas. Therefore why can we not learn the true meaning from Scripture, which is the letter of God Almighty written to us? Augustine claims in his commentary on Psalm 96 that we can learn “the heart of God” from it. (6) The power of the truth forces Costerus to write: “The chief parts of faith that all Christians must know are included in the apostolic books with sufficient clarity” (Enchirid., c. 1). Therefore one can draw from Scripture something definite about those dogmas he must know. (7) Bellarmine concedes that “firm arguments can be taken from the literal sense of Scripture” (De verbo Dei, bk. 3, c. 3). Therefore instead of being able to seek a firm argument from the Scriptures, much rather where the certain meaning cannot be gathered from the literal sense, no other argument could be sought from the Scriptures elsewhere. (8) It is according to accident that heretics twist Scripture into various meanings, and the one, proper, and perspicuous sense of Scripture that the Holy Spirit intended does not cease because of that. Pelbartus, Rosarium, vol. 3, c. De fide: “Although Scripture can be explained otherwise in some way, at least to escape without an obvious contradiction, yet simply speaking one cannot explain it rationally in another way without the explanation of the Catholic faith always seeming more rational.” (9) The pope, councils, and fathers either draw from the Scriptures what they hand down concerning the dogmas of faith (and thus Scripture will be able to say what the true meaning is) or they teach that something must be accepted in faith outside of Scripture (and thus the sword of God cuts that down, Gal. 1:8).
 


Second, from a comparison with the civil commonwealth.
 

§ 467. (II) From a comparison with the civil commonwealth. “In every well-constituted commonwealth, the law and the judge are distinct things. The law teaches what one must do; the judge interprets the law and directs people according to it. Therefore in the ecclesiastical commonwealth, too, there must be another judge besides Scripture.” We respond. (1) We concede that there is such a judge in the Church, for we have stated not only that the Holy Spirit is the supreme and authentic Judge but also that there is an inferior and ministerial judge, who should repeat the voice of that supreme Judge which is set forth in the Scriptures. He should teach from it what one must do, interpret it, and guide people to it. (2) We add, however, that that judge ought not pronounce sentence according to his own choice but according to the norm prescribed by the supreme Judge, namely, according to Holy Scripture, which we consequently call “the voice of the supreme Judge,” “the norm of the inferior judge,” and “the directive judge.” (3) Therefore we invert the argument. Just as an inferior judge in a well-constituted commonwealth is bound to the laws prescribed by a superior judge and is obligated to pronounce sentence according to them as his norm of judgment, so also the minister of the Church and anyone of the faithful in a judgment concerning controversies of faith is bound to the voice of the supreme Judge—that is, the Holy Spirit—which is set forth in the Scriptures. (4) Aristotle (Polit., bk. 5., c. 7) says that a judge is the “animate law,” and thereby Aristotle teaches that a judge ought not pass sentence according to his own choice and will but in accord with the prescription of the laws. If we require this in a case of civil judgment, how much more in the judgment of spiritual matters!
 


Third, from the disagreement of those who acknowledge Scripture as the judge.
 

§ 468. (III) From the disagreement of those who acknowledge Scripture as the judge. “If the judgment of Scripture were sufficient, why has there not yet been agreement among those who acknowledge Scripture alone as the norm and judge?” We respond. (1) Many people listen to human dreams and the dictates of blind reason rather than the voice of the Holy Spirit speaking in the Scriptures. (2) Many bring their own preconceived opinions into Scripture but are not seeking the true meaning from the Scriptures. As Hilary says, “They force what they presumed to be the meaning before reading it to appear to be contained by the words” (De Trinit., bk. 1). (3) Many people, according to the apostle (Titus 3:11), are “self-condemned” because for the sake of keeping their authority, power, glory, and wealth, they are unwilling to acknowledge and confess the truth when it has been shown to them from the Scriptures (John 12:43). (4) There are many who allow their eyes to be closed by external splendor and pomp so that the light of truth does not shine upon them. (5) There are many who, despite the fact that Scripture condemns them, appeal to Scripture, just as the Jews appealed to Moses, who nevertheless kept accusing them (John 5:45). (6) We must distinguish between potentiality and actuality. Potentially, by its own nature and because of its perfection and perspicuity, Scripture is suitable and sufficient for settling controversies. Because of the fault of human wickedness, however, it happens that in actuality the effect does not always nor among all people follow, just as the Gospel is “the power [potentia] of God to salvation for all who believe” (Rom. 1:16), though not all people are in actuality converted and saved through the preaching of the Gospel. Medication is suitable and effectual for driving away an illness, though the effect may not result because of some other cause that hinders its strength.
 


Fourth, from the appeal of heretics to Scripture.
 

§ 469. (IV) From the appeal of heretics to Scripture. “No one appeals to that judge by whom he knows he will be condemned. Yet all heretics appeal to Scripture. Therefore they do not acknowledge that they are condemned in Scripture, and, consequently, Scripture is not the judge.” We respond. (1) We invert the argument. If you evade the judgment of someone, you know that he will not be favorable to you. The Papists evade the judgment of Scripture. Therefore they know that this judge will not be favorable to them. Consequently, Eck confessed before Duke Wilhelm of Bavaria at the Diet of Augsburg in the year 1530: “The Lutheran confession cannot be refuted from the Scriptures.” This is written in the acts of that diet, which are in Luther’s Works, German, vol. 5, f. 35. Albertus Pighius admits the same thing: “If we had been mindful of this doctrine (namely, that one must not debate with heretics on the basis of the Scriptures), our cause would certainly be in a better place. But then, to display our ingenuity and erudition, we went into a contest of the Scriptures with Luther, and, alas, this fire that we now see has kindled!” (De eccles. hierarch., bk. 1, at the end of c. 4).
 

(2) Although not all heretics know and sense that the Holy Spirit in the Holy Scriptures and the Scriptures condemn them, nevertheless from the denial of a knowledge and sensing of this condemnation one cannot draw an argument for the denial of the matter itself. The Jews did not know that Moses was accusing them, and as a result, they kept appealing to Moses; the Truth itself, however, bears witness that Moses did accuse them (John 5:45).
 

(3) Scripture in and of itself is useful “for reproof, that the man of God may be perfect” (2 Tim. 3:16[-17]). “God has set up a foundation in the Holy Scriptures against insidious errors,” say Irenaeus (bk. 3, c. 2) and Augustine (Epist. Johann., tractate 2). Therefore it is false for the heretics to cover Scripture with their errors. The tyrant arrogates for himself the title of “good prince”; the prostitute arrogates for herself the title of “honorable virgin.” In the same way, heretics arrogate for themselves both the name and weapons of the orthodox, namely, Holy Scripture.
 

** Theodoret, in Opuscul. contra varias haereses (found in vol. 2 of the works of Athanasius): “If they see that you are asking that their foolishness be restrained by proofs from Scripture, they refuse ([image: ]) both the aim and use of Scripture. But if they ever think that some bare statement, lopped out of the genuine context, is favorable to their intent, they adapt it to confirm their own purposes.” **
 

The Gnostics used to sew the purple of Scripture onto their rags. Irenaeus, however, with a beautiful simile compares them to those “who take apart the pieces of an image of the king made from choice gems, then put the pieces together again in the shape of a dog or little fox. Then they try to convince people that this is the same image of the king that the original craftsman fashioned because it is still made of the same gemstones.”
 

(4) Eck says, “In the temptation (Matt. 4:6), the devil quoted the Scriptures against Christ” (Enchir., c. 4). We add, however, that Christ overcame the devil with statements of Scripture (Matt. 4:4, 7, 10) and three times repeats and forces on the devil: “It is written.” So also, from Scripture we can powerfully convict the heretics who appeal to Scripture. Our adversaries said at the Colloquy of Regensburg, p. 203, Neob. edition: “No heresy can ever be refuted from the Scriptures.” The history of the Church and experience itself, however, teach that no heresy ever began that was so absurd and monstrous, so specious and plausible, that one could not overcome it with the weapons of Scripture. That statement of the ancient rabbinic scholars is golden: “In whatever passage of Scripture you find an objection in favor of heretics, you will also find a remedy at its side.”
 

(5) Not all heretics appeal to Scripture. Some hide their rotten wares under the cloak of tradition and in this way try to foist them upon the Church.
 


Fifth, from the condition of a judge.
 

§ 470. (V) From the condition of a judge. “Both parties in the litigation should see and hear the judge, who should also have coercive authority. Otherwise he will not be and cannot be the end of controversies.” We respond. (1) The judgment of the forum is one thing; the judgment of heaven is another. The ecclesiastical ministry is one thing; political rule and magistracy is another. Inasmuch as the Church is not of this world, so also it is not ruled in the manner of this world.
 

(2) We also concede that there is a visible judge, the ministerium of the Church; however, we add that this judge is the inferior judge. Hence it cannot and should not pronounce judgment autocratically, but rather it should submit its judgment to the Holy Scriptures and conform it to them as to the voice of the supreme Judge and the norm of all true and certain judgment.
 

(3) Regarding the supreme and authentic judge of controversies of faith, we deny this condition: that the judge must necessarily be seen in his own person and heard in his own voice. Christ says: “He who does not believe has been judged already” (John 3:18), though he may not see that. It is enough that all people hear His voice in the writings of the prophets and apostles. John 12:48: “The word that I have spoken will judge him on the Last Day.”
 

(4) The Holy Spirit, speaking in the Scriptures, does not compel with external force, yet He does move people effectually with an inner persuasion, and this is sufficient for the illumination, conversion, and instruction of those who do not stubbornly resist the Holy Spirit. Lactantius, Instit., bk. 5, v. 19: “There is nothing so voluntary as religion. If the spirit is averse to it, it is already nothing.” Epiphanius, Haeres. 61: “The worship of God is not a matter of necessity but of will.”
 

(5) To what Bellarmine urges—”Without some visible, supreme, and authentic judge, no end to controversies can be hoped for”—we respond with the words of Bellarmine himself: “It is not strange if the Church continues without an effectual human remedy, because her salvation does not depend especially on human diligence but on divine protection, since her king is God. The Church can and should pray, and she is certain, that God will be concerned about her salvation” (De concil., bk. 2, c. 19).
 

(6) The Papists have a visible judge—the Roman pontiff—but have all controversies among them been laid to rest? Practice bears witness to the contrary. And who was the judge when two or three men were fighting bitterly over the papal throne, like vultures battling over their prey, since “a doubtful and uncertain pope is considered as no pope,” according to Bellarmine (loc. cit.)? Also, who is the judge when the pope dies and before a surrogate takes his place?
 


Antithesis: Second, of the Calvinists.
 

§ 471. (II) The Calvinists also remove the judiciary office of Holy Scripture in deciding controversies of faith. We prove this with the following argument: Whoever denies that the eucharistic controversies must be decided and judged on the basis of the Words of Institution, such a one takes away from Holy Scripture the voice of a judge in deciding controversies of faith. After all, the nature of one article is also the nature of all the rest. The Calvinists deny that the eucharistic controversies are to be decided and settled on the basis of the Words of Institution. The preachers at Zürich (Contra D. Jacob. Andream, f. 45) and Beumlerus (Falco deplumat., p. 63) demand that we “no longer cite the words of the Supper as the foundation, because they are the thing to be decided.” Whitaker repeats this (De Script., q. 5). The Consensus orthodoxus (c. 7, f. 161) says, “It is a manifest abuse of the words of the Supper to prove that which is in question or controversy from those words.” Martyr, Dial. de nat. hum., f. 127: “You have always appeared to know less than is proper when you labor on behalf of an absurd and useless dogma and have nothing to support it except Christ’s words: ‘This is My body.’ “Johann Politianus, Phil. eucharist., part 3, c. 4, 1610 edition: “It is not correct for him to want the first institution to be called the chief foundation for the controversy concerning the Eucharist.” Calvin calls “all who simply insist on Christ’s words” “cavilers” [syllabarum aucupes] (instit., bk. 4, c. 17, § 23). Likewise, the Papists call us “inkpot scripturarians and theologians” [scripturarios et theologos atramentales]. The men of Dordrecht expressly write, as recorded in Tectandrus, § 23: “Scripture is not suitable to be the judge of controversies.”
 


Antithesis: Third, of the Photinians.
 

§ 472. (III) The Photinians, with their words, indeed do appeal to Scripture as the only norm and judge. Actually, however, they take away the judiciary authority of Scripture when in articles of faith they depart from the letter of Scripture because of an absurdity that runs against the judgment of reason. We draw a conclusion against them in this way: Whoever departs from the letter of Scripture because of an absurdity that runs against the judgment of reason, such a one prefers the judgment of reason to the judgment of the Holy Spirit who speaks to us in and through the Holy Scriptures and, in fact, wickedly takes away the office of the judge that is owed to Scripture. The Photinians do this. Therefore.
 

The major premise is one of immovable truth, for in those clear and perspicuous passages of Scripture, the Holy Spirit has set forth His own sentence and judgment concerning the mysteries of faith. If, therefore, one departs from the clear letter and genuine sense of the words, he abandons the Holy Spirit’s sentence and judgment. You see, that which flows directly from the words of Scripture taken in the literal sense in the articles of faith is the true meaning of Scripture and the genuine sentence of the Holy Spirit. If an alien interpretation in harmony with the judgment be brought into them, there would actually be a departure from the genuine sense of Scripture and the judgment of the Holy Spirit. If at any time the article of creation in Genesis 1 is described, we must take their words in their proper and genuine meaning, namely, that the true God—who is Father, Son, and Holy Spirit—truly created real light, the real firmament, real waters, etc. If one departs from the literal sense, however—so that he wants Elohim to mean “angels,” or “creation” to mean a production made from some material coeternal with God, or “light” to mean “angelic nature,” etc.—he is departing from the true and genuine sense that the Holy Spirit intends, and he prefers the darkness of reason to the light of the Holy Spirit. Hilary, De Trinit., bk. 1: “The best reader of Scripture is he who looks for the understanding of its words from its words, instead of importing that understanding; who takes from it rather than bringing to it; and who does not force it to seem to contain in its words what he presumed before reading that it would mean.”
 

§ 473. The minor premise can be proved from the words and practice of the Photinians. These bear witness that the Photinians not only depart from the letter of Scripture in the articles of faith because of an absurdity that runs against the judgment of reason, but they also assail the articles of faith that are set forth in clear and perspicuous words in Scripture with argument-arrows drawn from the quiver of human reason. You see, they expressly claim that what reason declares is false can by no means be true nor should one believe it. As a consequence, they deny the mystery of the Trinity, the eternal generation of the Son from the Father, the union of the two natures in Christ, the propagation of original sin, and the resurrection of the same flesh, and they do this because reason declares that those articles of our faith are absurd, false, impossible, and contradictory.
 

Let these badges of theirs that we shall enumerate and this process of debating that we shall sketch be given due consideration. Socinus, De auctorit. Script., p. 54: “That with which reason and common sense conflict entirely can by no means be true.” The Catech. Racov. denies the mystery of the Trinity on the basis of the principle that “it is opposed to reason” (p. 48). It denies that there are two natures in Christ because “this conflicts with reason” (p. 58). It denies the eternal generation of the Son from the Father because “they conflict with reason” (p. 63). It denies the presence of Christ’s body and blood in the Supper because “this militates against the properties of a natural body” (p. 220). It says, “They themselves report that their opinion about oral eating is by no means certain when they admit that this mode of eating the body of Christ is completely unexplainable or that they just do not know how this happens” (p. 221). It denies the satisfaction of Christ because “reason judges that this is absurd” (p. 261), etc. Ostorodus and Weidovius (Apolog. ad decretum ordinum Belgii, p. 24, published in 1600): “Hypocrites or the insane, not sensible people, generally believe those things that are by no means in harmony with reason.” Ostorodus, Instit., c. 4, p. 30: “If reason shows clearly that the trinity of persons in God is false, how, I ask, can it come into the mind of a rational person that such can still be true and be proved from God’s Word?” Theodosius Schimbergius, Praefatio refutationi Petri Carolini praefixa, which was written by Johannes Sommerus and, as the title indicates, was printed at Ingolstadt in 1582: “Faith never embraces things that are impossible for the mind. Thus it is obvious that the Trinity and the divinity of the Son are not true articles of faith, because they are impossible for the mind. In reality, therefore, they are blasphemous and terrible dogmas.” Schmaltzius, Contra D. Schopp. de trinit., p. 21: “Those who, in religion, spurn sound logic after the Word of God thereby render their religion suspect among all sensible people.” Contra D. Frantz., disp. 2, p. 60: “It is completely contrary to reason to think that he who had been created without sin, by sinning one time, infected all people with sin forever.” Disp. 4, p. 137: “There is not a bit of the Christian religion that is not in harmony with reason. Whatever opinion does not agree with reason also can have no place in theology. As a small light is not opposed to a large one, so reason is not opposed to Scripture. Let Frantzius or anyone else teach that any sentence of Holy Writ conflicts with reason, and then let reason be silent in the Church. Religion and Holy Scripture have many things that are beyond reason; thereby they commend themselves highly. There is, however, nothing that is contrary to reason. In fact, if religion were opposed to reason, it would thereby betray its own falseness and would not be religion, for the soul and reason itself are religion.” Disp. 5, p. 165: “Frantzius and Luther are involved in a gross, crass error. They believe that something is true in theology that is false in philosophy, that is, that is contrary to reason. Luther said it quite accurately: preaching that God is man presents a greater disparity than to say that man is a jackass. Thus it is completely false that Holy Writ affirms that God, who is certainly God by nature, is man.” Disp. 8, p. 421: “As a small light cannot be contrary to a large one, so reason cannot be contrary to evangelical doctrine. This ignorance of most people is crass. Its time should finally now come to put them to shame in such a great light of the truth.” In his Resp. ad par sophism. a Ravenspergero objectorum, p. 30: “There is no faith where there is not understanding.” Ibid.: “Humbly believing something is true does not make it so.” Goslavius a Babelno, preface to his treatise Contra Keckerm.: “There are some who will cry out that I have subjected the axioms of religion to the rule of dialectics. I do not deny it, but who before me has not done that?” And later: “Is there really one truth of philosophy and another of theology? I hear that ‘the world was created out of nothing’ is theologically true, but philosophically false. But whatever the schools teach is nonsense. Thus it will be true and false, and vice versa. Both parts of the contradiction are true and false. It does not embarrass those good people to brand so great a mark of disgrace on one of these two most noble sciences.”
 

§ 474. However, when the Photinians in this manner make their own reason the judge in the supreme mysteries of faith, they contradict: (1) Scripture, which testifies that, after the fall, human reason is blind in passing judgment on the mysteries of faith, is obscured by the mist of errors, is entangled in the darkness of ignorance, is completely destitute of the ability to perceive divine mysteries and to make judgments concerning them, is hostile and opposed to the divine mysteries, and hence must be taken captive under the obedience of Christ, as we have shown earlier (§ 459).
 

(2) Experience, which testifies that human reason has been the worst temptress of her own inclinations. Our first parents were seduced by the judgment of reason and fell away from the express word of God. Consequently, the apostle warns his Corinthians: “But I am afraid that, as the serpent deceived Eve with his cunning, your thoughts may be corrupted and may be deprived of the simplicity which is in Christ” (2 Cor. 11:3). Naaman the Syrian, Nicodemus, Thomas, etc., followed the judgment of their own reason and senses in divine matters and made shameful mistakes. In Rom. 16:18, Paul describes heretics in this way: that “by good words and fair speeches,” that is, which conform to the judgment of reason, “they deceive the hearts of the innocent.” But on the other hand, Abraham “in hope believed against hope. He did not consider his own body now dead” (Rom. 4:18-19). That is, he did not follow the judgment of his own reason about the properties of his worn-out and aged body but rested on God’s promise in faith, not hesitating in disbelief.
 

(3) The rule of Christ, of the prophets, and of the apostles, who everywhere in divine matters call us back from the judgment of reason and senses to the Word. Isa. 55:8: “My thoughts are not your thoughts.” Zech. 8:6: “If this seems difficult in the eyes of this people, will it really be difficult in His eyes?” Matt. 19:26: “With men this is impossible, but with God all things are possible.” Eph. 3:20: “God is able to do far more abundantly than all that we ask or think.” Col. 2:8: “See to it that no one makes a prey of you by philosophy.”
 

(4) Themselves and, in fact, in four ways. [a] They themselves repudiate the judgment of reason in questions of faith. Socinus, Solut. scrupul., response to 11, p. 40: “We must not reckon God’s inscrutable judgments by the measure of human reason.” Johannes Sommerus, Refut. P. Carolini, p. 50b: “We must not examine God’s actions according to men’s rules.” Eniedinus, Explic. locor., p. 178: “No one should introduce alien and philosophical thoughts to explain the simple words and doctrine of the apostles.” The preface-writer for Eniedinus: “On a matter so arduous, there is no need for human reasonings but especially for the explicit Word in accord with the passages ‘To the Law and to the testimony!’ and ‘What is written in the Law?’ “Ostorodus, Instit., c. 19, p. 196: “In so difficult a matter it would be hazardous to trust in human reason and judgment when we are speaking about the life of man, in fact, about his eternal salvation” (for example, in the question about killing heretics). Schmaltzius, De div. Christi, p. 91: “In matters of this sort, let them cease inquiring into the means that God used and of which, not without cause, He wanted us to be ignorant. Let them learn to rest on the clear testimonies of Holy Writ.” Schmaltzius again, Contra Frantz., p. 265: “Let Frantzius show us his ideas from Holy Writ and we shall accept them as certain, even if they surpass our reason.” (If those things that are set forth in Holy Writ must be accepted even if they surpass reason, then the divine mysteries that have been set forth in the literal sense of the words must be accepted in faith, and they must not be attacked with the principles of logic.)
 

[b] They deny that there is any natural knowledge of God. Ostorodus, Instit., c. 1, p. 10: “It does not come from nature that man knows something about God or the divinity, nor does it come from his consideration of the creation. Rather, it comes from hearing. From the beginning God has revealed Himself to men.” But if reason cannot rise up by its own powers to any knowledge of God, why shall we attribute to it judgment regarding the supreme mysteries of faith?
 

[c] They say that Scripture alone is the rule of faith, and on the basis of it alone they boast that they want to debate with us over divine matters. Socinus, Defens. animadv. contra Eutropium, p. 49: “The Christian must believe these things about God, though they are not quite in harmony with reason. People may think that God Himself has not revealed them, but actually He has.” Pisecius, preface to his Respons. ad rationes Campiani Arii: “The truth of divine matters depends not on nature, not on the senses, not on philosophical theorems but on God, on the divine laws and oracles.” And later: “We weigh all controversies in the Christian religion by the firm and solid authority of the divine laws.” Schmaltzius, Contra Schopperum, p. 3: “Until now you Evangelicals are arguing steadily against us that Scripture alone is the norm of faith and that one must stand only on that divine authority in spiritual matters.” In his preface to Contra Frantzium: “The Christian religion relies on its own principles and by no means needs assistance from an alien source.” Yet if one must stand only on divine authority in spiritual matters, why, then, do they draw judgments concerning the divine mysteries from the principles of reason?
 

[d] They do not even want to admit discursive reasoning that is founded in the Scriptures nor what is deduced from them, as will become clear later. How much less, then, should one listen to the judgment of a reason that does not consult Scripture about the articles of faith!
 

§ 475. Let us weigh the axioms and embellishments that the Photinians use in this question. (1) “That with which reason conflicts can by no means be true.” We respond. It is not human reason but divine revelation that is the principle of faith. One must not judge the articles of faith on the basis of the dictates of reason; otherwise we shall no longer have articles of faith but the whims of reason. The thoughts and utterances of reason must be coerced and limited within the sphere of those matters that have been subjected to the judgment of reason, not extended to the sphere of those matters that have been placed beyond all comprehension of reason. Otherwise if they are taken as absolutely universal and are attacked by the mysteries of faith, they would produce “the contradictions of what is falsely called knowledge” (1 Tim. 6:20).
 

(2) “Nothing should be believed that is opposed to right reason.” We respond. One must distinguish between man’s reason before the fall and after the fall. The former, as such, was never opposed to divine revelation; the latter, with the fault of corruption, is quite often opposed to it. One must also distinguish between the reason of a human being not yet reborn and the reason of a regenerate human. The former considers the mysteries of faith to be foolishness; the latter, as such, does not struggle against them. However, it is such only as long as it follows the light of the Word and judges the mysteries of faith not on the basis of its own principles but on the basis of Holy Writ. Again, one must distinguish between reason that has begun to be rectified in this life and that which is fully rectified in the life to come. The former has not yet been so completely renewed, illumined, and rectified that it is powerless to oppose and attack the articles of faith if it follows its own lead. Just as in the reborn there continues a “wrestling of the flesh and spirit” through which they are incited to sin, so also there continues in them a wrestling of faith and reason insofar as it has not yet been completely renewed. The latter, on the other hand, excludes all conflict between faith and reason. In addition, one must distinguish between right reason, truly and properly speaking, and right reason as it is defined according to the sense of our adversaries, the Photinians and Calvinists. Right reason, if it is taken truly and properly—namely, as that which restricts itself within the borders of its object; does not arrogate for itself the judgment of the mysteries of faith; does not, when illumined by the light of the Word and rectified by the Holy Spirit, follow its own principles in the mysteries of faith, but follows the light of the Word and the leading of the Holy Spirit—is not opposed to faith. Our adversaries, however, accept as right reason that which does pass judgment on the mysteries of faith, as their own practice reveals. Finally, one must distinguish between those things that are the objects of revelation alone and purely of faith, and those that are the objects of the sharpness of reason. In the case of the latter, some light has been left to reason. Because the former are beyond sense, beyond reason, beyond all comprehension, we must not examine them with reason but accept them in faith.
 

(3) “As a small light is not opposed to a great one, so Scripture is not contrary to reason.” We respond. Here there is no contrariety of itself but by accident. Reason that limits itself within its own sphere is not contrary to Scripture. When it wants to go above and beyond its own sphere, however, and to pass judgment on the supreme mysteries of faith according to the dictates of its own principles, then by accident it is opposed to Scripture, which instructs us about the mysteries of faith. As a great light often reveals those things that were hidden under a small light, so the light of grace, kindled for us in the Word, reveals those things that have been hidden in the light of nature. But if anyone wished to deny those things that he sees in a greater light because he did not see them in a lesser light, he abuses the function and benefit of the lesser light. So, too, he who denies or attacks the mysteries of faith revealed in the light of grace because they do not agree with reason in accord with the light of nature, such a one is also abusing the benefit and function of reason and of the natural light.
 

(4) “Religion has many things beyond reason but nothing against reason.” We respond. The articles of faith in and of themselves are not against reason. They merely are beyond reason. By accident it does happen, however, that they are also against reason, namely, when reason usurps for itself judgment over them on the basis of its own principles and does not follow the light of the Word but denies and attacks them. Next, the articles of faith are not against reason but only beyond reason, insofar as reason before the fall had not yet been corrupted and depraved. After the fall, however, they are not only beyond but also against corrupted reason, namely, that which, as such, cannot restrain itself from wanting to pass judgment on them on the basis of its own principles.
 

(5) “What is true theologically cannot be false philosophically because truth is one.” We respond. In and of itself there is no contrariety and no contradiction between philosophy and theology. That which theology sets forth on the basis of revelation about the mysteries of faith, sound and sincere philosophy knows it must not examine and evaluate according to the principles of reason, lest a transition to another genus [[image: ]] take place and lest the distinct principles of the distinct disciplines become confused. Thus when theology teaches that Mary bore a child and remained a virgin, sound philosophy does not say that this assertion conflicts with its own conclusion: that it is impossible for a virgin to bear a child. You see, it knows that it must accept that conclusion necessarily with this limitation, that for a virgin to bear a child naturally and remain a virgin is an impossibility, and theology does not claim the opposite of this, for it says that the virgin conceived by supernatural and divine power. On the other hand, when some amateur philosopher wants his axioms and utterances to be so general that on the basis of them even the greatest mysteries of faith must be judged, and when he thus invades another’s borders, then by accident it happens that what is true theologically is said to be false philosophically, namely, with respect not to the true use of sound philosophy but to the shameful abuse of it. Thus justice and the nature of law are everywhere one in general concept, yet the law of this province is not the same as that of another province. Instead, each commonwealth lives with its own particular laws. So, too, truth is one in general concept; yet every discipline has its own axioms that must not be dragged into a different forum but must be left in their own sphere, lest a transition to another genus occur, which sound philosophy rejects.
 


Arguments of the Photinians.
 

§ 476. The stronger arguments of Schmaltzius are these: (I) “Let Frantzius or anyone else teach that any one statement of Holy Writ conflicts with reason, and then let reason keep silent in the Church” (disp. 4, p. 137). We respond. (1) No statement of Holy Writ conflicts with reason when reason keeps within its own limits, but all the mysteries of faith conflict with reason when it goes beyond its limits, as is obvious from induction. You see, though the Photinians deny that those things are mysteries of faith that we teach from Scripture—such as the Trinity of persons in the divinity, the eternal generation of the Son from the Father, the personal union of the two natures in Christ, the resurrection of the same flesh, etc.—yet because of this nothing falls from the truth of this matter.
 

(2) Thus there is no contradiction between shoemaking and painting. However, when “the cobbler arises beyond the sandal,” as the proverb has it, and assumes for himself the judgment concerning all the theorems of the painter’s art, it happens by accident that he passes perverse judgment and contradicts the discipline of painting.
 

(3) On the other hand, just because the utterances of Scripture in and of themselves do not conflict with reason when it stays within its limits, one should by no means infer that they are to be measured according to the norm and judgment of reason; instead, the contrary is true: one must pass judgment on the articles of faith according to the proper principle of faith, Holy Writ, and one must not confuse the distinct principles of distinct disciplines.
 

(4) If anyone were to counter that “philosophy is a general discipline whose use extends to all other disciplines and thus also to theology itself,” we respond in this way: One must distinguish between the true use—either organic, constructive, or destructive—and the abuse, as we explained in greater detail in our Method. theologici studii.
 

§ 477. (II) “God wants our worship to be ‘reasonable,’ Rom. 12:1” (disp. post. 8, p. 421). We respond. (1) “Reasonable service” does not at all mean that which is taken from the judgment of reason or that which is examined according to the scale of reason, for it is certain that [image: ], “self-chosen services,” thought up by human judgment, do not meet with God’s approval (Matt. 15:9; Col. 2:22; etc.) and that in the manner and mode of worship one must look only to what the Word prescribes (Num. 15:39; Ezek. 20:19; Jer. 7:31; Zech. 7:5; Eph. 2:10). In Rom. 12:2 the holy apostle adds expressly: “… that you may prove what is the good and well-pleasing and perfect will of God.” And as he is about to show in the following chapter how that good will of God is to be proved, he lists the Ten Commandments.
 

(2) Instead, “reasonable service” means, first, that which is opposed to the Levitical sacrifices. He says, “I appeal to you to present your bodies as living sacrifices, holy, and acceptable to God, which is your reasonable service.” Therefore there is in the words of the apostle a beautiful antithesis between the sacrifices of the Old and New Testaments. In the Old, as a sacrifice they would offer the bodies of living animals; on the other hand, the devout in the New Testament offer their own bodies, which are temples of the living God. In the Old Testament, they would offer dead sacrifices that they slaughtered before they offered them as sacrifices; in the New Testament the devout offer a “living sacrifice” that lives not only with natural life but also with spiritual life. In the Old Testament, the sacrifices were sanctified merely with Levitical and ceremonial holiness; but in the New Testament, the sacrifice of the devout is “holy” with an internal holiness that comes from the Holy Spirit. In the Old Testament, sacrifices did not please God unless they were accompanied by faith in the coming Messiah; in the New Testament, however, the sacrifice of the devout is “acceptable to God in Christ through faith.” The sacrifices of the Old Testament were taken from irrational animals; but the service of the devout in the New Testament is “reasonable,” because they offer their mind and all their thoughts to God as a spiritual sacrifice. Second, “reasonable service” means that which by a mind illumined and reformed by the Holy Spirit proves what is the good and God-pleasing will, as the apostle explains: “Look carefully how you walk, not as unwise (and unreasonable) people but as wise (and reasonable)” (Eph. 5:15). Col. 4:5: “Walk in wisdom.” Third, “reasonable service” means that which is sincere and not corrupt. “Desire the reasonable milk [[image: ]]” (1 Peter 2[:2]).
 

§ 478. (III) “[It would have been] completely in vain that Christ taught rationally and wanted us to make conjectural inference about heavenly things on the basis of things that reason supplies” (ibid.). We respond. (1) Here the same ambiguity in the word “rationally” is returning. Christ did not draw His teaching from the principles of reason but from “the bosom of the heavenly Father” (John 1:18). Nor did He teach that it should be examined according to the norm of reason; instead, He commanded that it be judged on the basis of “Moses and the prophets” (Luke 16:29; John 5:39).
 

(2) His occasional use of parables does not help the case of our adversaries at all. After all, it is one thing to pass judgment on a doctrine of faith according to the dictates of reason, but it is another thing to illustrate heavenly doctrine with parables and comparisons taken from nature.
 

(3) It is one thing to ask about the faculty of reasoning in man that is necessary to understand the divine mysteries, but it is another to ask about human reason that has been left to itself, indulging in its reasonings and passing judgment on the greatest mysteries of faith on the basis of its own principles.
 


Fourth, the Weigelians.
 

§ 479. (IV) The Weigelians also remove the judiciary office of Scripture in controversies of faith. We read in the preface to Weigel’s Post.: “You should not look for judgment from the letter of Scripture but from the Spirit, for the letter kills but the Spirit gives life.” In the book whose title is Güldengriff, p. 55: “Some do not want to adhere to men in this way, but decide to look for judgment from the letter of Scripture. Because the letter sounds this way or that, they want to believe this way or that about the articles set forth. Whoever claims otherwise they call a heretic, though they still cannot agree among themselves.” Page 59: “You cannot look for judgment from the letter of Scripture. Rather, you must seek it from the Word or from the Spirit.” We respond. (1) One must not wickedly separate the sense of the Holy Spirit from the letter of Scripture, because the Holy Spirit does not wish to instruct us about the articles of faith except through the letter of Scripture. (2) Christ and the apostles in the New Testament do not send us back to a private spirit but to that very letter of Scripture. (3) By the “letter that kills” (2 Cor. 3:6), the apostle means the Law that remains fixed in the letters, for it does not confer strength to keep it; by “the Spirit,” he means the Gospel, which has the power of the Spirit connected to it and which gives life, because the Holy Spirit confers faith thereby (Gal. 3:2). One cannot infer from this, however, that God’s Word, whether written or spoken, is a dead letter. Whatever kills is not a dead letter. The preaching of the Law kills. Therefore it is not a dead letter. Whatever gives life is not a dead letter. The preaching of the Gospel gives life. Therefore. (4) The disagreement among those who appeal to the judgment of Scripture is by accident because they are bringing in a preconceived meaning to Scripture, not drawing it from the Scriptures.
 

§ 480. We have said that the goal or end of Scripture is instructing humans for eternal salvation [2 Tim. 3:15]. In order for Scripture to accomplish that in us and for us to draw this happiness from Scripture, we must read and interpret it. If one does not transfer Scripture from reading to use, it will not be able to provide this divine efficacy, as we see from the history of the Israelite church, which fell into idolatry when the book of the divine Law lay covered in mold and dust (2 Kings 22:8). Also, one cannot reach an understanding of each and every passage unless interpretation is added (Acts 8:31). The causes that ought to impel us to a frequent and daily reading of Scripture, as well as the rules one must observe in both his cursory and careful reading of Scripture, we have explained in our Method. studii theologici. Here we shall speak about those things to which the reading of Scripture is related. Thus we shall make a transition from the end of Holy Scripture to its object.
 


[image: ]
 

78 See Glossary, on “subordinate.”
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CHAPTER XXIII: ON THE OBJECT OF HOLY SCRIPTURE
 

§ 481. The object of Holy Scripture, namely, those to whom it was given, is all humans without exception. This is proved: (I) From the material of Scripture. The teaching of the Law and Gospel that is handed down in Scripture pertains to all human beings. Scripture itself, therefore, pertains to all human beings. The logical connection is proved because Scripture was given to this end: that people might learn from it the teaching of the Law and Gospel and might be made wise to salvation from it. (2) From the preaching of the prophets and apostles. The prophets, Christ, and the apostles preached to all people. Therefore they also wrote for all or for the use of all. The logical connection is proved because the very thing that they first proclaimed orally they later put into Scriptures by the will of God to be the foundation and pillar of our faith. (See Irenaeus, bk. 3, c. 2.) (3) From the general commandment about reading the Scriptures, about which there will be more later. (4) From Scripture’s end. Scripture was given “to instruct us for eternal salvation” (John 5:39; 2 Tim. 3:15). But this end is general, pertaining to all people without exception. Therefore, though in the Old Testament the people of Israel were elected by God in particular to be His “peculiar treasure” (Exod. 19:5; Deut. 7:6; 14:2; 26:18), nevertheless the books of the Old Testament pertain to all people. Rom. 3:2: “The Jews were entrusted with the oracles of God,” but not to keep and hide them for themselves alone, but for the sake of the faithful protection, testimony, and propagation of them. Also, though the forensic and ceremonial laws pertained only to the Jews in the Old Testament with regard to obligation (as was demonstrated in our treatise On Ceremonial and Forensic Laws [Commonplace XVI]), nevertheless with regard to instruction these laws are universal and pertain to all people without exception.
 


We prove that the laity should read Scripture: First, from the divine command.
 

§ 482. From this we conclude deductively against the Papists that the reading of Scripture must not be forbidden to “laymen,” as they call them, but that, instead, they must be invited and encouraged to do so. We prove this: (I) From the divine command. Whoever is bound by divine command to read and listen to Scripture must not be kept from such reading but be invited to it. Laymen are bound by divine command to read and listen to Scripture. Therefore. The minor premise is proved in general and in particular. (1) In general, from those passages of Scripture in which all laypeople are commanded to read Scripture. Deut. 6:6-8: “And these words that I command you this day will be upon your heart and you will teach them to your children and will talk of them. And you will bind them as a sign upon your hand and they will be as frontlets between your eyes, and you will write them on the doorposts of your house and on your gates.” If they had to write God’s Law on their doorposts and on their gates, then certainly everyone also had to read it. As a result, the Jews allow no home of theirs to be without the sacred books. Deut. 31:11-12: “You will read this Law before all Israel in their hearing. Assemble the people: men, women and little ones, and the sojourner within your gates, that they may hear and learn,” etc. Isa. 34:16: “Seek and read from the book of the Lord; not one of these shall be missing.” In these passages, the reading of the Book of the Law is commended to all people, and, by the same logic, the reading of the rest of the prophetic books is commended, because they were all written by the same Spirit and refer to one and the same end (Rom. 15:4; 2 Tim. 3:15). In accordance with that, Christ commands them to “search the Scriptures” (John 5:39). Paul says, “Above, I wrote briefly, just as you are able, when you read, to understand my prudence in the mystery of Christ” (Eph. 3:3-4). In Col. 3:16 he requires that “the Word of Christ dwell in us richly (or among us abundantly) in all wisdom.” In Col. 4:16 he commands that when that letter to the Colossians had been read among them, “let it also be read in the church of the Laodiceans.” In 1 Thess. 5:27 he adjures the Thessalonians that “this letter be read before all the brethren.”
 

** Christ commanded us to “search the Scriptures” (John 5:39). David declares that those are blessed who “study the Law of the Lord day and night” (Ps. 1:2). Moses commanded that the Book of the Law be read in the presence of all the people (Deut. 17:19). The Book of Jeremiah is commanded to be read before the entire people (Jer. 36:3). The Bereans read the Scriptures (Acts 17:11). From boyhood, Timothy knew the sacred writings (2 Tim. 3:15). The Scriptures were always read in the synagogues publicly before all the people (Acts 15:21; Neh. 8:4). **
 

(2) In particular, from those passages of Scripture that speak about kings and princes, for the Papists also consider them to be among the laity. Deut. 17:18-19: “When the king sits on the throne of his kingdom, he shall write for himself a copy of this Law in a book from before the Levitical priests; and it shall be with him, and he shall read it all the days of his life so he may learn to fear the Lord, his God,” etc. Josh. 1:8: “This Book of the Law shall not depart out of your mouth, but you shall meditate on it day and night.”
 

Bellarmine makes the exception: (1) “The Papists do not deny that the Scriptures can be translated into common languages (that the laity may read them also); rather, they intend only this: that the Scriptures should not be read publicly in a common language nor be allowed to be read here and there to all people in a common tongue” (De verbo Dei, bk. 2, c. 16, resp. to 6). We respond. Actually the statements of Scripture that we have cited prove the contrary. After all, if the Scriptures are commanded to be read publicly in the presence of all people in a familiar and common language, they must certainly be permitted to be read in a common language. If the letter written to the Thessalonians should be read to all the brethren, then certainly that which Paul had written had to be read to all in a common language. You see, among parts of the same genus, we draw a correct conclusion from the nature of a part to the nature of the whole.
 

(2) Beza, Piscator, and Tossanus follow the Arian Erasmus Johannis and take the word [image: ] [“search”] in Christ’s statement in John 5:39 in the indicative mood. By this explanation, one cannot prove a command to read Scripture from this passage. But it is more accurate to take it in the imperative mood. This is because: [a] The Jews with whom Christ is involved here indeed would read the Scriptures, though they did this incidentally, carelessly, perfunctorily, fostering their own preconceived opinions; however, they did not search them (Matt. 22:29). (Some claim that in the word [image: ] there is a metaphor taken from a dog’s keenness of scent, to signify “searching for something carefully and bringing it out of its hiding place.” We claim, however, that He is speaking a metaphor taken from mining, for in this sense the word [image: ], or [image: ], is used in the Septuagint.) [b] In the Greek, the pronoun [image: ] [“you”] is not added. [c] The interpretation with the indicative is tautological, for the text would have to have been formed in this way: [image: ], [image: ] [“You search, because you think”]. If the pronoun had been omitted from either part, a suspicion about the indicative mood would more easily have a place. [d] Imperatives without pronouns are spoken in this way: [image: ] [“rejoice and be glad”] (Matt. 5:12); [image: ] [“think not”] (v. 17); [image: ] [“seek”] (6:33); [image: ] [“judge not”] (7:1); [image: ] [“rejoice always”] (1 Thess. 5:16); etc. [e] The ancient and more recent interpreters explain it in this way. Chrysostom, homily 40 on John: “Christ called the Jews not simply to a reading of the Scriptures but to a careful investigation thereof. He did not say, ‘Read the Scriptures,’ but ‘Search them,’ for divine matters require the greatest diligence.”
 

** Origen, homily 2 on Ecclesiastes: “Would that we did what is written: ‘Search the Scriptures.’ “Basil, De bapt., bk. 2, c. 4: “Let us be obedient to the Lord when He says: ‘Search the Scriptures.’ “Cyril, [image: ], 1, “Christ cried out to the Jewish people: ‘Search the Scriptures.’ “The same, in Sermon 45 de verb. Domini, in the persona of the Church. **
 

Augustine, on Psalm 109: “He commanded us to search the Scriptures, not to run through them superficially.” Luther, Melanchthon, and Bugenhagen rendered it in the imperative mood. [f] The Syriac text takes it in the same mood. [g] Of the Calvinists themselves, the preachers at Zürich and Leo Jud in their version, Whitaker (Controv. de Script.), and even Piscator (Volum. thesium, p. 13, thesis 8) do the same as we do. Of the Papists, Emser and Dietenberger do likewise.
 

** Stapleton makes the exception: (1) “Christ is not speaking to the common crowd but to the Pharisees and chief men, for He says, ‘You sent to John.’ “(2) “This is a statement in the mode of indulgence rather than a general command.” These exceptions, however, are opposed to each other. The Pharisees and chief men were bound by their duty to read the Scriptures. Throughout the chapter, these people are called by the general name “Jews,” never “Pharisees” or “chief men.” **
 


Second, from divine approval.
 

§ 483. (II) From divine approval. It is right for people to be invited to whatever God not only commands but also approves and recommends. God Himself not only commands but also approves and recommends that all read the Holy Scriptures. Therefore. We prove the minor premise from: Ps. 1:2: “Blessed is the man whose delight is in the Law of the Lord, and on His Law he meditates day and night.” Ps. 119:2: “Blessed are those who search Your testimonies.” In Acts 17:11, the Bereans are praised because “they examined the Scriptures daily” to see if the teaching of the apostles was in harmony with them. In 2 Pet. 1:19, he praises those to whom he is writing because they paid careful attention to the prophetic word set forth in the Scriptures “as to a lamp shining in a dark place.” Rev. 1:3: “Blessed is he who hears and reads the words of this prophecy.”
 

On the other hand, those are rebuked who were charged with reading too little of Scripture. In 2 Kings 22, a case of idolatry is charged for looking at the Book of the Law so infrequently. In vv. 18 and 20 King Josiah is told: “Because you have heard the words of the Book and your heart was penitent, etc., your eyes shall not see all the evil that I will bring upon this place.” 2 Chron. 24:19: “Yet He sent prophets among them. These testified against them, but they would not give heed.” Jer. 36:23: “As Jehudi read three or four leaves, he would cut them off (by order of the king) with a penknife and throw them into the fire.” Verses 29-30: “Thus says the Lord to King Jehoiakim: ‘You have burned that Book. You shall have none to sit upon the throne of David.’”
 


Third, from the intention of God and the holy men of God.
 

§ 484. (III) From the intention of God and the holy men of God. Those for whom God and the holy men of God intended Scripture ought also to read Scripture. But God and holy men of God intended Scripture for all. Therefore all should read it. We prove the minor premise: (1) In Exod. 24:12 God tells Moses: “I shall give you two tables of stone with the Law and the commandments that I have written with My finger that you may instruct the children of Israel.” Deut. 27:8: “You will write upon the stones all the words of this Law well and perspicuously,” that is, so that all may be able to read them. Ps. 102:18: “Let this be recorded for a generation to come, and a people yet to be created will praise the Lord.” Isa. 8:1: “Then the Lord said to me: ‘Take a large book and write upon it with the pen of man,’ “that is, in normal human fashion. Ezek. 43:11: “Portray the figure of the temple and its form, its exits and entrances and its whole description, and all its precepts and all its order and all its laws; write these down in their sight that they may keep all its ordinances.” Hab. 2:2: “And the Lord answered me: ‘Write the vision; make it plain upon tablets, so that he who reads it may run.’”
 

(2) The prophets, Christ, and the apostles preached God’s Word in a common and vernacular language not to certain select hearers but to everyone without exception. But now, the same thing that the prophets, Christ, and the apostles preached was later put into writing. Therefore everyone should also read it in a common and vernacular language. Whatever is the nature of the preaching that Christ, the prophets, and apostles did in a common and vernacular language, that nature of the writing is the same, for both are seeking the salvation of their hearers. In Luke 4:16, when Christ stood up in the synagogue to read the Scripture of Isaiah, He read in such a way that all the Nazarenes understood it.
 

(3) Lest any doubt remain, it should be noted that the prophets commended their books to the entire Church, to which the laity also belong. Deut. 31:9, 11: “And Moses wrote this Law, saying, ‘When all the Israelites come together, you shall read the words of this Law.’ “The apostles and evangelists wrote and entitled their books and Epistles to both the laity and to entire churches. Luke 1:3: “It seemed good to me also, having followed all things closely for some time past, to write an orderly account for you, most excellent Theophilus.”
 

(Bede believes that the name “Theophilus” is an appellative title, as if Luke were writing this for anyone who loves God. He says: “Whoever is a lover of God may believe that this was written for him and thus, because Luke the physician wrote, let him find the salvation of his soul. Every lover of God [[image: ]] is also a lover of Scripture [[image: ]].” It is more likely, however, that Theophilus is a proper name because of the added title “most excellent.” Lyra thinks that this Theophilus was the bishop of Asia, but the epithet “most excellent” was generally attributed to a political person, as is apparent from Acts 23:26; 26:26. Consequently, Theophylact thinks that “this Theophilus was some nobleman imbued with the true knowledge of Christ.” Clement, Recognit., bk. 10, last chapter, mentions a certain Theophilus of Antioch whom St. Peter brought to the faith and who changed his house into a church for gatherings of Christians. It is quite likely that Luke sent him this book because both were from Antioch and perhaps had been converted to the faith at the same time.)
 

John 20:31: “These things were written that you may believe.” Acts 1:1: “In the first book, O Theophilus, I have dealt with all that Christ began to do and teach.” Rom. 1:7: “To all God’s beloved in Rome, called saints.” 1 Cor. 1:2: “To the Church of God that is at Corinth, to those sanctified in Christ Jesus, called saints together with all those who in every place call on the name of our Lord, Jesus Christ, both their Lord and ours.” 2 Cor. 1:1: “To the Church of God that is at Corinth, with all the saints who are in the whole of Achaia.” Gal. 1:2: “To the churches of Galatia.” Eph. 1:1: “To all the saints who are at Ephesus and to the faithful in Christ Jesus.” Phil. 1:1: “To all the saints in Christ Jesus who are at Philippi, with the bishops and deacons.” Col. 1:2: “To the saints and faithful brethren in Christ at Colossae.” 1 Thess. 1:1; 2 Thess. 1:1: “To the church of the Thessalonians in God the Father and the Lord Jesus Christ.” Peter writes “to the chosen exiles of the dispersion” (1 Pet. 1:1). John bears witness “to children, young men, fathers, and old people” (1 John 2:12-14).
 

From all this we draw this conclusion: Those to whom the prophets and apostles wrote also should read the books of the prophets and apostles, as is clear from the nature of official reports. The prophets and apostles wrote to all orders and estates of the Church, not only to the ministers of the Word but also to the laity. Therefore as Costerus says, “Whatever is published in written books is undoubtedly published for all to read” (Enchirid., p. 48). Bellarmine, De verbo Dei, bk. 4, c. 11: “The apostles wrote all the things that are necessary for all people and that they had preached publicly to all.” Why, then, do they not wish all to read what was written for all?
 

§ 485. Bellarmine makes the exception: “Nothing is concluded with an argument taken80 from the preaching of the apostles and prophets, because one must distinguish between preaching and writing. It is correct to preach the Word of God in a common language because that contains an explanation that all people grasp easily. But when it is written, it is written bare, and it is not understood by all” (De verbo Dei, bk. 2, c. 16). In our locus On Holy Scripture [1610 Loci Theologici, locus 1], § 103, we explained what one should respond to this sophistry. What Bellarmine adds in the same place—”The apostles preached in various languages but wrote in only one”—has a simple explanation, for the Greek language in which they wrote was the most common, and from it Scripture was later translated into other languages.
 

He also brings up something similar there: “Just as it is not permissible to argue in this way: ‘Mothers give their children bread cut up into bits or even prechewed; therefore they could also give them a whole solid piece because it is the same bread’—so also one may not argue in this way: ‘The Word of God is administered to people explained by a preacher; therefore it should also be administered without explanation and written in a common tongue.’ “We respond. This is a comparison of dissimilar things, for infants can receive no usefulness from uncut and unchewed bread; the laity, however, can receive something advantageous from reading Scripture, even though no preaching is added. You see, the dogmas of faith and the founts of consolation, as well as precepts for behavior, are set forth in clear and perspicuous words. Also, not all the laity should be considered as infants, because some of them have become mature in their knowledge of Christ (1 Cor. 14:20; Eph. 4:14).
 

§ 486. Peresius makes this exception in De traditionibus: “Although the apostle directed his Epistles to all members of the Church, nevertheless he did not want just anyone by himself to understand everything contained in them.” Bellarmine’s statement almost coincides with this: “When John and Paul order people to prove all things or to test the spirits, they do not want all the people of the Church to do this but only those to whom it pertains; just as if one were to write to a university that they should examine some book, this does not mean that the book in question is given to everyone at that academy but only to the doctors of that faculty about which the book treats” (De verbo Dei, bk. 3, c. 10, resp. ad arg. 11). We respond. Those to whom the apostles in their letter implore grace and peace, whom they instruct about faith and behavior, whose faults and errors they correct: the apostolic Epistles pertain to each and every one of them. But in their Epistles, the apostles implore grace and peace not only on the ministers of the Church but on all members of the Church; they instruct the same about faith and life; they correct their faults and errors. Therefore. Furthermore, whoever the apostles wrote to, by them the apostles also wanted what they wrote to be understood; otherwise the purpose of their writing would have been destroyed. But now, in their Epistles they wrote to all. Therefore they also wanted what they wrote to be understood by all.
 

Again, there is a great disparity in Bellarmine’s comparison. You see, when a book is sent to a university and is subjected to its censorship, not all of them can take up the censorship of it because they lack the ability to judge its contents. But when the apostles send their Epistles to the churches, they are not asking for the Church’s censorship. Instead, they are instructing those to whom they are writing. Because this instruction pertains to everyone, the reading of these Epistles must also be conceded to everyone. Below, we shall bring out other comparisons better suited to this topic.
 


Fourth, from the fruit produced by this reading.
 

§ 487. (IV) From the fruit produced by this reading. Whatever can instruct the laity salutarily, can supply them with life-giving consolation, can correct faults of behavior in them, can arm them against Satan, and can make them wise unto eternal life, from this they must not be kept away but rather must be invited to it. The reading of Holy Scripture can instruct the laity salutarily, can supply them with life-giving comfort, can correct faults of behavior in them, can arm them against Satan, and can make them wise to eternal life. Therefore the laity must not be keep from reading Scripture but rather must be invited to it.
 

The minor premise is proved, because holy men of God recorded the books of Holy Scripture by one and the same Spirit for one and the same end: for the instruction, consolation, and exhortation of humans, or, to say it in a word, for their salvation (John 5:39; 20:31; Rom. 15:4; Eph. 6:17; 2 Tim. 3:15-17). How cruel and contrary to the leading of nature it is to deny a newborn infant his mother’s milk, his appropriate and kindred food! It is just as savage a crime to take the Word of grace away from the Lord’s flock, the Word by which the inner man should be nourished for eternal life. How perilous it is for a soldier in the field to lay down his arms and expose himself to the fury of the foe! It is just as perilous to prevent the devout from reading Scripture because, according to Christ’s example (Matt. 4:3), we must do battle with Satan from the Scriptures. In fact, it is not merely useful but also necessary for the laity to be incessant in their reading of Scripture. After all, to whom the discernment of divine truth from human visions belongs, to them it also belongs to consult the norm of truth, that is, the Holy Scriptures. But now, the discernment of divine truth from human visions belongs also to the laity (Matt. 7:15; John 10:5, 27; 1 Thess. 5:21; 1 John 4:1). Therefore consulting the norm of truth—that is, the Holy Scriptures—also belongs to them. Chrysostom, or whoever else is the author of the Opus imperf., homily 44, puts it beautifully: “When you intend to buy a coat, you go around to one or two dealers, and when you have found the better clothes, you buy from him. How is it not necessary for the people to go around to all the teachers and seek where the sincere truth is being sold and where the corrupt is being peddled, to listen to them all as they confess, then pick the most true? Should not that be more important than a coat?” Augustine, De unit. eccles., c. 10: “One should not agree with the Catholic bishops if at any place they perhaps are misled to think something contrary to God’s canonical Scriptures.”
 

Bellarmine makes the exception: “Scriptures indeed do provide the faithful with great consolation, but they do this to the learned when the Scriptures are read and to the unlearned when they are explained by preachers.” We respond. Scripture was written not only for the learned but also for the crude and unlettered, as is evident from our third argument and from Chrysostom, De Lazaro, homily 3. Therefore both the learned and the untaught can grasp doctrine and consolation from it. Just as the work of the ecclesiastical ministry, consisting of the preaching of the Word, is common to all the members of the Church, so also the use of Scripture is general, pertaining to all the children of the Church because it is the great inheritance of the children of God in this life. (We have discussed the rest of the exceptions of Bellarmine and Costerus in our treatise On Scripture [1610 Loci Theologici, locus 1], §§ 99ff.)
 


Fifth, from the corresponding form of proven examples.
 

§ 488. (V) From the corresponding form of proven examples. The reading of Scripture was familiar to the Israelite church. Luke 4:16: “Christ went to the synagogue as His custom was on the Sabbath day. And He stood up to read.” Acts 15:21: “For from early generations Moses has had in every city those who preach him, for he is read every Sabbath in the synagogues.” Thus the crowd and the children sing out their hosannas to Christ (Matt. 21:9) from the psalms of David, which were known to them because of their familiar use. Furthermore, when Christ and the apostles teach and debate before the people, as the evangelists write to all, they appeal to the Law and the prophets without mentioning author, book, or chapter. They do this, in fact, because they know that the text of the Bible was familiar to the Israelites. In fact, still today the Jews allow none of their homes to be without the sacred books. In Acts 8:[27]-28 the Ethiopian eunuch, the minister of Queen Candace of the Ethiopians, “was seated in his chariot and was reading the prophet Isaiah.” It is apparent that God approves of this eagerness for reading since Philip was sent to him by divine impulse to explain to him the prophetic oracle.
 


Sixth, from the condition of languages.
 

§ 489. (VI) From the condition of languages. The Holy Spirit has consecrated and dedicated all languages for the explanation of the wonderful works of God to every people under heaven (Acts 2:3). Hence the wonderful works of God, which are set forth in the Scriptures, can be translated into other tongues so that all people may read and understand them.
 


Seventh, from a comparison of both similar and equal things.
 

(VII) From a comparison of both similar and equal things. These things belong to a comparison of similar things: Inheritance is common to all children. Scripture is the outstanding inheritance of the children of God in this world. Therefore. Matt. 5:15: “A lamp is not put under a bushel but on a stand, that it may give light to all in the house.” Scripture is a “lamp” (2 Pet. 1:19). Therefore in the Church, “which is the house of God” (1 Tim. 3:15), Scripture must be placed on a stand, that it may give light to all and that its use may be common to all.
 

These things belong to a comparison of equal things: If God wants all the children of the Church to be participants in His Sacraments, why not also in His written Word? If God the Spirit makes all the children of the Church participants in Himself, then they certainly must not be kept away from the words of the Spirit and instruction in divine mysteries.
 


Statements of the ancients.
 

§ 490. The pious ancients teach the same thing as we do. Polycarp, Epistle ad Philipp., says regarding the Philippians that he “is confident that they are exercised in Holy Writ.”
 

Tertullian witnesses that “formerly all the Christians came together for the reading of the divine writings” (Apologet., c. 39).
 

Origen, homily 12 on Exodus, shortly after the beginning, vol. 1, p. 99: “Were we to turn our backs on all alien things and give attention to the Word of God with our study, activities, mind, and concern; if we were to meditate on His Law day and night, ignore everything else, and be free for God; if we were to become exercised in His testimonies, this is what it means to be converted to the Lord.” Homily 9 on Leviticus, before the middle, p. 153: “We desire that you be concerned not merely to hear God’s Word in the church but also that you become exercised in and meditate day and night on the Law of the Lord in your homes. For Christ is there, and He is everywhere present with those who seek Him. Because of this, the Law commands us to meditate on it when we are going on the way and when we are sitting in our home, when we are lying in bed and when we rise up. This is what it means to wait at the door for the priest who dwells within the Holy of Holies and to be made into the lot of the Lord.” Homily 2 on Isaiah, after the middle, p. 556: “Oh, that we all would do what is written: ‘Search the Scriptures’!”
 

** Athanasius, vol. 2, Commel. edition, f. 248: “No one ignored the Roman laws without peril. Therefore what traps are they preparing for themselves who with zealous care refuse the prohibitions of the great oracles of the heavenly King? Scripture is the food of the soul. Therefore, O man, stop killing the inner man with hunger; remove the harsh famine, not of bread and water but of hearing the Word of the Lord.” And later [on Acts 8]: “Revere that eunuch, a lover of the Word. Although he was in control of all wealth, yet he did not neglect his reading, even on a journey. The Lord approved of his intent and immediately sent him a teacher who added knowledge to the reading and through the Scriptures brought him to the Savior. Because of this, He Himself commanded: ‘Search the Scriptures.’ “**
 

Basil, on Psalm 1: “Scripture is the common medicine chest for souls.” In his Quaestion. compendio explicat., q. 95: “It is necessary and proper that everyone learn from Holy Scripture what is necessary for complete piety, as well as for not becoming accustomed to human traditions.”
 

Jerome altogether exhorts as many virgins and widows as possible to a daily reading of Scripture, as is evident from his Epistles ad Demetriadem, Laetam, Salvinam, Furiam, Geruntiam, Celantiam, and Eustochium de institutione filiae ad Laetam, etc. He even dedicates some of his works to Paula, Eustochius, and Marcella, to whom he expounds many sacred books. He gives his reason for doing this in the preface of his commentary of Zephaniah. He writes, Adv. Rufin., bk. 1, c. 9: “The martyr Pamphilus passed on the reading of the Scriptures not only to men but also even to women.” He witnesses in Epitaph. Paulae, vol. 1, p. 86: “The group of women who were associated with Paula in Bethlehem learned something from the Holy Scriptures every day.” In his commentary on Psalm 86: “The Lord spoke in the Scriptures of the peoples, in the Holy Scriptures that all people read, that all may understand.” On Colossians 3: “Here it shows that the laity must have and must teach each other the Word of God not merely sufficiently but also abundantly.”
 

** On Nahum 3: “At the coming of Christ, of the Word of God, of the teaching of the Church, and of the consummation of Nineveh—the once-beautiful harlot—the people who before had been asleep under their masters will be lifted up and will hurry and go to the mountains of the Scriptures. There they will find the mount Moses and mount Joshua, son of Nun, the prophet mountains, and the apostle and evangelist mountains of the New Testament. They will flee for refuge to such mountains and will be busy with the reading of mountains of this sort. If they find no one to teach them—for the harvest is great but the laborers few—then their eagerness for this will find approval because they have fled for refuge to the mountains. The sloth of their masters will be rebuked, for he brings in and there was no one to receive,” etc. **
 

Chrysostom, homily 29 on Genesis 9: “Take the divine Bible into your hands even at home.” Homily 2 on Matthew: “This is what corrupts everything like a plague: that you think the reading of Scriptures belongs only to monks.” Homily 10 on John: “What, then, are we asking so earnestly of you? That you be concerned with reading the Gospel readings one day of the week or at least on the sabbath, that you be willing to have them in your hands before these assemblies, to repeat them frequently at home, to seek out their meaning diligently, and to mark in them what is clear and what is difficult.” Preface to Romans: “From an ignorance of the Scriptures comes a myriad of evils; from that, the many plagues of heresy have spread; from that, life in many has been neglected; from that, there have resulted useless, fruitless labors. Just as those who are deprived of the use of this light cannot walk straight, so those who do not direct their eyes to the rays of the divine Scriptures must fall frequently into many errors, just as if they were walking in the most perilous darkness.” Homily 9 on Colossians: “Please listen, all you secular persons, get Bibles for yourselves. That is medicine for your soul. If you want nothing else, even the New Testament, get the Acts of the Apostles and the Gospels.” Ibid.: “Listen, whoever of you are worldly and you who are in charge of your wife and children, listen how the apostle commands you to read the Scriptures, not frivolously nor rashly but with great eagerness and diligence.” Homily 29 on 3 John: “It is clear that with spiritual reading the soul is sanctified and the grace of the Holy Spirit is poured out abundantly.” De Lazaro, homily 3: “The reading of Scripture is a great bulwark against sin. Ignorance of Scripture is a great, deep abyss. This is what gives rise to heresies, that breeds a corrupt life, that mixes up everything up and down. Now, no one can attain salvation unless he is perpetually in spiritual reading.” Ibid.: “I am always encouraging you, and shall not cease encouraging you, not only to pay attention here to those things that are said but also, when you are home, to make time constantly for reading the divine Scriptures. Let no one say to me, ‘I am busy with court cases, I am involved in public business, I am a craftsman, I have a wife, I am feeding the children, I am a layman; it is not my duty to read the Scriptures.’ On the contrary, it is your duty, you who are tossed amid the waves of business. It is you who need the protection of Scripture.”
 

(Bellarmine makes the exception: “Chrysostom is encouraging all people to read the Scriptures not because he wanted them all, even the most unschooled, to do this, but because at least those should do it who could read with benefit.” We respond. On the contrary, he is encouraging all people to read the Scriptures and teaches that salutary fruit comes to all from reading them. He writes as follows, De Lazaro, homily 3:
 


Philosophers, rhetoricians, masters of speaking, and the other writers eagerly wrap and obscure what they write in wisdom as if in darkness. They are merely seeking an empty glory and admiration for themselves. The prophets and apostles, on the other hand, published everything clearly so that everyone by himself could learn what they are saying from his reading alone. Also, so that no one would be able to plead difficulty as an excuse, they tempered their writing in such a way that even publicans, fishermen, laborers, the widow, slave, illiterate, and even the most unlearned of all people draw some profit and advantage from reading them.

 




 

Also, in a homily on Colossians 3 he teaches that the command of the apostle “May the word of Christ dwell in us richly” applies to the common crowd of Christians.)
 

Augustine, Epistle 3 ad Volusian., toward the end: “The method of teaching by which Holy Scripture is woven together is accessible to all but penetrable by very few. Those things that it contains in open fashion it speaks like a familiar friend, without disguise to the heart of both the learned and unlearned. Those things that it conceals in mysteries, however, it does not raise up with proud eloquence to which the slower and less-taught mind would not dare approach, like a pauper to a rich man; rather, with humble speech, it invites all people whom it not only feeds with its obvious subjects but also trains with its secret truth, as it holds in readiness that which it keeps hidden.” In his Sermon de studio sapient. et legis Dei medit.: “Assiduous reading purifies all things, fills hell with fear, and instills in the heart the joys of life. Whoever wants to be with God always should pray and read often, for when we pray, we are speaking with God, and when we read, God is speaking with us.”
 

Cyril of Alexandria reports that Julian the Apostate used to reproach the Christians with the accusation that “they allowed women and children to read the Scriptures” (Contra Julian., bk. 6, c. 9).
 

Theodoret commends the Church especially for this reason: “that it has given the Scriptures not only to men but also even to women to read” (De nat. hom., bk. 3).
 

Eusebius of Emesa, Homily for the Fourth Sunday after Epiphany: “Christians ought to have this custom of coming to church every day, of reading daily—or if they are unable to do this, of listening to those who read.”
 

Isidore of Pelusium, bk. 2, epistle 5, p. 108:
 


Because God was prescribing laws to men who were endowed with a weak and infirm nature and who needed human words (for thus they were easily able to learn with the intellect those things that surpassed their comprehension), therefore He tempered His heavenly instructions with simple and uncultivated words, so that a woman or child or even the most unlearned of all mortals might also perceive some benefit from hearing. In fact, providing for the salvation of the common crowds and flocks of people, the divine Word was tempered with such great perspicuity on account of the humanity and kindness of the Lawgiver, so that it might deprive no one of that usefulness which corresponds to its power.

 




 

Bk. 4, epistle 91, p. 44: “Because the heavenly and sacred oracles were pronounced, or written, for the usefulness of the whole human race, they were tempered with perspicuity ([image: ]). As a result of this, even those who delight in the other virtues of speech suffer no loss; and all those who labor in farming or who are destined to trades and the other occupations of life are helped greatly by that perspicuity, as they learn in a moment what is proper and just and useful.”
 


The approval of some of our adversaries.
 

§ 491. We can even confirm our position from our adversaries themselves.
 

[Jus canonicum,] dist. 38, c. Si juxt., from Jerome: “If, according to the apostle Paul, Christ is ‘the power of God’ and ‘the wisdom of God,’ and whoever does not know the Scriptures does not know the power and wisdom of God, then ignorance of the Scriptures is ignorance of Christ.” (Yet not only the clergy but also the laity must beware of an ignorance of Christ.) Distinctio 96, c. Ubinam, from the letter of Pope Nicholas to Emperor Michael: “Where in the world do you read that the emperors, your predecessors, took part in synodal assemblies, except perhaps in those where the discussion was about faith, which is universal, common to all, which pertains not only to the clergy but also to the laity and to all Christians without exception?” (If faith pertains to the laity, so also does the literature of faith, or Holy Scripture.) Causa 2, q. 7, c. Oves: “The sheep that have been entrusted to their shepherd ought not censure him, unless he has deviated from the true faith.” Causa 2, quaest. 7, c. Secuti: “It is sometimes right for the laypeople to refute their clerics.” (Therefore the reading of Scripture must not be denied to the laity, on the basis of which they should pass judgment on their pastors.)
 

Thomas Aquinas, [ST,] p. 1, q. 1, art. 9: “Scripture uses metaphors in such a way that even the uninstructed grasp them, for Scripture was published for all people.” Lecture 3 on Colossians 3: “Some are satisfied with a little bit from the Word of God, but the apostle wants us to have much.”
 

In his preface to the New Testament, Erasmus begins as follows: “Remember, my fine reader, that testimony has been given elsewhere that I disagree very much with those who think that the laity and illiterate should be kept completely away from reading the sacred volumes.” Later, he proves his position in detail by drawing in many arguments that are both pious and learned. He says: “What the evangelical writings teach pertains to all people equally. What they promise pertains to all people equally. They have been produced in such a way that the devout and humble uneducated man understands them more quickly than the proud philosopher.”
 

Cornelius Agrippa, De vanit. scient., c. 100: “Not only theologians but also all people, in accordance with the ability given them, are obliged to read Scripture.” In the same chapter he quotes a decree of the Council of Nicaea: “No Christian should be without a text of the Bible.”
 

Bishop Claudius Espencaeus, commentary on Titus 2: “It is obvious from the apostle in Colossians 3 and from the practice of the ancient Church that the public use of reading the Scriptures was granted to the people.”
 

Acosta, De Christo revelato, bk. 3, c. 20: “It is altogether remarkable in the case of divine Scripture that no one is so dull and inexperienced that he does not understand many useful and true things from it if he reads with humility.”
 

Bellarmine, De verb. Dei, bk. 1, at the beginning of c. 2: “Moses, the prophets, Christ, John, and the apostles certainly exhorted others to read the Scriptures.”
 


Antithesis.
 

§ 492. In our treatise On Scripture [1610 Loci Theologici, locus 1], §§ 105ff., we explained the opinion of our adversaries in the words of the Cens. Coloniens., Costerus, Eck, Stapleton, Molanus, and the bishops assembled at Bologna. To those we must add the following embellishments: Hosius, De expresso Dei verbo, vol. 1, p. 640: “Allowing the laity to read Scripture is giving what is holy to the dogs and casting pearls before the swine.” Harding, Contra Ivellum, art. 15, sect. 9: “It does not at all seem proper that any curious, stinking idiot should read the Bible in his own language.” Alphonsus Virvesius accuses Luther “for making free the divulging of Holy Scripture’s mysteries, for giving what is sacred to the dogs and casting pearls before the swine” (Philipp. 2. contra August. confess.). Anton. legatus Pyranens. urged that “the public reading of the Pauline Epistles to the people be forbidden because those Epistles are too favorable to the Lutherans.” Joh. Montolcinus was condemned to be burned because “in Bologna he had publicly read Paul’s Epistle to the Romans.” This is the reason why the inquisitors of heretical corruption, among other things, also ask about this point: “Has someone been reading the Bible?” Actually, they are being led by the same spirit about whom Justin writes: “Through the activity of the wicked demons, death rose up in accordance with the81 books of the reading prophets, with the result that, through fear, they stop men from achieving the reception of the knowledge of good and noble things, and their servants from enjoying them” (Apol. 2. pro Christ., p. 64); or by the same spirit as Julian the Apostate, about whom Cyril of Alexandria mentions in Contra Julianum, bks. 6-7: “He used to rebuke Christians with the accusation that they permitted women and children to read the Scriptures.”
 

§ 493. Most especially, they use this argument: “In the Bible, the sins of the saints are mentioned, which cannot be read by the unlearned without scandal.” Harding, Contra Ivellum, art. 15, sect. 5: “This is certain: some chapters and accounts of the Old Testament contain material that seems to provide an occasion for evil thoughts if women, virgins, and young people are allowed to read them.” Bellarmine, De verb. Dei, bk. 2, c. 15:
 


Not only would the people not receive fruit from the Scriptures, but they would also take harm from them. They would easily receive an occasion to err both in the commandments of life and of behavior. If an unschooled people were to hear read in their own common language from the Song of Songs: “Let him kiss me with the kiss of his mouth”; or that of Hosea: “Go, make for yourself … children of harlotry”; or the adultery of David, the incest of Tamar, the lies of Judith, etc.; and many others of those things that are mentioned with great praise in Scripture, they would be provoked to imitate this sort of behavior, or they would hold the holy patriarchs in contempt, or they would think there were lies in Scripture.

 




 

We respond. (1) The judgment of the ancients regarding the fruit to be expected from reading Scripture was far different. Irenaeus, Adv. haeres., bk. 4, c. 50, p. 287:
 


Regarding those pleasures about which the Scriptures themselves rebuked the patriarchs and prophets, the presbyter of Asia said from ancient times that we should not reproach them nor become like Ham, who laughed at the disgrace of his father and fell under a curse. Rather, he said that we should thank God for them because their sins were forgiven them in the coming of the Lord. But regarding those which the Scriptures do not rebuke but which are simply stated, we must not become their accusers. After all, we are not more diligent than God, and we should not be above our Master. Instead, we should look for the type, for none of those things are idle, whatever irreprehensible things have been stated in the Scriptures.

 




 

Tertullian, De habit. muliebri, p. 506: “All Scripture is suitable for edification.” Jerome, Apol. advers. Rufin., p. 108: “What shameful thing can be mentioned in the sacred books?” Epiphanius, Haeres. 69, p. 342: “Holy Scripture is life-giving and brings no offense to the faithful.”
 

(2) Scripture mentions not only the failures of the saints but also their conversion and the paternal chastisements imposed upon them by God because of their failures.
 

(3) In Biblioth., bk. 8, p. 621, Sixtus Senensis shows in detail that a consideration of their faults causes in us an increase of faith, erudition, fear, and hope.
 

(4) Bellarmine, in the same chapter, § 4, writes: “From the time of Ezra, the Hebrew language ceased to be the common tongue among God’s people.” Therefore it was common before the time of Ezra. Therefore the Israelites could read Scripture in their common tongue and actually did read it. If, however, we were to fear such damage in granting the reading of Scripture to the laity, they would also have had to fear it before the time of Ezra.
 

(5) What happens to something by accident cannot and should not hinder its proper use. When unfitting things arise from the reading of Scripture that is common to all, this is completely accidental.
 

In the next chapter, we shall speak more about the remaining arguments as well as about this one.
 


[image: ]
 

80 Read ducto instead of dicto.
 

81 Read tou;" instead of ta;".
 



  


CHAPTER XXIV: ON THE TRANSLATIONS OF HOLY SCRIPTURE
 

§ 494. It is certain that the prophets wrote the books of the Old Testament in Hebrew and that the evangelists and apostles wrote those of the New in Greek. But if the laity, too, are to be not only admitted but also invited to read the Scriptures, it will certainly also be necessary for the sacred books to be translated into vernacular languages. Because few laypeople know the Hebrew and Greek languages, it is not only useful but also necessary to translate Scripture into a language that belongs to them so that the opportunity for them to read Scripture may be open. Instead of these translations of the Holy Scriptures being rejected, much rather, if they correspond faithfully to the original text, they are to be commended.
 

The permanent practice of the Church confirms this. (1) Moses and the prophets wrote in the common, vernacular language of the Hebrews so that all people could hear and understand the words of the Law read from the book (Deut. 31:11; 2 Chron. 34:30).
 

(2) Because, after the return from the Babylonian captivity, the pure Hebrew language was no longer publicly and commonly used among the Israelites, but was mixed with the Chaldaic idiom, it happened by the singular providence of God that the Scriptures were translated into the Chaldaic language then common among the Israelites. This produced the threefold Targum: the Babylonian, Onkelos, and Jerusalem.
 

(3) As time passed and, under the rule of the Greeks, the Greek language became known to nearly all people, it happened by the miraculous arrangment of God that, under the auspices of King Ptolemy of Egypt, seventy-two elders sent from Judea translated the books of the Old Testament into Greek (Justin, Dial. cum Tryphon., p. 231; Augustine, De civit. Dei, bk. 8, c. 11; etc.). In addition to this Septuagint translation that was accepted by the common usage of the Church, there were other translations: of Aquila, Symmachus, Theodotion, etc.
 

(4) The evangelists and apostles did not write the books of the New Testament in the Hebrew language, which was no longer used by all the people of Israel but only by the more learned, but in Greek, which was common to almost all nations. Cicero, Pro Archia: “Things are read in Greek among almost all nations.” Augustine, Epistle 200: “This language is especially distinguished among the nations.” De civ. Dei, bk. 8, c. 2: “The Greek language is considered quite well-known among the rest of the nations.”
 

(5) When the Roman or Latin language began to become common in many nations because of the size of the Roman Empire, various translations into Latin followed. Jerome, preface to Joshua: “There are as many versions among the Latins as there are codices.” In De doctr. Christ., bk. 2, c. 11, Augustine bears witness that at his time “there were countless Latin translations.”
 

(6) When the teaching of the Gospel spread to all nations, there again followed translations of Scripture into various languages. Augustine, De doctrin. Christ., bk. 2, c. 5: “Consequently, it happened that divine Scripture, which came from one language, was spread far and wide through various languages by which it could be spread fittingly throughout the world, and became known to the nations for their salvation. When they read it, they hunger for nothing else except to discover the thoughts and will of those who wrote it, and through them, the will of God, according to which we believe such men spoke.” Chrysostom writes as follows: “The Syrians, Egyptians, Indians, Persians, Ethiopians, and countless other nations translated the divine dogmas into their own languages. Thus it happened that uncivilized people learned to philosophize” (homily 1 on John, vol. 3, col. 15). Jerome says, “The people of Palestine sang psalms at funerals in Hebrew, Greek, Latin, and Syriac for an entire week” (Epitaph. Paulae). Theodoret, De corrig. Graecor. affection., bk. 5, vol. 2, p. 521: “The Hebrews were converted not only into the Greek idiom but also into the Roman language, into Egyptian, Persian, Indian, Armenian, and Scythian, as well as Sarmatian. To say it simply, they spoke in all languages that nations use up to this present day.”
 

The Papists themselves cannot deny this. Eck (Enchirid., c. 2, de miss.) and Alphonsus de Castro (Adv. haeres., bk. 1, c. 13) admit: “Many peoples had the Scriptures in their own languages.” Harding, art. 3, sect. 8: “Armenians, Russians, Ethiopians, Dalmatians, Muscovites read the Scriptures in their own languages.” Methodius translated the Scriptures into Slavic, according to Aventinus (Annal., bk. 4); Jerome, into Dalmatian, according to Hosius (De sacr. vernaculo legend.) and Alphonsus de Castro (bk. 1, c. 13); Chrysostom, into Armenian, according to Sixtus Senensis (Annotat., bk. 6, 151); Ulfilas, into Gothic, according to Socrates (Hist. eccles., bk. 4, c. 33), where he adds: “that the barbarians might learn the oracles of God.” In Histor., bk. 1, c. 1, Bede says that at his time the Scriptures were being read in five languages of the Britons. Before Luther’s translation, there were three old Germanic versions of the Bible. The first was printed at Nuremberg in 1477, the second at the same place in 1483, the third at Ausgburg in 1518.
 

Bellarmine makes the exception: “I do not know whether Jerome translated the divine writings into the Slavonic language because I do not read this among the ancients. Nevertheless if he did do it, he did not do it so that Scripture might be read publicly in the Slavonic tongue but for the consolation of those people who could use it without peril” (De verbo Dei, bk. 2, c. 16). We respond. The reading of Scripture in and by itself can create danger for no one. “Whatever was written … was written for our instruction” (Rom. 15:4). Thus Jerome wanted it to be common to all people.
 


Antithesis.
 

§ 495. In Dial. 3. contra Hosium, vol. 1, Opera, f. 201, Vergerius quotes a statement from Hosius: “We have found from experience that those translations of Holy Writ into the vernacular language of any nation have brought much disadvantage to the Church of God.” Bellarmine sets up the state of the question in this way (De verbo Dei, bk. 2, c. 15):
 


To be sure, the Catholic Church does not completely forbid vernacular translations, because in the Index librorum prohibitorum, published by Pius IV, we see in Rule 4 that those are permitted to read books of this sort who can use them fruitfully and profitably, that is, those who have obtained the faculty from their ordinary. Nevertheless it is forbidden that this be granted everywhere without discrimination and that the Scriptures be read or sung publicly and in the common usage of the Church in vernacular languages. Rather, let us be content with those three languages that Christ honored in the inscription on the cross (John 19[:20]) and that, in the agreement of all, surpass all other languages in antiquity, breadth, and gravity, and finally in which the divine books were originally written by their authors, namely, Hebrew, Greek, and Latin.

 




 

However, against Bellarmine we should note how Clement VIII declared the rule of his predecessor, Pius IV, to be inviolate. The censorship of Clement VIII puts it this way (Castig. indic. lib. prohibitorum): “Regarding the writing of Rule 4 of Pope Pius IV of blessed memory, one should note that through this printing and publication no new power is being given to the bishops nor is freedom being given to the inquisitors or supervisors of the rules to emend, read, and keep vernacular Bibles or other parts of Holy Scripture, of the Old as well as of the New Testament, published in any common tongue, and in addition, historical summaries and compendia of these same books of Holy Scripture written in any popular language. This rule we must keep inviolate.”
 


The arguments of the Papists: First, from the history of the Old Testament.
 

§ 496. The arguments with which Bellarmine tries to prove in the previously cited passages that one must not read the Scriptures in vernacular languages in the public usage of the Church have also been taken from long-standing practice of the Church. (I) “From the time of Ezra, the Hebrew language was not common among the people of God. Rather, the Chaldaic or Syriac became their vernacular.” This he proves from Nehemiah 8, “where Nehemiah, Ezra, and the Levites were interpreting the Law, for otherwise the people would have understood nothing,” and from the Syriac words of the New Testament: “Talitha” (Mark 5[:41]); “Abba, Father” (Mark 14[:36]); “Hakeldama” (Matthew 27[:8]); “Golgotha” [Matt. 27:33]; “Pascha” [Matt. 26:2]; and even from the statement in John 7[:49]: “This crowd that does not know the Law.”
 

We respond. (1) Why did Bellarmine want to draw his argument from that small interval of time and ignore the passage of many centuries earlier in which the Scriptures were read among the Israelites in their common vernacular language?
 

(2) Why does he set before us the state of the corrupt church to imitate, rather than the flourishing church? As Moses and the prophets taught in a common language, so also did they write.
 

(3) When the Chaldaic language began to become common, they also translated the Scriptures into that language. The Targum Jonathan appeared about forty-two years before the birth of Christ.
 

(4) Although a pure Hebrew language was not the vernacular at the time of Ezra and Christ, yet the people still understood it, as is concluded from Luke 4:17[-20] where Christ read Isaiah in the synagogue and “the eyes of all were fixed on Him.” (Cf. John 5:39; Acts 15:21; 17:11; 21:40; 22:2.) Bellarmine, De verb. Dei, bk. 2, c. 4: “When the Hebrews had been carried off to Babylon, they began to forget their own language and to learn a foreign one, Chaldaic. But because they were unable to pronounce it perfectly and always kept something of their Hebrew, it happened that a sort of third language was born, a mixture of Hebrew and Chaldaic, which is called Syriac.” This, however, differs from the Hebrew not so much in roots or categorically, as in inflection and changes in letters, and is something like a colloquial form of it. So, then, they were not completely ignorant of the Hebrew language.
 

(5) The history of Ezra conflicts with Bellarmine’s opinion. If Ezra had judged that the people must be kept from reading the sacred books, he certainly would not have read the Book of the Law to them nor would he have added an exposition of it. Also, one cannot prove from the history of Ezra that the people of Israel did not understand the Hebrew Scripture. In Neh. 8:3 we are told: “Ezra read from the Book of the Law from early morning until midday in the presence of the men and the women [image: ], and those who could understand,” that is, those who listened intelligently, who by virtue of their age could understand. Verse 7: “The Levites were [image: ] causing the people to understand the Law.” Verse 8: “And they read from the book, from the Law of God [image: ], with interpretation, [image: ] and understanding was given, and they under-stood the reading [image: ],” that is, “they gave understanding through Scripture.” The meaning, then, is that they stirred the people to attentiveness because they read with explanation and distinctly. If they came across an unclear passage, they explained it by comparing it with other clear passages.
 

(6) In John 7:49, the Pharisees were not speaking to a people ignorant of the Law nor of the words of the Law, for they heard them every Sabbath. Rather, they were speaking to a people who were ignorant of the true meaning of the Law. Salmeron, tom. 8, treatise 37, p. 295: “Did those who do not know the Law really believe more easily or believe at all? Not at all. Those who know the Law, however, believe more easily. He Himself said, ‘If you believed Moses, you would also believe Me,’ and He acknowledged that the end of the Law is Christ for the righteousness of all who believe.” Rupert, on this passage, and Lucas Brugensis: “Surely, He would have told that crowd, that council of vanity, that church of the wicked, ‘Cursed are they who do not do the Law.’ And this would have been more accurate.”
 

(7) Others of the Papists try to prove this same thing from the fact that those who heard the words Christ uttered on the cross, “Eli, Eli,” did not understand them, for they said, “He is calling Elijah” [Matt. 27:46-47]. However, it is more accurate to attribute that to the Roman soldiers or to the wicked twisting of the Jews, as we have shown in our Harmon. pass.
 


Second, from the usage of the apostles.
 

§ 497. [II] From the usage of the apostles. “Throughout the world, the apostles preached the Gospel and established churches. Nevertheless they did not write their Gospels nor Epistles in the languages of those nations to whom they were preaching but only in Hebrew and Greek and, as some would have it, in Latin.” He proves that they did not write in any other languages by saying that: (1) “There is extant no trace of any apostolic writings except in Greek.” (2) “Paul wrote to the Romans in Greek, though Latin and not Greek was the Romans’ common language. Peter and James wrote in Greek to the Jews scattered throughout the world, though neither Hebrew nor Greek but the language of that region where they were living was their mother tongue. John wrote his first Epistle in Greek to the Parthians.”
 

We respond. (1) The apostles preached the Gospel in the vernacular to each people and nation. But now, the same thing the apostles preached is contained in their writings. Therefore it is no sin if those things are presented to any people translated into their vernacular tongues. (2) They wrote in Greek because at that time this language was the most familiar of all and was known to those to whom they wrote. (3) For some time, the early apostolic Church lacked the New Testament Scriptures, for the apostles who were instructed by the immediate inspiration of the Holy Spirit were still alive, and they could learn the truth from those apostles. How much more could they have needed translations of Scripture into their own vernacular language? (4) As time passed, various translations followed, as we have shown earlier. (5) If one could conclude from the apostles’ writing only in Greek that the Scriptures must not be translated into vernacular languages, then it would also follow that the Romans ought not be reading Scripture in Latin translations, because none of the apostles wrote in Latin.
 

We respond to the nonsense that Baronius, in vol. 1, Annal., ann. 45, babbles about a Gospel of Mark written in Latin in the words of Bellarmine himself: “Because there is no mention of this among the ancients, we cannot be persuaded easily to believe it” (De verb. Dei, bk. 2, c. 4).
 


Third, from the usage of the universal Church.
 

§ 498. (III) From the usage of the universal Church. “The universal Church has always employed only these languages: Hebrew, Greek, and Latin, in the common and public use of the Scriptures.” Augustine says: “For an understanding of Scripture, the knowledge of three languages is necessary, namely, Hebrew, Greek, and Latin. At the time of Jerome in the entire East only the Greek Septuagint translation was in public use” (De doctr. Christ., bk. 2, c. 11).
 

We respond. (1) Even if one could prove the Scriptures existed in certain churches for some time only in the Hebrew, Greek, and Latin languages, it still would not follow that it was a crime to translate them into a vernacular language, for an inference drawn from the negation of an act to the negation of a right is not valid. (2) We have already shown earlier that the books of both the Old and New Testaments were translated into the vernacular languages for each people. (3) We also repeat our argument: As the prophets and apostles preached, so also did they write in the vernacular language for those to whom they preached and wrote. Therefore their writings, too, can be set forth in the vernacular language of each people.
 


Fourth, from reason.
 

§ 499. (IV) From reason. “It is helpful for preserving the unity of the Church that the public usage of Scripture should be in a common language. Otherwise the communication of the churches will be removed and no general councils will be able to be held because not all the fathers would have the gift of languages.”
 

We respond. (1) Because of the same unity of the Church, Latin would have to be the only language that should be used. (2) On the other hand, it is sufficient for the unity of the Church that the Hebrew text in the Old Testament and the Greek in the New be and remain authentic, and we must weigh all translations according to that norm. (3) One must summon to councils not unlettered and unlearned people but people skilled in languages who can pass judgment on controversies from the sources.
 


Fifth, from inconvenience.
 

§ 500. (V) From inconvenience. “If there were any reason why the Scriptures should be read in a popular language in the assembly of the faithful, this surely would be the most important: that all the people might understand. But surely the people would not understand the prophets and psalms and other subjects that would be read in the church, even if they were being read in their mother tongue, if this were not accompanied by an explanation. How is it that the people not only would not receive any fruit from Scripture but also would even be harmed thereby? They would easily be given the occasion for erring not only in the doctrine of faith but also in the commandments of life and behavior as well. You see, all heresies are born from the Scriptures when they are not understood, as we see from the errors of the Anthropomorphites, the Taborites, David Georgius, etc.” In agreement with this discourse of Bellarmine is the statement of Alphonsus de Castro: “The translation of the Scriptures into a popular language is the cause of all heresies” (De juste puniend. haeretic., bk. 3, c. 6); and also of Costerus: “So many heresies and schisms come from no other source than that everyone is interpreting Scripture according to his own judgment” (Enchir.).
 

We respond. (1) One cannot understand all things at first glance and by a cursory reading. Instead, he must employ study, effort, and assiduous meditation. (2) Nevertheless people understand something salutary from that, for the necessary things are clear. (3) It is expedient to read even those things that one does not at first glance understand. Sometimes God will send a Philip to reveal to us an approach to the understanding of the more obscure passages (Acts 8:26). (4) From Bellarmine’s reasoning, it would follow that the Scriptures must not be translated at all, not even into Latin.
 

To the objection that “the reading of Scripture is the cause of errors and heresies,” we respond: (1) Christ testifies in Matt. 22:29 that it is the ignorance of Scripture that causes heresies; this is repeated in the Jus canonicum, dist. 38, c. Si juxta. (2) Heresies arise not from reading and meditation of Scripture but from a twisting and corruption of Scripture. A bee sucks from a rose and makes honey. A spider sucks from the same rose and makes poison. To the laity we concede the reading of Scripture, but we forbid the twisting thereof. (3) Scripture is “profitable for reproof” (2 Tim. 3:16). Therefore instead of heresies borrowing their errors from Scripture, much rather Scripture is a weapon against heresies. (4) Scripture detects and overcomes the deceits of heretics; consequently, there are many who, by reading the Scriptures, have been freed from the bonds of heresies and have aspired to a knowledge of the truth. (5) It is one thing to pass judgment on controversies according to the norm of Scripture and the analogy of faith as it is set forth in clear passages of Scripture (which we have shown has been commanded to the laity); and it is another thing for one to interpret Scripture according to his own judgment, something we say is forbidden to both laity and clergy. (6) We also do not allow the laity to pass rash judgment on certain serious, subtle questions. Instead, we order them to seek out from Scripture the chief, fundamental points of faith and rules of life and meanwhile to use the guidance of the public interpretation and of the ecclesiastical ministry and to acknowledge reverently the gifts of God in others.
 

To the objection that “the reading of Scripture gives rise to a scandal of life and behavior,” we responded earlier (§ 493). Here we briefly mention: (1) Let those hypocrites who strain at the gnat but swallow the camel first remove their public whorehouses and their notorious scandals before they become concerned about scandal from reading the Scriptures. Some estimate the number of prostitutes whom the pope tolerates at Rome (in fact, he takes a daily tax from them for the apostolic treasury) to be near twelve thousand. According to Sleidanus (bk. 4), Compagius said to the legates of Strasbourg that he knew “it was customary for the bishops to accept money for allowing prostitution.” Ambrosius Catharinus witnesses that, at his time, “there was in Italy a distinguished artist named Michelangelo who had an admirable talent for depicting nude bodies and genitalia.” He adds: “This highly indecent nudity is seen everywhere on the altars and in the more important shrines of God. What is most shameful of all is that at this time you find in the most lofty temples and shrines pictures so lascivious that whatever of our shame nature conceals may be viewed to arouse not devotion but everyone’s lust of the dead flesh. No one can deny that the sin is our fault, that is, that it is the fault of the prelates who not only permit these disgraceful spectacles but who also occasionally are the creators of the same.” Let them also first be concerned about the scandal that stemmed from the reading of Amadisius and other love books before those “saints” think about fearing the scandal from reading Scripture.
 

(2) God wanted those things that He commanded to be written for all to be read by all. But whatever there is in Scripture, God commanded to be written for all (Rom. 15:4; 1 Cor. 10:11). Therefore He also wanted all people to read them. If we must fear any peril or scandal from that, the blame will fall on God.
 

(3) The sins of the saints were written not for imitation but for caution, correction, and consolation; for there is immediately added the penalty for sinners and those who continue in their sins, or the reception of sinners into grace and the forgiveness of their sin. Therefore whoever has followed David as David sinned, let him also follow David as he repented. Chrysostom, homily 29 on Genesis, col. 229: “Whoever is still in his sins should not despair, having seen so many who have come to their senses and who were able to reach the highest pinnacle of virtue.” Augustine, De doctrin. Christian., bk. 2, c. 23: “The sins of great men were written for this purpose: that everywhere people should tremble at that apostolic statement in which he says,: ‘Let anyone who seems to stand take heed lest he fall’ [1 Cor. 10:12].” Augustine, again, on Psalm 50: “Many want to fall with David, but they do not want to rise with David. His example of rising again, rather than of falling, has been set before us. Let those who have not fallen listen lest they fall. Let those who have fallen listen that they may rise again. Let the lesser take no delight in the falls of the greater. Rather, let the lesser tremble at the falls of the greater.” (See also Augustine, Contra Faust., bk. 22, c. 65; Homil., bk. 50, homily 21.)
 


Sixth, from the majesty of the divine offices.
 

§ 501. (VI) From the majesty of the divine offices. “The majesty of the divine offices seems by all means to require a more serious and venerable language than are those that we use commonly, if this can be done conveniently.”
 

We respond. (1) By this logic it would follow that we must set forth in a popular language nothing at all of the divine mysteries, not even in the pericopes of the Sunday Gospels and Epistles. (2) The use of a popular language takes nothing away from the majesty of the divine mysteries and offices. Rather, this leads people into the knowledge of them, and it is for this purpose that the mysteries were divinely revealed. (3) Therefore we invert the argument. In order that people may perceive the gravity and majesty of the divine mysteries and be brought into the knowledge, faith, and admiration of them, they must be presented in a popular language (Tobit 12:7). (4) In Paradise, God addressed our first parents not in an unknown, angelic tongue but in a common language. He divulged the promise of the Gospel and preserved His marvelous works for more than two thousand years in Hebrew, a language common to the Israelites. (5) God has consecrated all languages without exception and has appointed them for the ministry of His heavenly kingdom (Acts 2:3).
 


Seventh, from the absurd.
 

§ 502. (VII) From the absurd. “If the Scriptures had to be read in a vernacular language, it would be necessary to create new translations for every age, because languages change in every age.”
 

We respond. (1) On the basis of this argument, it would ultimately follow that Scripture must not be translated into other languages at all. When Chemnitz made this objection to the Papists, Bellarmine said, “He has told an impudent lie.” (2) The primary languages are not so numerous, that is, they have not changed in every age, though the idioms do vary. The slight change, however, does not cause the prior idiom not to be understood any longer. (3) No absurdity arises from this, if one claims that the more obsolete translations should be changed and brought up to date.
 


Eighth, from the excellence of the Hebrew, Greek, and Latin languages.
 

§ 503. (VIII) From the excellence of the Hebrew, Greek, and Latin languages. “We are content with the three languages that the Lord honored in the inscription on His cross (John 19:20) and that by unanimous agreement surpass all others in antiquity, breadth, and gravity, and finally in which those divine books were originally written—that is, Hebrew, Greek, and Latin.”
 

We respond. (1) Firm arguments are not drawn from allegories unless their application and explanation can be shown from the Scriptures themselves. (2) Those three principal languages used in the inscription on Christ’s cross meant that the Gospel had to be spread far and wide throughout the entire world “because those languages stood for all languages,” as Cajetan says in his commentary on that passage of John. (3) Those three languages used in the inscription on Christ’s cross were not used for the purpose that they alone might be consecrated for the Holy Scriptures and public worship but that the report of Christ’s death might be spread widely in languages that at that time were known most widely. (Cf. our Harm. passion. on this passage.) (4) We deny that any canonical book was written in Latin by its author. Therefore the consequence would be that one must disapprove of a translation of Scripture into Latin. (5) If we had to be content with those languages in which the divine books were written originally, the books of the Old Testament should not have been translated into Greek, though the devout ancients attribute much to that Greek Septuagint translation—in fact, sometimes more than is due.
 

§ 504. Although we do not disapprove of translations of Holy Scriptures into other languages, we nevertheless acknowledge no version as authentic, whatever it finally may be. Rather, we claim that one can appeal from all translations to the original text. We prove this from the following: (1) Only the Hebrew text in the Old Testament and the Greek in the New are authentic, as we have shown earlier (c. 13, § 311). (2) No version of Scripture can be authentic unless it is God-breathed (2 Tim. 3:16). The translations of the Scriptures, however, are not God-breathed. “It is one thing to be a prophet; it is another to be a translator,” says Jerome (preface to the Pentateuch). (3) Streams cannot be made equal to their sources. All translations are streams. Therefore they cannot be made equal with the sources of truth, that is, with the Hebrew text in the Old Testament and the Greek in the New Testament. (4) That which is normed cannot, as such, be the norm. All translations relate to the original and authentic text as the normed to the norm and the ruled to the rule. (5) The practice of the Israelite and Christian Churches shows that no translation is to be placed on the throne of authentic authority. This is what we have to say in general concerning the authority of translations. We shall now briefly discuss specifically the superior and more widely used translations.
 




Section I: On the Chaldaic Version of the Old Testament
 

§ 505. In our treatise De method. stud. theolog., part 2, sect. 1, c. 3, we said that there exists a triple Targum: (1) The Babylonian, whose author is Jonathan, son of Uziel, pupil of Hillel and fellow student of Simeon the Just. He translated the Old Testament into Chaldaic a hundred years before the destruction of the second temple, that is, forty-two years before Christ’s birth.
 

** (Jonathan actually translated the entire corpus of the Old Testament, according to Galatinus, but his work is extant only in the earlier and later prophets, that is, Joshua, Judges, Samuel, Kings, Isaiah, Jeremiah, Ezekiel, and the twelve minor prophets.) **
 

(2) The Targum Onkelos, whose author is Onkelos, pupil of Rabbi Eliezer the Great, nephew of the Emperor Titus on the side of Titus’s sister, who wrote his own paraphrase after Jonathan, almost a hundred years after the destruction of the second temple.
 

** Some think (and Bellarmine is among them) that an Adam wrote the Onkelos. Galatinus, however, makes a distinction and notes that the Jews claim that he was the son of the Emperor Titus’s sister and became a proselyte. There is also a witness that he translated the entire Old Testament, though nothing but the Pentateuch is extant. The rest they attribute both to Aquila and to some blind man named Joseph, who, the learned complain, were too interested in Jewish fables. **
 

(3) The Jerusalem Targum, later than the others, having the place of a commentary rather then of a paraphrase. If those things are true that Reuchlin writes—De verb. mirif., bk. 1, c. 13: “At the time of the ancient philosophers, the Holy Scripture of the Hebrews began to be held in such honor and such great and frequent respect among the Babylonians to the point that they provided for it to be translated from its own language into Chaldaic,” and this around the fifty-sixth Olympiad, that is, at the time of Thales, who, as Otto Frisingensis says, lived at the time of Isaiah (bk. 2, c. 5)—then it is necessary for another Chaldaic translation to have existed, older than all three Targumim that are extant today. (Cf. Helvicus, Tractat. de Chaldaic. paraphr., c. 2, p. 12, where he proves that many Targumim once existed.)
 

§ 506. The Jews assign great significance to this Chaldaic version. Consequently, it is written in the book Bava Bathra that “at the time that Jonathan was busy with this translation, if a fly or some flying insect had flown over him or his paper, they were burned up by divine fire without any harm to him or to his paper.” Also, that “the angels flew down from heaven to listen when he gave his attention to his studies.” In the book Sukkah, f. 28, they even give the Targumim the same authority as the Hebrew text, and no Jew dares contradict them. The Talmudists write, Juchasin reporting, f. 45: “Jonathan received his targumic doctrine from the prophets Zechariah, Haggai, and Malachi; but Onkelos received his from Rabbi Eliezer and Rabbi Jehoshua, who themselves received it from the prophets.” Also: “When Jonathan was interpreting Scripture, all Palestine was shaken by an earthquake, and a voice from heaven cried out: ‘Who is this who is revealing My secrets to the sons of men?’ Jonathan replied: ‘It is I who am doing it, but not for my glory nor for that of my father, but for Your glory.’ “In the book Megillah, c. 1, they are not afraid even to declare that “Moses first received the Chaldaic paraphrase on Mount Sinai and handed it down to the elders and prophets. After it had been buried in oblivion during the Babylonian captivity, those paraphrasts again called it back into the light.”
 

We, on the other hand, however useful we claim it is, connect the Chaldaic translation to the Hebrew text both because of the authority that it commands among the Jews, against whom it could be set forth strongly, and because of the perspicuity of its exposition in many passages; for wherever in the Hebrew truth Christ is discussed with a veiled name, there in the Chaldaic paraphrase the word “Messiah” is almost always used expressly. Nevertheless we deny that the Chaldaic paraphrase is authentic or that we must make it the equivalent of the Hebrew text. This is because: (1) It is a translation, thus it is not authentic.
 

(2) In the more obscure passages, it has been in large part conflated from the Greek Septuagint translation, according to Munsterus (preface to Jonas quadriling.).
 

(3) It contains some Jewish fables and corruptions. In Num. 21:18 it gives the story about the well that the Hebrews imagine descended “with the children of Israel to the torrents and from the torrents ascended with them to the hills and from the hills again descended to the valleys.” This rabbinic fable originated from an incorrect interpretation of this passage.
 

(4) In some places it departs from the sources of truth, that is, from the Hebrew text. In Gen. 4:23 it says, “Lamech did not slay a man.” (Franciscus Junius responds that we must take this interrogatively, so that [image: ] is understood as placed for [image: ], “is it not?” Schindlerus lists examples of this meaning in his Lexicon, p. 929. Helvicus responds: “Onkelos does not simply deny that Lamech slew a man. Instead, he denies it in a delimited manner, namely, that he did not slay him in such a way as to bring punishment or destruction upon himself and his posterity,” which is also how Jonathan interprets it.)
 

Lev. 10:6 and 21:[10]: “Do not let the hair grow on your heads.” The Hebrew has the contrary: “Do not shave your heads.” (Some respond that in Hebrew the word is [image: ] which means “to make free, to allow free,” whence it is placed here as an uncovering of the head, Num. 5:18, and interpreters commonly explain it in this sense. Lev. 10:6: “regarding the uncovering of the head and the removal of hair.” There are some who explain the word here on the basis of the traditions of the Hebrews concerning an excess of hair: “Do not let your hair become excessive or grow too long,” because it once was the custom of those who mourned to let their hair grow and to abstain from shaving as a sign of grief, and they went about with their hair unkempt, something they say the chief priest was not allowed to do.)
 

In Num. 23:9, where the Hebrew text reads “the people will dwell alone,” the Chaldaic has rendered it: “Lo, the people will possess the age,” for they are awaiting that age when they would rule. In Deut. 4:28 and 28:64, where Scripture foretells that “the Hebrews will serve other gods,” the Chaldaic translation turns this sin from the Hebrews to the Gentiles. (See more about the Targumim in Fagius, preface to Chald. paraphr. pentat., which he himself translated; Neander, Erotem. sanct. linguae, p. 408; and Helvicus, loc. cit.)
 




Section II: On the Greek Translation of the Old Testament
 

§ 507. In our treatise De methodo studii theolog., part 2, sect. 1, c. 4, we said that various Greek translations of the Old Testament once existed but that they ceased being used when that famous Septuagint translation came along.
 

** In Clement of Alexandria, Stromat. 1, we read: “The Scriptures were translated into Greek even before the time of Alexander, and Plato drew some things from them.” This is hardly likely, however. Nevertheless Genebrardus claims and thinks that only the Pentateuch was translated and that it was imposed on those who denied that the entire corpus was translated by the seventy. **
 

Augustine, De civ. Dei, bk. 18, c. 43: “Although there were also other translators who translated the sacred words from Hebrew into Greek—such as Aquila, Symmachus, and Theodotion—and just as there is also that translation whose author is unknown and because of that it is called the ‘fifth edition’ without the name of its translator, yet the Church has accepted that Septuagint as if it were the only translation. The Greek Christians use it, and most of them do not know whether there is any other translation.” In that same treatise, we explained the occasion that gave rise to that translation from Aristaeus, Josephus, Philo, and Justin.
 

Because most of the theologians of the early Christian Church were not knowledgeable of the Hebrew language, they give great weight to this Greek translation. Augustine, De civit. Dei, bk. 15, c. 23: “The Septuagint translators are justly believed to have received the spirit of prophecy, so that one would not doubt that it was spoken divinely if they changed anything by the authority of that Spirit and were speaking differently from the text that they were translating.” Irenaeus (Adv. haeres., bk. 3, c. 25, p. 116) has followed Justin (Orat. exhortat. ad gent.) and claims that individual translators were shut up, one to a room, and that each of them translated Scripture in the same words miraculously. He says:
 


Ptolemy wanted to use their (the elders) experience but was afraid that they would agree on the truth that was in Scripture but would hide it with their translation. So he separated them from one another and ordered them all to translate the same Scripture. He did this for every book. When they gathered together in Ptolemy’s presence and compared their translations, God was glorified and the Scriptures were believed to be truly divine. They all were reading the same thing with the same verbs and nouns from beginning to end, so that all the people present knew that the Scriptures was translated by the inspiration of God. Peter, John, Matthew, Paul, and the rest, as well as their followers, declared that all the prophetic statements were just as that translation of the elders contained them. For one and the same Spirit of God had prophesied in the prophets about who the Lord was and how He would come, and now translated well in the elders what had been prophesied well and also announced in the apostles that the fullness of time of the adoption had come.

 




 

He even adds that he had seen the remains of those little rooms in Alexandria. In agreement with Justin and Irenaeus are Clement of Alexandria (Stromat., bk. 3), Cyril of Jerusalem (Catech. 4), and others.
 

§ 508. We cannot attribute authentic authority, however, to that Greek translation nor equate it with the Hebrew text. This is because: (1) It is a translation and, therefore, is not authentic nor does it have the same authority as the Hebrew text.
 

(2) In many passages it disagrees with the Hebrew source, especially in the Psalms. It has some things that are not in the Hebrew text, as Jerome reveals (preface to the Pentateuch, Epistle ad Suniam, and elsewhere). As a result, Origen, in his Hexapla arranged the version of the Septuagint translators in such a way that one could judge conveniently from it alone with a single glance what did appear in the Hebrew and what did not. Because those translators on their own added many things everywhere to explain the subjects they were treating and also intentionally omitted many things as being superfluous, Origen silenced, as it were, whatever he saw they had added beyond what was in the Hebrew text by adding obelisks and substituting from the translation of Theodotion what they had taken out, marking that with asterisks.
 

(3) The Septuagint was not always used in the Church, for according to Sigebertus (Chronic.): “They began to hold it in second place after Jerome’s translation.”
 

(4) It contains many errors in the counting of chronology. It counts 2,242 years from Adam to the flood, though the Hebrew text has only 1,656 years. It counts 1,082 years from the flood to Abraham, though there are 292 in the Hebrew. Adam is said to have lived 230 years (330, according to some editions) when he begot Seth, though the sources of truth give him only 130 years. Methuselah, according to the Greek translation, survived for fourteen years after the flood and, as a result, the great question arises as to how he was saved in the flood. (In De civ. Dei, bk. 15, c. 11, Augustine wastes much effort in untying this knot.) From the Hebrew text, however, we gather that he died in the same year that the flood covered the earth. In the Greek, Jon. 3:4 reads: “Yet three days and Nineveh shall be destroyed!” In the authentic Hebrew text, destruction is declared more accurately to come after forty days, for Jonah could scarcely go throughout the whole city in three days.
 

(5) Some of the ancients reject the nonsense about the individual rooms as uncertain, and some as false and spurious. Justin and Irenaeus mention that the king shut up each in his own cell, but Epiphanius writes that they were enclosed in each cell “two by two” (De mensur. et ponderibus). Augustine does not dare confirm the assertion about cells as something certain, though he assigns great significance to this version (De doctr. Christ., bk. 2, c. 15). He says:
 


Among the Greeks, the authority of the Septuagint translation, as far as the Old Testament is concerned, is preeminent. Throughout all the more experienced churches, they are said to have been interpreted with so great a presence of the Holy Spirit as though so many men had but one mouth. If, as the report goes and as many people who are not unworthy of our confidence declare, they were separated so that each was in his own cell while he translated, and if we find nothing in the manuscript of any one of them that we do not find in the same words and in the same order of words in the others, who would dare compare anything with this authority, much less prefer anything to it?

 




 

(Erasmus has noted in the margin: “Others laugh at this as a fable.”) Jerome (preface to the Pentateuch) is more confident: “I do not know who was the first author to build the seventy cells at Alexandria with his lie, because neither Aristaeus, who took part in the task, nor Josephus, who narrates this account, make any mention of the cells. It is one thing to be a prophet but another to be a translator.”
 

(6) There are many who doubt whether the Greek version that is extant today is that Septuagint so highly praised by the ancients. You see, Aristaeus (in his Histor. of this translation) and Philo (Vita Moysis, bk. 2) testify: “The seventy interpreters translated faithfully and properly all things word for word. Many people examined their translation carefully before it was placed in the royal library. They all praised it for being faithful and literal.” The Greek version that we have now, however, disagrees with the Hebrew text in many places. Moreover, the Greek version that we have today in many places cannot in any way be reconciled with the Hebrew text unless the points be removed and things be read differently from what the points require. This is the basis for the argument that the author of this translation used an unpointed Bible, but this is not likely with regard to the Septuagint translators. Casaubonus, Exercit.: “Baronius thinks that the Greek edition of the Bible that is kept at Rome is the actual translation of the Septuagint translators. This is an opinion one could scarcely excuse in the case of some novice of theological study, much less in the case of a man of such great reputation.” The same claim is made by Drusius (Observ., bk. 6, c. 9) and Whitaker (De Script. quaest., c. 3).
 

(7) Origen, Lucian, Hesychius, and Jerome already began to correct the Septuagint translation. How, then, was it free of errors? And who would believe that, though it contracted corruption in its first three hundred years, it remained uncorrupted for the other thirteen hundred years? Justin, Dial. cum Tryphone, p. 231: “Your teachers have removed many complete passages of those Scriptures in their entirety from the translation of the elders who were with Ptolemy. Those passages show clearly that He who was crucified is both God and man and that His crucifixion and death were foretold”—a fact that he proves in the same book with several examples.
 

(8) The evangelists and apostles in the New Testament follow the Septuagint translation in quoting statements from the Old Testament “because at that time that translation had been published among the nations,” as Jerome points out in his commentary on Genesis 47. Jerome, however, sets down this rule: “Whenever the prophets and apostles quote testimonies from the Old Testament, one must note quite carefully that they did not follow the words but the sense. Wherever the Septuagint translators differ from the Hebrew, one must note that they have expressed the Hebrew sense in their own words” (Epistle 151 ad Algasiam).
 




Section III: On the Syriac Version of the New Testament
 

§ 509. In our treatise De method. studii theolog., part 2, sect. 1, c. 3, we explained under what circumstances the Syriac translation of the New Testament reached Europe. Johannes Balthasar Baumbach explains this in greater detail in his treatise De linguis oriental., c. 13. Because this book is in the hands of but few people, we shall quote certain things from it here:
 


When Leo X was the Roman pope, who held the council called by Julius II at the Lateran, there were sent from Syria the legates Acurius Josephus, a priest; Moses Monachus, a deacon; and Helias, a subdeacon. These were learned and scholarly men who at that time taught Syriac literature to Theseus Ambrosius Albonesius, a royal lawyer. Many years later, within his monastic cells (for he was bound by his vow to the canonical institution of St. Augustine), he profited so much from his meditating that the Syrians were amazed at his keen and quick spirit in this labor.

 

Furthermore, in 1529 Johannes Albertus Widmanstadius, a lawyer and chancellor of the eastern provinces of Austria, was in the retinue of Emperor Charles V, who was going to Bologna for the sake of the sacred crown. He and his fellow travelers were by chance assigned lodging by the quartermasters of Reggio Emilia [Regium Lepidi] near the monastery where Theseus, now an old man, was living. On the following day, Widmanstadius entered the church, met the venerable old man by accident, and greeted him. When Theseus learned that Widmanstadius was interested in finding out about the library of the monastery and the rare books in it, he immediately took him into his room, picked up the Holy Gospels written in Syriac from the bookshelf, and said tearfully: “My guest, I have given myself to these foreign language studies for about fifteen years and have loved them without a rival until today. How I wished that some day there would come to me a man with a quick and ready talent who would want to take from me these words of Jesus Christ, consecrated with His most holy lips, to pass them down to posterity as by hand, for age has nearly taken its final toll of me!” Widmanstadius replied: “Father, if you are willing to spare the effort of a few hours, you will have me as a ready listener to this enterprise.”
 

When Theseus heard this, he brought out all the treasures in that language that he had prepared for himself with great effort and wrote down in his own handwriting as much from his commentaries as the shortness of the time would allow. Theseus did this for Widmanstadius with this earnest entreaty that, with the same kindness with which Theseus was embracing him, Widmanstadius would place that in the hands of the Church of Jesus Christ.
 

Four years later, in the library of Lactantius Ptolemaeus, he discovered the four books of the evangelists along with some short works of the Syrians Ephraem and Jacob. He soon transcribed these and kept them along with the splendid gift of Theseus. Then, while he was at the monastery of Simeon of the Syrians who inhabited the ridge of Lebanon, a learned bishop, he made such progress that the earnest wish of Theseus, which he caught from introducing the language of Christ into the Latin Church, could now be somewhat satisfied.
 

After several years, during which Widmanstadius was busy with this concern, he was returning from an assembly of princes that was held at Heilbronn [Heliobrunae]. Along the way, at Raetia Ripensis, he met Moses Meredinaeus, a priest from Mesopotamia. Moses had been sent by Ignatius, patriarch of Antioch, to Rome as an orator, both for other reasons and in order to bring back to Syria especially a volume of the Testament duplicated by a printing press. Although he was relying on the gracious favor of important people, he had discovered neither at Rome nor at Venice anyone who wanted to attempt this great and difficult task. He nevertheless followed the advice of some people who knew that Widmanstadius was burdened with almost the same concern. In the company of the Pole Rainoldus, who at that time was going to Britain as a legate, Moses hurried to Widmanstadius and met him along the way. Widmanstadius received him like a divinely offered gift and took him with himself to Emperor Ferdinand. He explained the entire situation to Ferdinand, who promised that in proportion to his piety he would kindly and generously subsidize the expense for this wonderful work. That this work might be published without error and with distinction, the emperor commanded that Widmanstadius be allowed to perform this immortal task for the Christians of Asia who use the ancient language of the Syrians partly as a popular language and partly in sacred matters and who retain scarcely any traces of their religion except Baptism because of their lack of the sacred books.
 

While everything was being gathered together to carry out these commands, Widmanstadius and Moses began to lose hope. On their behalf William Postellus intervened, a man learned beyond the capability of many people. He had traveled once or twice through the greater part of Asia and had endeavored to pick up the great resources of both the Syriac and Arabic languages. He offered them his uncommon assistance. Thus by the kindness of the devout Emperor Ferdinand, the four holy monuments of the evangelists were first brought out into the light, printed in Venice in the Syriac language and characters. A short while later, the Epistles of the apostles followed.
 




 

** The Syriac New Testament was published both by others and by Immanuel Tremellius, who added a Latin translation, and by Guido Fabricius with an interlinear translation. These latter two, however, changed the Syriac characters into Hebrew letters, as did also Raphelengius. Arias Montanus published it in his great Antwerp Bible, using the characters of both languages. **
 

§ 510. The Christians in Syria assign much weight to this Syriac translation and relate its origin to the evangelist Mark.
 

** Albertus Widmanstadius says that the Syrians consistently claim that St. Mark translated his Gospel into his mother tongue—and not only his Gospel but also the other books of the New Testament. He says that William Postellus indicated this to him by letter but that this idea itself comes from an ancestral tradition. (In Antid. Matt. 26, Stapleton says that the Syrians still hold it as authentic.) **
 

Tremellius, preface to the Syriac. paraph.: “It is in complete harmony with the truth that this was accomplished around the beginning of Christ’s Church, either by the apostles themselves or by their disciples, unless we perhaps prefer to suspect that in writing they wanted to have regard only for foreigners, but no regard—or at least very little—for their own peoples.”
 

** In the same place he says that for the most part it is a faithful expression of its Greek archetype. **
 

Franciscus Lucas Brugensis, preface to his commentaries on the New Testament, no. 6: “Without doubt, I hold that we must keep and respect the Syriac text of the New Testament on a level with and, in fact, ahead of the oldest Greek text.” Alstedt, Praecog., bk. 2, c. 113, thinks that “it is to be ascribed to the church at Antioch and the Christians first called into it.”
 

** Bonaventure Cornelius Bertramus, a man skilled in these languages, dares to ascribe the Syriac version to the developing church at Antioch and to the Christians first called into it (preface to his Comparatio grammaticae Syriacae et Arabicae). **
 

We, however, cannot consider this translation as authentic or equivalent to the Greek text because: (1) It is a translation; hence it is not authentic.
 

(2) In some places it departs from the Greek text, which alone is authentic in the New Testament. Entire books—namely, 2 Peter, 2 and 3 John, Jude, and Revelation—are lacking in it. It also lacks the account of the adulterous woman at the beginning of John 8. ** (The diligence of several people has now filled these deficiencies.) **
 

(3) One can make no certain declaration about either its author or its antiquity near apostolic times. Tremellius, loc. cit.: “The Syriac translation, if not entirely, then certainly for its greater part, is a faithful expression of its Greek archetype. Because we have not found this information despite our inquiries, we cannot for the time being define to what author or authors or to what time it is to be ascribed, any more than we can define to what authors the Greek Old Testament and old Latin translations are to be ascribed.” Vergerius, Dial. 3. contra Hosium, mentions that he asked Moses Meredinaeus who he thought wrote the New Testament in Syriac and that he answered: “I do not know the author, but the manuscript is old and does not disagree with the Greek and Latin codices.”
 

** Cornelius a Lapide, preface to his commentary on the Epistle to the Hebrews: “The Syriac version differs from the Syriac language that the Jews spoke at the time of Christ, Paul, and Mark. In Matt. 27:8 instead of Haceldama, as the Jews would say at Christ’s time, the Syriac version of today has aguresa daddema, a Hellenizing, for it formed aguresa from the Greek word [image: ], “field.” In Matt. 27:46, instead of “Eli, Eli,” as Christ said, the Syriac version of today has “il, il.” Instead of Jerusalem, it has Ourishelem; for Kephas, it has Kipho; for Pascha, it has Pezcho; for Golgotha, it has Golgoulto; for Joseph, it has Jauseph; for Jacob, it has Jaacoub; for Messiah, it has Meshicho. **
 

(4) There is no mention of it in Clement of Alexandria, Origen, Eusebius, Athanasius, Theophilus, Epiphanius, Jerome, Cyril, Theodoret, and others who taught either in Syria or in Egypt or who discussed the various editions of the Scriptures. Augustine mentions the Syriac translation of the Old Testament and says, “In three Greek manuscripts, a Latin one, and a Syriac one, all agreeing with each other, Methuselah is found to have died six years before the flood” (De civ. D., bk. 15, c. 13). He, however, perhaps means the Chaldaic paraphrase when he speaks of a Syriac manuscript.
 

(5) In the titles and headings of the chapters there are mentioned: “‘Veneration of the Cross,’ ‘Prayers for the Dead,’ ‘Vigils,’ ‘The Memory of Saints,’ and other things of this sort that had not yet been foisted upon the Church at the time of the apostles.”
 




Section IV: On the Arabic Translation of Holy Scripture
 

§ 511. Just as Chaldaic took its beginning from Hebrew and as Syriac took its beginning from Chaldaic, so from those two came Arabic. (Although the Hebrew language had flourished in Chaldea for some time after God had called Abraham and commanded him to leave that land, Gen. 11:1, the inhabitants gradually began to lose, along with true divine worship, their purity of language and began to speak in that dialect they call Aramaic, from Aram. Elias Levita recounts the origin of this language and calls it “the sacred language corrupted” and also “a language more closely related to the sacred language than are all the others.” [Later,] after the older Jews died, the younger ones began to forget their native Hebrew during the long Babylonian captivity, and because of their long familiarity with that people with whom they were now living, they had learned Chaldaic or the Syriac language, “which was then familiar to that people.” This language they took back to their own country later as their own familiar tongue, made common by long use. Finally, they used it regularly as their vernacular. Hebrew was preserved only among the learned. This Syriac language Christ used in the days of His flesh, that He might be understood by the common people.) Arabic was used first by the Hagarenes (who later preferred to be called Saracens) and the Ishmaelites (who take their beginning from Abraham). It is now used throughout Asia and Africa with Muhammad as its author, who descended from the Ishmaelitic tribe and wrote his Qur’an in this language. We also see that it was spread from the time of Heraclius by the frequent victories of the Turks, with the result that it is not inferior to any of the other languages but surpasses them all in the breadth of its use. Those who understand it can travel through Asia and Africa, as well as a large part of Europe, without a translator.
 

§ 512. Nicolaus Clenardus (who burned with such a desire to learn and to spread this language that he did not hesitate to go to Africa itself and to spend several years, not without peril to his life, among those barbaric peoples and enemies of the cross of Christ), Epistol., at the end of bk. 1, and Guido Fabricius, on the last page of his preface to the Syriac New Testament, prove that all the sacred writings are extant in the Arabic tongue ** authored by Saadia Gaon. ** These, indeed, have not been printed but are only manuscripts. Witness of this is Rutgerus Spey of Boppard, in his preface to the Epistle to the Galatians (which was written in Arabic characters and words and published for public use at Heidelberg in 1583): “Except for the Psalter of Augustine, bishop of Nebbio, there is nothing that has been printed in this language. Nevertheless this Psalter was printed so poorly that the Arabs themselves can barely read it.” Later, in 1592, there was published at Rome an Arabic New Testament, a copy of which we have in our academy’s library.
 

** In Biblioth., bk. 4, Sixtus Senensis witnesses: “Augustine of Nebbio gave fifth place in his Octapla to the Arabic, and of this work only two volumes were seen, namely, his printed Psalter and the four Gospels, transcribed in the hand of that author and set off with black and red ink.” **
 

But let us pass the same judgment on the Arabic translation that we declared with regard to the Syriac paraphrase.
 

** Guido Fabricius, preface to the Syriac New Testament, bears witness that there is a Persian translation of both Testaments that Jacob Tavasius and the Pavians produced, as well as Syriac, Armenian, and Ethiopian translations. **
 




Section V: On the Latin Vulgate Translation of the Bible
 

§ 513. The Papists carry this up to the summit of authentic authority. The Council of Trent, sess. 4, decrees “that the ancient Vulgate edition be considered as authentic in public readings, disputations, sermons, and expositions and that no one dare reject it under any pretext whatsoever.” We have quoted many things of this sort from Papist writers earlier in § 317. However: (I) It is a translation; therefore it is not authentic. Only the Hebrew text in the Old Testament and the Greek in the New are authentic, as we have proved earlier (§§ 311ff.). Therefore one cannot elevate the Vulgate translation to that sublime throne of authentic authority. “What in itself is not authentic cannot be made to be authentic through the power of a pope or council,” writes Bellarmine (De verbo Dei, bk. 1, c. 10). I sum up: the Vulgate version is not authentic nor canonical in itself. Therefore the decree of a pope or council cannot make it authentic. (II) Its author was not illumined by the spirit of prophecy. Therefore it cannot be canonical and authentic.
 


It is not Jerome’s work.
 

Most of the Papists attribute it to Jerome, but reasons not to be scorned keep us from claiming that it is by Jerome. In the first place, Jerome testifies (preface to the Psalter ad Sophronium, which is Epistle 133; in his preface to the Pentateuch; and in his preface to the Books of Kings) that he “translated the Holy Scriptures in such a way that his translation agrees exactly with the Hebrew truth.” Augustine in De civ. Dei, bk. 18, c. 43, and Isidore of Seville in Etymolog., bk. 6, c. 5, give this same testimony about Jerome. Yet that Latin Vulgate edition in many places departs from the Hebrew text and comes closer to the Greek Septuagint translation.
 

Second, Jerome translated many things differently and disapproved of much that is contained in that Vulgate edition, as is evident from his Quaestiones in Genesin, from his commentaries on the prophets, and from his book De optimo genere interpretandi. Thus when the Vulgate has “The Spirit of the Lord rushed [ferebatur] over the face of the waters” (Gen. 1:2), Jerome notes: “The word that we have in Hebrew means ‘brooded’ or ‘fostered,’ in the likeness of a bird giving life to her eggs with her warmth.” When the Vulgate has “And the Lord had regard for Abel and his gifts, but He had no regard for Cain” (Gen. 4:4), Jerome thinks that this should be translated the way Theodotion translated it: “And the Lord inflamed over Abel and his sacrifice.” When the Vulgate has “Let us go outside” (Gen. 4:8), Jerome notes that this is superfluous and was taken from the volume of the Samaritans in which it reads, “Let us go into the field.” When the Vulgate has “the whole flock of one color” (Gen. 30:32), Jerome teaches that it should be read: “not of one color,” which reason itself confirms. In Ps. 1:1, the Vulgate has “in the seat of pestilence”; Jerome has “in the seat of the scornful.” In Ps. 110:3, the Vulgate has “the beginning is with You”; Jerome has “Your willing people.” In Ps. 132:15, the Vulgate has “I shall bless his widow”; Jerome has “I shall bless his hunting.” In Isa. 1:12, the Vulgate has “that you may walk in My courts”; Jerome has “never again will you tread in My court.” In the same chapter, v. 30, the Vulgate has “for you have been like an oak”; Jerome has “for they will be like a terebinth.” In Gal. 1:16, the Vulgate has “I did not acquiesce to flesh and blood”; Jerome has “I did not confer with flesh and blood.” In Gal. 3:1, the Vulgate has “to not believe the truth”; Jerome omits these words. In Eph. 1:14, the Vulgate has “the pledge of the inheritance.” Jerome censures this and claims that it must be translated as “the earnest money.” In Eph. 4:19, the Vulgate has “they have despaired and have given up themselves.” Jerome has added: “In the Greek this reads differently; for the heathen do not despair nor sense their own destruction but are like beasts that live according to their flesh.” A comparison of the Vulgate version and that of Jerome shows many more things of this sort. Some make the exception: “In his commentaries, Jerome judged that some things had been translated incorrectly. Later, when he published that Latin version, he saw that they were translated correctly.” His commentaries on the prophets, however, in which he finds so many faults with the Vulgate version, are later than that version, as is evident from the end of his catalog.
 

Third, in his writings Jerome uses grammatically pure speech, for he is a Latin writer above disdain. The Vulgate translation, on the other hand, is in many places barbarous and filled with solecisms. Gen. 13:11: “They were separated, both from his brother.” Gen. 21:26: “I have not heard beside today.” Gen. 24:32: “He uncovered the camels,” instead of “He took off the packsaddles.” Gen. 42:13: “Another is not above.” Ps. 68:19: “Blessed be the Lord today daily.” Ps. 126:1: “When the Lord was bringing back the captivity of Zion, we were like those who are comforted.” Matt. 6:26: “Are you not many more than these?” Matt. 17:19: “Why could we not cast him out?” Matt. 20:28: “The Son of Man did not come to be ministered.” Matt. 22:30: “They will neither marry nor be married.” Matt. 24:6: “opinions of wars,” instead of “rumors of wars.” Luke 7:32: “We lamented to you.” Luke 19:48: “All the people, suspended, listened to Him,” instead of “were hanging on His words.” Luke 21:38: “All the people rose in the morning to Him.” John 15:2: “that it may bear fruit more.” Acts 3:19: “Repent yourselves.” Acts 12:8: “Shod yourself your sandals,” instead of “Put on your sandals.” Acts 18:15: “He threatened them from the tribunal,” instead of “drove.” (Confer the epistle that the erudite theologian drew up to demonstrate thereby the barbarisms and solecisms of the Vulgate translation. That is extant in Dr. Hunnius, Examen controversiae primae generalis de verbo Dei, bk. 2, c. 14.) Albericus Gentilis wanted to defend the Latinity of the Vulgate version. But it must be noted that whatever can be proved by the authority of Pacuvius, Naevius, Ennius, or even Vitruvius, Petronius, Apuleius, and others similar to these cannot be considered Ciceronian or sufficiently Latin. If someone today were to write poetry in the style of Ennius, he would reveal himself to be ridiculous because usage, which has the judgment and is the power and norm of speaking, has removed that kind of poetizing. Augustine considers that it is inexperienced ignorance to want to affect unusual things against the common usage of speaking. Also, one cannot prove to sensible people that he wanted to hand down a sacred matter destined for the use of all by means of obsolete and obscure archaisms.
 

Fourth, the most learned Papists acknowledge that Jerome is not the author of that version: Sanctes Pagninus (preface to his own translation), Lindanus (De optim. gener. interp., bk. 3, where he suspects that “some Greek” was its author), and Stapulensis (preface to Comm. in epist. Paul. in Apolog., where he says: “All who have the capability of unimpaired judgment deny that Jerome is the author of this edition. After all, Jerome contradicts it, condemns it, often rails at its author, and accuses him of stupidity. Thus he names the work as someone else’s; thus he contradicts its author as someone else. Therefore whoever has claimed otherwise is hardheaded.”). Also Paulus Burgensis, Johannes Reuchlin, Laurentius Valla, Driedo (De catal. Scrip., bk. 2, c. 1), Sixtus Senensis (Bibliothec., bk. 8), Paulus Forosempronius (De die pass. Dom., bk. 2, c. 1). Erasmus (Annot. on Matthew 1, p. 10):
 


This passage—”Therefore a virgin will conceive”—presents the argument that Jerome neither used nor corrected this version that we use commonly. Had he used it, he would have read here “has.” Had he corrected it, we would have what he approves and follows. For in his commentary on this passage, Jerome says: “Because the prophet is foretelling the future, he signifies what is going to be and writes ‘will receive.’ Because the evangelist is narrating an account not of the future but of the past, he changed ‘will receive’ and put down ‘has.’ For whoever has is by no means going to receive.” In his commentary on Galatians, bk. 3, the same Jerome rebukes the translator for translating a passage in 1 Corinthians 5 incorrectly and quotes it in this way: “A little leaven leavens all the dough.”

 




 

Consequently, Erasmus draws the same conclusion in his Annot. on 1 Corinthians 5, p. 314: “If we had the New Testament that Jerome restored, as some assert, why does he censure what we read here?” Bellarmine admits (De verbo Dei, bk. 2, c. 9): “The Psalms are not considered to be from Jerome’s translation but merely from his correction.” And in the same book, c. 11, he writes: “The Vulgate edition is not the work of one author. Some consider it to be by Jerome, some by Lucian, some by Theodotion, some by another unnamed translator.”
 

These reasons move us not to claim that Jerome is its author. However, we grant hypothetically that it is Jerome’s. Nevertheless it will not, for that reason, be authentic, because Jerome was not distinguished by the spirit of prophecy and because he himself writes in his preface to the Pentateuch: “It is one thing to be a prophet, another to be a translator.”
 


It departs from its sources.
 

§ 514. (III) In many places it departs from the sources of truth, that is, from the Hebrew text in the Old Testament and from the Greek in the New. From this we infer as follows: Whatever version departs from the sources of truth cannot be authentic to this extent and in this respect. In many places, the Latin Vulgate version departs from the sources of truth. Therefore. The major premise is one of utterly certain truth. Because the Word of God in the Old Testament was written in Hebrew and in the New Testament in Greek, Jerome correctly calls the Hebrew Scripture in the Old Testament and the Greek in the New the “sources of truth.” One must go back to them, therefore, if the version departs from the original text anywhere. Every translation, and hence the Latin Vulgate as well, relates to the original text just as something normed and ruled relates to the norm and rule from which it must be corrected if it departs from it even a little bit. What ruler would allow it if an edict that he had proclaimed had been translated from its native language into another and that was foisted onto his subjects in such a way that they would be compelled to obey a translation that was not trustworthy or fitting enough, even if they had at hand the original copy and saw the obvious corruptions of the translations?
 

The minor premise is proved by Chemnitz, Osiander, Hunnius, Whitaker, Schroeder, and others with many arguments. Although Bellarmine (in De verbo Dei, bk. 2, c. 12-14) tries to defend those passages in which we prove that the Vulgate edition departs from the sources, one must note, however, that: (1) He does not even satisfy himself, much less his reader. (2) There are far more places in which we accuse the Vulgate version of corruption than those that Bellarmine tries to vindicate. (3) Hunnius, Whitaker, and others have reduced that defense of Bellarmine to smoke and ashes. (4) A comparison of the Hebrew text in the Old Testament and of the Greek in the New clearly confirms our position. (5) The more sensible Papists themselves have acknowledged and corrected those corruptions of the Latin version in which it departs from its sources. The following have done this: Armacanus, Eugubinus, Johannes Isaacus, Cajetan, Jacobus Faber Stapulensis, Laurentius Valla, Pagninus, Bruno Amerbachius, Benedictus Arias Montanus, Isidorus Clarius, Erasmus, Lucas Brugensis, and many others.
 


It teems with many errors.
 

§ 515. (IV) It has many—in fact, almost countless—errors, from which we infer as follows: Whatever version has many and almost countless errors cannot be authentic. The Latin Vulgate version has many and almost countless errors. Therefore. The major premise is one of certain truth; the minor we prove by induction.
 

It has: (1) Scribal errors: Judg. 11:2: adultera mater [“adulterous mother”] for altera mater [“another mother”]. Luke 15:8: evertit domum [“overturns the house”] for everrit [“sweeps”]. (The Louvain theologians saw the error but did not correct it. The Glossa ordinaria translates this woman as “the Church, which overturns the house when she disturbs the consciences of people over their guilt.” Dionysius Carthusianus teaches that “the house is overturned when its contents are moved from place to place therein.”) Luke 15:14: consummasset [“had achieved”] for consumsisset [“had consumed”]. John 21:22: Sic eum volo manere [“Thus I want him to remain”] for Si eum volo manere [“If I want him to remain”]. (From this, some wanted to conclude that John had not yet died. According to Cornelius Jansenius, Conc. evang., some have said: “He was translated alive into paradise, accompanied by Enoch and Elijah, with whom he, being slain by the Antichrist, will also return at the coming of the Lord to preach Christ.” Others, according to Augustine, think that “John is lying still alive in his tomb and will sleep there until the Last Day.”) Heb. 12:8: Adulteri non filii estis [“You are adulterers, not sons”] for adulterini filii estis [“You are illegitimate sons”]. 1 Pet. 2:5: Superaedificamini domos spirituales [“You are being built up as spiritual houses”] for domus spiritualis [“a spiritual house”]. 2 Pet. 1:16: Christi virtutem et praescientiam [“Christ’s power and foreknowledge”] for praesentiam [“presence”].
 

(2) Errors that directly contradict the sources. Gen. 19:18: “I ask, my Lord” for “No, my Lord!” In Gen. 19:24 Jacob says of Joseph: “The arms of his hands are strengthened”; the Vulgate has the opposite: “The bonds of his hands and arms are weakened.” Acts [27]:42: “to kill the guards” for “to kill the prisoners.” 1 Cor. 15:51: “We will all rise again, but we will not all be changed” instead of “Not all of us will sleep, but we will all be changed.” 2 Cor. 7:8: “I do not regret it, even if I may regret it” for “I do not regret it, though I did regret it.” Philem. 9: “Because you are like Paul, an old man” for “Because I am such, namely, Paul, an old man.” Heb. 3:3: “inasmuch as the house has more honor” for “inasmuch as the builder of the house has more honor than the house.” 1 Pet. 2:23: “He committed himself to Him who judges unjustly” for “justly.” 2 Pet. 1:16: “We have not followed ignorantly devised fables” for “cleverly devised fables.” 1 John 5:16: “There is a sin that is to death” for “There is a sin that is not to death.”
 

(3) It has many errors of ellipsis. Gen. 1:12 lacks “all the green vegetation”; 4:16 lacks “he fled in the land”; 34:29 lacks “Finally, they destroyed whatever was in any house”; 40:5 lacks all these words: “the butler and the baker of the king of Egypt, who were confined in the prison.” Matt. 6:4 lacks “openly”; “your Father knows” in 6:32 lacks “heavenly”; 15:31 lacks “the maimed to be whole”; 18:35 lacks “their trespasses”; 20:15 has “Am I not allowed to do what I want to do?” instead of “Am I not allowed to do what I want with my own possessions?” In Luke 2:40 where it reads “the boy grew and became strong,” it lacks “in the Spirit.” John 5:[18] lacks “And they were seeking to kill Him.” In Acts 10:30, after the words “four days ago about this hour,” there is lacking “I was fasting.” In the same chapter, v. 32 lacks “when He comes He will speak to you”;82 18:21 lacks “I must by all means keep this feast that is coming in Jerusalem”; 22:12 has “a man according to the Law” for “a devout man according to the Law.” Rom. 14:6 lacks “He who does not observe the day, he does not observe it to the Lord.” 1 Cor. 6:20 lacks “and in your spirit, which are of God”; 15:54 lacks “when this corruptible has put on incorruptibility.” “I have been a fool” in 2 Cor. 12:11 lacks “in boasting.” 1 Tim. 6:5 lacks “Depart from those who are like this.” In Heb. 1:3, where it reads “making purification for sins,” it lacks “through Himself.” 1 Pet. 4:14 lacks “As far as they are concerned, He is blasphemed; but as far as you are concerned, He is glorified.” Rev. 2:14 has “to eat and commit fornication” instead of “to eat food sacrificed to idols and commit fornication.”
 

(4) Errors of redundancy. Gen. 4:15 has the redundant “It shall never happen”; 5:22 has the superfluous “and Enoch lived”; 6:6 has the redundancy “taking heed for the future”; 27:33 has the superfluous “surprised beyond belief”; 31:32 has the redundant “Now, as for your accusing me of theft.” In Exod. 2:[22] there is the redundant: “He begat another son whom he called Eliezer, saying, ‘The God of my father has been my helper and has delivered me from the hand of Pharaoh,’ “though none of this is in the Hebrew. We run into many things of this sort everywhere.
 

(5) Chronological errors. Gen. 8:4 has “twenty-seven days” instead of “seventeen”; 11:13 has “303 years” instead of “403.” Matt. 3:2 has “the kingdom of heaven will draw near” instead of “has drawn near”; 26:61 has “after three days” instead of “in three days.” [Romans] 5:13 has “Sin was not imputed when the Law did not exist” instead of “Sin is not imputed when there is no Law.”
 

(6) Topographical errors. Gen. 2:8 has “God planted a paradise of pleasure from the beginning” instead of “God planted a garden in Eden in the east.” In Gen. [14:10], that which should have been called “Siddim,” or “of a level field,” is called “a forested valley,” for unless it is a proper name, it means a ploughed rather than a forested field. Deut. 4:41, 46, 47, and 49 have “across the Jordan” instead of “on this side of the Jordan.”
 

(7) Historical errors. Gen. 8:7 has “The raven went out and did not return.” Here the Vulgate has followed the Septuagint. The Hebrew reads: “The raven went out and returned to the ark until the waters were dried up.” In Gen. 24:22 “two shekels” is read for “half a shekel.” Gen. 36:24 has “Anah is said to have found hot waters,” though he discovered mules. In Gen. 37:2, Joseph is said to have been sixteen, but the Hebrew reads that he was seventeen years old. Luke 9:14 has “There were about five thousand [quinque millia] men,” in the Greek, “about five thousands [quinquies millia].”
 

(8) Dogmatic errors. In Gen. 3:15 “she” will bruise the serpent’s head. (As a result, Mary, instead of Christ, was considered a partner in the work of redemption.) Gen. 4:13 reads: “My iniquity is too great for me to merit pardon.” (In the Hebrew there is nothing that has the slightest indication of merit, for it had to be translated “for me to attain pardon.”) Matt. 6:7 has “Do not say much in your prayers.” (The Greek has [image: ] [“Do not use vain repetitions”], which is much different.) Rom. 12:19 has “not defending yourselves” instead of “not avenging yourselves.” Rom. 14:5 reads “Let each abound in his own meaning” instead of “Let each be fully certain in his own mind.” Gal. 3:24 reads “The Law was our teacher in Christ” instead of “unto Christ.”
 

(9) It separates some things that should be connected and connects some that should be kept separate. Luke 16:22 reads: “The rich man died and was buried in hell. He lifted up his eyes.” (It should be read: “The rich man died and was buried. In hell, he lifted up his eyes.” This corruption has caused many interpreters who have not looked closely at the Greek text to philosophize pleasantly about the burial of this rich man in hell.) Acts 2:42 has “and in the fellowship of the breaking of bread” instead of “and in the fellowship and in the breaking of bread.” Acts 10:30 has “Until this hour I was praying at the ninth hour” instead of “Until this hour I was fasting, and was praying at the ninth hour.” In Gal. 4:31 the words “with what freedom Christ has set us free” must be connected with the beginning of the following chapter. 2 Pet. 2:8 has “For in seeing and hearing he was righteous, living among them; day after day they vexed his righteous soul with their lawless deeds” instead of “For in seeing and hearing, that righteous man, living among them, day after day they vexed his righteous soul with their lawless deeds.”
 




The fathers depart from it.
 

§ 516. (V) If that Latin version had been considered authentic in the early Church, then the Latin Church and the theologians of it would surely have accepted it as authentic as soon as it had been published, and they would have departed from it neither in public use nor in their writings. But the latter cannot be said, because: (1) In his preface to Joshua, Jerome says, “At my time there have been as many versions as books.” In De doctr. Christ., bk. 2, c. 11, Augustine writes: “Those who have translated the Scriptures into Latin cannot be counted.”
 

(2) Platina reports: “Some years after Christ, that Vulgate version finally held some authority in the Church” (Vita Damasi).
 

(3) In their writings, the Latin fathers quote many passages differently from what they are in the Vulgate version. Erasmus, Praefat. Hilarii: “The translation that Hilary uses is different from that which we now accept commonly. Moreover, because Cyprian has his own translation that is different from all the others, and Augustine has his own, and Ambrose has his own, and Hilary has his own, and Tertullian has his own, it is apparent that they all never did have a common translation.”
 

We can prove this by many examples, such as: [a] Tertullian. The Vulgate has Alter alterius onera portate [“Carry one another’s burdens”] (Gal. 6:2). Tertullian quotes it this way: Onera vestra invicem sufferte [“Bear your burdens mutually”] (Contra Marcion., bk. 5, c. 4). The Vulgate has Prudentiam prudentium reprobabo [“I shall censure the prudence of the prudent”] (1 Cor. 1:19). Tertullian quotes it as follows: Irritamfaciam [“I shall make useless”] (Adv. Marc., bk. 5, c. 5). The Vulgate has Non erubesco evangelium [“I do not blush at the Gospel”] (Rom. 1:16). Tertullian quotes it: Non me pudet evangelii [“I am not ashamed of the Gospel”] (bk. 5, c. 13).
 

[b] Cyprian. The Vulgate has Cujus ego non sum dignus portare calceamenta [“whose sandals I am not worthy to carry”] (Matt. 3:11). Cyprian cites it: Non sum idoneus [“I am not fit”] (Ad Quirinum, bk. 1, no. 12). The Vulgate has Quia visitavit et fecit redemtionem plebi suae [“for He has visited and made redemption for His people”] (Luke 1:68). Cyprian quotes it: Quia prospexit redemtionem populo suo [“He has provided redemption for His people”] (Ad Quirinum, bk. 2, no. 7). In John 1:1, the Vulgate reads: In principio erat verbum [“In the beginning was the Word”]. Cyprian cites it: In principio erat sermo [“In the beginning was the Word”] (op. cit., bk. 2, no. 6). The Vulgate has: An divitias bonitatis ejus et patientiae et longanimitatis contemnis? [“Or do you despise the riches of His kindness and patience and forbearance?”] (Rom. 2:4). Cyprian cites it: An numquid opulentiam bonitatis ejus et sustinentiam et patientiam contemnis? [“Or do you really despise the wealth of His kindness and endurance and patience?”] (bk. 3, no. 35). The Vulgate reads: Omne debitum dimisi tibi, quoniam rogasti me [“I dismissed all that debt for you because you asked me”] (Matt. 18:32). The Roman clergy at the time of Cyprian, Epistle 31, cites it this way: Donavi tibi omne debitum, quia rogasti me [“I forgave you all that debt because you asked me”].
 

[c] Arnobius. The Vulgate has: Filioli, novissima hora est [“My sons, it is the last hour”] (1 John 2:18). Arnobius, on Psalm 67, quotes it: Pueri, novissima hora est [“Boys, it is the last hour”]. The Vulgate has: Ecce Satanas expetivit vos, ut cribraret sicut triticum. Ego autem rogavi pro te. [“Behold, Satan has asked for you, to sift you like wheat; but I have prayed for you”] (Luke 22:31-32). Arnobius, on Psalm 106, quotes this as: Satanas expetivit, ut ventilet. Ego autem intercessi. [“Satan has asked to winnow, but I have interceded.”]
 

[d] Hilary. The Vulgate has: In quo judicio judicaveritis, judicabimini [“With whatever judgment you judge you will be judged”] (Matt. 7:2). On that passage of Matthew, Hilary quotes it: Judicabitur de vobis [“The judgment will be pronounced about you”]. The Vulgate reads: arundinem vento agitatam [“a reed agitated by the wind”] (Matt. 11:7). Hilary (on Matthew) reads it: vento quassatam [“shaken by the wind”]. The Vulgate has: Extendens manum exemit gladium suum et percutiens servum principis sacerdotum amputavit auriculam ejus [“stretching out his hand he drew his sword, and striking the slave of the high priest, he amputated his ear”] (Matt. 26:51). Hilary (on Matthew) reads it: Gladium exserens servo principis sacerdotum aurem abscidit [“Unsheathing his sword, he cut off the ear of the slave of the high priest”].
 

[e] Ambrose. In Luke 1:42 the Vulgate has: inter mulieres [“among women”]. In his commentary, Ambrose reads it: in mulieribus [“among women”]. The Vulgate has: fiat mihi [“Let it be to me”] (Luke 1:[38]). Ambrose reads it: contingat mihi [“Let it happen to me”]. The Vulgate has: quid induamini [“what you shall put on”] (Luke 12:22). Ambrose reads it: quid vestiamini [“with what you will be clothed”].
 

[f] We can prove the same thing in the case of Augustine with many examples.
 

[g] Indeed, not even at the time of Pope Gregory, who lived more than two hundred years after Jerome (whom they make the author of this translation), could that edition alone prevail, not even in the Roman Church herself, as is evident from the preface of Gregory on Job, c. 5.
 


Antithesis.
 

§ 517. As we have said before, the Papists consider the Vulgate version as authentic. Albert of Ingolstadt, according to Dr. Chemnitz, explains the real and genuine reason for this when he writes (Exam. conc. Trid., part 1, p. 102): “In the ancient literature of the Vulgate translation are hidden many mysteries of faith,” that is, of the Papist faith.
 

Thus the Vulgate reads: “She will bruise the head of the serpent” (Gen. 3:15). This they apply to the patronage and intercession of Mary. In the Vulgate translation, Cain says: “My iniquity is too great for me to merit pardon” (Gen. 4:13). This they distort to establish the merits of works, though in the Hebrew, merit is not mentioned. In Gen. 6:5, the Vulgate has: “The thought of his heart was directed to evil.” They cite this to weaken original sin, though the Hebrew reads: “Every imagination of the thoughts of man’s heart is only evil every day.” In Gen. 14:18, the Vulgate has: “Melchizedek, king of Salem, offered bread and wine, for he was the priest of God Most High.” From this they argue for the sacrifice of the Mass, though the Hebrew text has no word of offering nor any rational connection. In Gen. 48:16, the Vulgate has “Let my name be invoked over them.” On the basis of this passage they argue for the invocation of the saints, though the Hebrew reads: “Let my name be called among them,” according to the translation of Benedictus Arias Montanus.
 

In Job 5:1, the Vulgate reads: “Call now, if there is anyone who will answer you, and turn to one of the saints.” From this passage they also argue for the invocation of the saints, though the Hebrew reads: “To which of the holy ones will you look?”—namely, who has not suffered many things. In Job 33:23, the Vulgate has: “If there is an angel speaking on his behalf, he will have compassion on him and will say, ‘Free him.’ “This passage, too, Bellarmine relates to the invocation of the saints, but the Hebrew reads: “If an angel is with him, an interpreter, one of a thousand, to indicate to a man his rectitude.”
 

In Ps. 139:17, the Vulgate has: “To me Your friends are honored greatly.” In this, too, they seek a foundation for the invocation of the saints. The Hebrew refers this to the thoughts of God. In Ps. 150:1, the Vulgate has: “Praise the Lord in His saints.” On the basis of this, they attempt to establish the invocation of the saints, though the Hebrew reads: “Praise the Lord in His sanctuary.”
 

In Eccl. 9:1-2, the Vulgate has: “Man does not know whether he is worthy of love or hate; all things in the future are kept uncertain.” They try to prove doubt from this, though the Hebrew reads: “Whether it is love or hate, man does not know. All things are before their faces.”
 

In Sirach 5:5, the Vulgate has: “As for propitiated sin, do not be without fear.” They also apply this to doubt, though the Greek reads: “As for propitiation, do not be without fear to add sin to sin.” In Sirach 16:15, the Vulgate has: “Mercy will create for every person a place according to the merit of his works.” Bellarmine argues for the merits of works on the basis of this passage, though the Greek reads: “Each will find … according to his works.”
 

In Luke 1:28, the Vulgate has: “Hail, full of grace,” which they apply to the invocation of Mary, though the Greek is: [image: ] [“Rejoice, favored one,” or “Hail, graced one”]. In Luke 1:48, the Vulgate has: “for He has looked upon the humility of His handmaiden,” though the Greek reads: “He has looked upon the humble and worthless condition.” In Luke 2:14, the Vulgate has: “Peace on earth to men of goodwill.” From this passage they try to elicit the freedom of the will in spiritual matters, though in Greek it is: “goodwill to men.” In Luke 10:35, the Vulgate has: “If you pay out anything over and above [supererogaveris].” From this passage they try to prove works of supererogation, though the Greek reads: “If you spend anything besides.”
 

In John 14:26, the Vulgate has: “the Holy Spirit will suggest to you whatever I shall say unto you.” From this passage, the men of Rheims argue for the authority of the Church and councils in promulgating dogmas of faith, though the Greek reads: “whatever I have said to you.”
 

In Rom. 11:6 the Vulgate has omitted that antithesis: “But if it is by works, it is no longer grace,” so that they may more easily be able to hold that grace and works can stand at the same time in the article of justification.
 

In 1 Cor. 4:1, ministers of the Word are called “dispensers of the mysteries of God.” From this passage, the Council of Trent tries to prove that in the case of the Sacraments the Church can dispense and abrogate one species in the Holy Supper, though in the Greek they are “stewards of the mysteries.” In 1 Cor. 14:16, the Vulgate has: “If you bless with the Spirit, how will he who fills the position of the unlearned say: ‘Amen’?” From this, they conclude that there ought to be someone to respond to the priest on behalf of all the people, though the Greek reads: “he who fulfills the place of the unlearned.”
 

In Eph. 2:10, the Vulgate has: “We were created in good works.” They carry this over to the merits of works, though the Greek reads: “We were created in Christ for good works.” In Eph. 5:32, the Vulgate has: “This sacrament is great.” From this, they try to prove that marriage is a sacrament of the New Testament, though the Greek has “mystery.” In Eph. 6:13, some Latin texts have: “that you may be able to stand perfect in all things.” Staphylus argues for the perfection of works from this, though the Greek reads: “and having done all things, to stand.”
 

In Heb. 1:3, the Vulgate translation has omitted: “by Himself,” so that they may be able to hold the position that Christ, by our works, has acquired the power to make satisfaction for sins. In Heb. 9:28, Christ is said to have “been offered to remove the sins of many.” Andrada applies this in such a way that no remnants of sin remain after Baptism, though in the Greek the verb is “to bear.” In Heb. 13:16, the Vulgate has: “By such sacrifices, God is merited.” This they apply to the merits of works, though the Greek reads: “is well-pleased.”
 

In James 5:15, the Vulgate has: “the Lord will exalt him.” They apply this to the efficacy of extreme unction because they interpret that word to refer to apparitions and the assault of Satan, though the Greek word is “will lift [from a sickbed].”
 


The arguments of the Papists: First, from the antiquity of the translation.
 

§ 518. Now let us weigh the arguments with which they try to prove the authentic authority of the Vulgate translation. (I) From the antiquity of this translation. “The Vulgate version has been received in the Church by the long use of many centuries, for the Church has used this one edition for almost a thousand years since the time of Gregory.”
 

We respond. (1) One must not pass judgment as to what the authentic version of Scripture is on the basis of the usage of the Church but on the basis of the language in which the prophets and apostles wrote. The usage of the Church must be accomodated to Scripture, not Scripture to the usage of the Church. (2) If age produces authentic authority, no version is older than the Hebrew; in fact, the books of the Old Testament were originally written in it. (3) If that version of Scripture is authentic which the Church has used for a thousand years, then the Greek and Chaldaic versions of the Old Testament and the Syriac of the New will also be authentic. (4) The Latin Church, which has used this version, is only part of the Church catholic, for there were many others—the Egyptian, Ethiopian, Arabic, Indian, Persian, and especially Greek—in which this version was not used. (5) Jerome (preface to Joshua) and Augustine (De doctr. Christ., bk. 2, c. 11) teach that there were innumerable Latin versions in the ancient Church. It is not likely that these could have been or were abolished so quickly. That Vulgate translation, therefore, was not used exclusively, but others were used as well. Gregory says, “The Roman Church has used two versions, one of which they call ‘the old’ and the other, ‘the new’ “(Epistle ad Leandrum). (6) From the ecclesiastical writers who lived after Gregory—namely, Bede, Gildas, and others—it is evident that not all the passages of Scripture are quoted in the same way as they are read in that Vulgate version. In Etymolog., bk. 6, c. 5, Isidore says, “It is rightly placed ahead of the others.” Therefore there were also others in use. (7) If that Vulgate version is authentic, then all its words must be authentic. Yet in many places it contains obvious errors and mistakes, as we have shown. (8) The Church in the West did not immediately cease being assembled, even if it followed a version that does not follow its source exactly in all places, for neither is the Church completely immune from all error. The matter itself testifies that after the time of Gregory a great change of doctrine occurred.
 


Second, from the dignity of its commendation.
 

§ 519. (II) From the dignity of its commendation. “This Vulgate version is either Jerome’s or it is that common, ancient one that Augustine calls the Itala. If it is that ancient one, it has the great testimony of Augustine (De doctr. Christ., bk. 2, c. 15); if it is Jerome’s work, it has the testimony of all the ancients who were able to see it.”
 

We respond. (1) The ancients did praise it, but by no means did they consider it authentic, as we proved earlier with their own words (§ 315). (2) By the weight of this argument there will be two authentic versions because Augustine praises both the Itala and Jerome’s versions. Isidore says that that version “is preferred to the rest” of the versions but not to the actual sources (Etymolog., bk. 6, c. 5). (3) The hypothesis of the argument—that that version is the work of Jerome—is doubtful and uncertain, as we have shown in § 514. (4) By their commendation, the fathers cannot make authentic any translation of Scripture that in itself is not authentic any more than the Church can make canonical a book that is not canonical. Bellarmine admits this (De verbo Dei, bk. 1, c. 10). (5) Jerome himself speaks in a different way about his own translation: “It is one thing to be a prophet; it is another to be a translator” (preface to the Pentateuch). (6) Many have extolled the Greek Septuagint translation also, including Justin, Irenaeus, Eusebius, Epiphanius, Chrysostom, Cyril, Augustine, etc. Nevertheless Jerome corrected it according to the norm of the Hebrew text, and no one calls it authentic.
 


Third, from parity of nature.
 

§ 520. (III) From parity of nature. “The Hebrews had authentic Scripture in their language. The Greeks also had authentic Scripture in their language, that is, the Old Testament from the Septuagint translation, as well as the first sources of the New Testament. It is reasonable, then, that the Latin Church, where Peter’s throne is and in which the Christian faith will endure forever, should have authentic Scripture in its own language.”
 

We respond. (1) By the force of this argument, any church that uses a language other than Hebrew or Greek ought to have an authentic version. (2) The Greek Church does not consider the books of the Old Testament in Greek as authentic. (3) Let us grant that the Latins were equipped with the spirit of prophecy such as the prophets and apostles once were; the former preached and wrote in Hebrew but the latter were pleased to write in Greek for the reason we explained in its own place. (4) On the other hand, where is the Latin Church today? The Roman Church is not Latin but Italian. (5) If the Latin Church is not Church without having some authentic version of Scripture in its own language, then before the Council of Trent, which canonized the Latin version, the Latin Church was not Church. (6) They are claiming without proof that the throne of Peter is at Rome and that the Christian faith will endure in it forever. Where the doctrine of Peter echoes without corruption, there is Peter’s throne.
 


Fourth, from the variety of translations.
 

§ 521. (IV) From the variety of translations. “Heretics turn out diverse and mutually disagreeing translations. It is better, therefore, to keep the old Latin version.”
 

We respond. (1) We are foisting no translation upon the Church as authentic. Rather, we claim that only the Hebrew text in the Old Testament and the Greek in the New are authentic. (2) That disagreement should be recognized and reconciled only on the basis of an inspection of the sources. (3) One should prove that this Vulgate edition is to be preferred to the other translations, not to the sources themselves. (4) Bellarmine argues in this question that “just as the Latin Church was more constant than the Greek in keeping the faith, so also it was more watchful in defending its manuscripts from corruption.” But this conflicts with many testimonies of the Latin fathers themselves, which we have enumerated earlier. Moreover, the Latin Church was no less negligent, if no more than the Greek Church, in preserving purity of doctrine. (5) He adds: “The Church approved the Vulgate version and made us certain in those things that have to do with faith and behavior that there are no errors of the translator in this version.” We respond to this briefly. The Church does not have the authority and power to approve the translation of any man, no matter how accurate it is, in such a way that it claims that that alone is authentic and must be preferred to the sources themselves. And what is that church that has canonized the Latin Vulgate version? Surely, none other than the Roman Church, which reveals that it is not the true Church by the very fact that it demands that one have absolute faith in it, even when it canonizes errors.
 




Section VI: On Luther’s German Translation
 

§ 522. Gratefully we acknowledge and proclaim the outstanding blessing that God has given the German churches in Luther’s German translation. It expresses faithfully the meaning of the original text; it consists of perspicuous language; it protects linguistic purity; and in the more difficult passages it provides paraphrases and the help of commentary. Consequently, it is by all means right for us to count the undertaking of this translation among the other blessings that God has given the Church through the ministry of Luther in these latter days. Luther himself testifies quite often that he and his colleagues spent the greatest effort and perspiration on that work. (Cf. Mathesius, Concio. 13. de Luthero, year 1540, p. 142.) Johannes Bugenhagen is said to have held that day on which Luther put the final touch on his translation of the Bible as a festival day with his home church every year because he wanted to make clear the excellence of this work. (For commendations of the German version as translated by Luther, see in Prince George of Anhalt, on Psalm 16, Oper. Germ., f. 508; and Hesshusius, preface on the Psalter, p. 4.)
 

§ 523. These commendations must be set against: (1) The scoffings of the Calvinists, who do not think much of Luther’s translation. As a result, the preachers of Zürich, Leo Jud, and Piscator of Herborn prepared new German translations after Luther. In his marginal notes on the Bible, Tossanus tries to correct it and bring it back to the soundness of the Hebrew text in almost every chapter. Keckermann is not afraid to write about it in clear words “that it has not insignificant blemishes in the Old Testament and especially in the New and that the translation of Tremellius,” which differs somewhat from Luther’s in almost every verse, at times even giving a completely different sense, “surpasses Luther’s by many miles” (Syst. theol., bk. 1, p. 188).
 

(2) The false accusations of the Papists who accuse it of multiple subtraction, addition, and change. Bellarmine, De verbo Dei, bk. 2, c. 11: “Luther translates the Bible in bad faith, as is clear from Cochlaeus, Vita Lutheri, year 1522, where we read that, in the new translation of the New Testament that Luther made, there were noted about a thousand changed passages, that is, passages that were added, subtracted, or corrupted.”
 

** Stanislaus Hosius, De sacro vernacul. legendo, vol. 1, p. 664: “Luther created bad German out of good Latin. Catholics have noted that in translating the Holy Bible he allowed more than six hundred errors.” **
 

Similar accusations occur in Pistorius (De signis antiquae et nov. fidei, p. 6ff.), Caspar Ulenbergius (Caus. ad papatum defectionis, caus. 8 and 18), Tannerus (Anatom. August. confess., demonstrat. 2, § 24; Dioptra fidei, bk. 1, c. 5, p. 80; bk. 3, c. 15, p. 986), and especially in Zangerus, who wrote an entire book against this version. Almost all of those accusations, however: [a] Flow from a false principle because they examine Luther’s version according to the Latin Vulgate translation, to which they falsely assign authentic authority, and because they consider the apocryphal appendices of the canonical books as canonical. [b] Those accusations begin from the variation and different reading of the manuscripts. [c] They demand from Luther that he should have translated word for word, though he did not count the words in his translation but only respected and expressed their sense. In the reformation of Styria and Carinthia carried out in previous years, the Jesuits did not hesitate to burn Luther’s German Bible in the public marketplace, according to Dr. Polycarp Leyser (preface to Paraph. in histor. passionis Domin.).
 


Passages in which he is slandered by the Papists.
 

§ 524. Let us weigh, in particular, some passages in which the Papists suspect there is a corruption of the original text: (I) From the Old Testament.
 

** (1) 1 Chron. 15:1: Hiram, der König zu Tyro, sandte Boten zu David um Cedernholtz, Maurer und Zimmerleute. [“Hiram, the king of Tyre, sent messengers to David concerning cedar wood, masons, and carpenters.”] In the Hebrew this is in c. 14: “And Hiram, the king of Tyre, sent messengers to David, and cedar logs, also craftsmen … to build a house for him.” We respond that this is a typographical error. **
 

(2) Ps. 76:11. “Next to this verse, he placed a gloss in the margin in which he explains the psalmist’s words as being about ‘the vow of faith and divine worship.’ “We respond. The question here is about the translation of the text, not the marginal interpretation. Here, however, the discussion is not an example taken from the actual translation but about an explanation thereof, and of this we nevertheless cannot disapprove. When Scripture mentions vows, it teaches that one must make his vows only to God. Luther acted correctly, therefore, in applying the idea of making vows to God to the universal vow of piety because, concerning some special vows, we do not have in the New Testament the sort of precepts as there were in the Old.
 

(3) Prov. 25:27. “The Hebrew reads literally: ‘To eat honey in multiplying is not good, and the searching out of their glory is glory.’ Luther translates it with a contrary meaning: Wer schwer Ding forschet, dem wirds zu schwer. [“The person who is seriously searching out a matter, that matter becomes too difficult for him.”]” We respond. The protasis of the comparison shows that in the apodosis excessive and curious investigation is understood. Consequently, Pagninus does not hesitate to insert that word (“excessive”) into his translation. That excessive searching out, however, is not glory. Consequently, Pagninus repeats the particle of negation from the protasis in the apodosis and translates it in this way: “Excessive searching out of their glory is not glory,” and on this point Piscator also follows Pagninus. Luther’s translation agrees well with the Hebrew text, for [image: ] means “was heavy” in quantity or quality, magnitude or multitude (Job 33:7; 2 Sam. 13:25; etc.).
 

(4) Prov. 31:10. “In the margin next to this, Luther put this little verse: Nichts liebers ist auf Erden, denn Frauenlieb, wems kan werden. [“There is nothing so pleasant on earth as the love of a woman for whomever this can occur.”]” We respond. The question is about the translation of the text, not about a marginal gloss. Furthermore, Luther is speaking about licit marital love according to the diction of the Holy Spirit in 2 Sam. 1:26 and Dan. 11:37, and similar things concerning this occur in Solomon (Prov. 5:19; 18:22).
 

(5) Isa. 9:6. “Luther translated the Hebrew words [image: ] as Kraft, Heldt [“might, hero”], which is taken as an argument that weakens the deity of the Son concerning the text.” We respond. The Hebrew [image: ] also means “heroic” or “brave.” So Luther has not corrupted the text, and one should not look for an argument on which to build the divinity of the Messiah so much in that little word as in the context of the entire chapter. In his Postill. eccles., Luther himself explains why he rendered it as Kraft: because that word signifies might and power, and here the names of an office are being reported, and we do not lack other stronger passages for confirming Christ’s deity. Nonetheless he clearly deduces that this is also correctly expressed by the word Gott [“God”] (De ult. verb. David., German edition of Jena, vol. 8, f. 145b). (Cf. our Disp. 4. de gloria Dei, § 5.)
 

Ezek. 34:16. “The Hebrew reads: ‘I shall strengthen the weak sheep, and the fat and the strong [image: ], I shall destroy,’ that is, ‘I shall destroy the one that oppresses the other sheep.’ Luther translates it in contrary fashion: Was fett und starch ist, will ich behüten [“What is fat and strong I shall protect”].” We respond. Luther read this as [image: ] instead of [image: ] because of the similarity of the letters [image: ] and [image: ]. He took that word into a good description of the strong sheep, in which instance he followed the Septuagint and the Latin translations that read [image: ]. On the other hand, the Targum reads it as [image: ], from which it translates [image: ], “I shall destroy.” (Cf. Schindler, Lexic., p. 1885.)
 

(6) Daniel 3. “Luther has omitted sixty-six whole verses of Daniel 3, as well as the last two chapters that include the accounts of Susanna and of Bel and the Dragon.” We respond. Luther did not omit this in his translation of the Bible; rather, he put them in their proper and special place among the apocryphal books. It was right and correct for him to do this, because they are not found in the Hebrew text, that is, in the sources of truth. In this point, Luther has followed the teachers of the ancient Church who remove these pericopes from the chastity of the canon, and especially Jerome, who writes as follows: “I have not found the words that follow in the Hebrew manuscripts” (preface to Daniel 3); and at the end of the hymn: “This is as far as we read Daniel in the Hebrew. What follows until the end of the book has been translated from the edition of Theodotion.” Jerome also calls the account of Bel and the Dragon “fables.”
 

§ 525. (II) From the New Testament. First, from the evangelists and from Acts.
 

(1) “In Matt. 6:11 he translates [image: ] as ‘daily,’ though he ought rather to have translated it ‘heavenly’ or ‘supersubstantial.’ “We respond. The Vulgate version has “daily” because Luke adds to [image: ] (11:3), “which is necessary every day.” Luther has followed this. Jerome indeed translated it “supersubstantial” because he thought heavenly bread was being indicated, which is supersubstantial, surpassing everything created and all substances. But if heavenly and supersubstantial bread were meant in the Fourth Petition, there would be no petition left in which we would ask God for the necessities to sustain this life. This does not harmonize with the perfection of the Lord’s Prayer. Furthermore, we have asked God for spiritual bread or spiritual gifts already in the first three petitions; therefore it remained for us to ask God also for physical bread. Some Papists take heavenly and supersubstantial bread to mean the Eucharist, such as Gregorius de Valentia (vol. 3., disp. 6, q. 2, punct. 5. col. 1630) and Barradius (Concord. evangel., vol. 2, bk. 7, c. 24, p. 475). The Eucharist, however, had not yet been instituted when Christ taught the apostles the Lord’s Prayer. How, then, would the apostles have known that He was denoting the eucharistic bread with these words? This is the argument of Cornelius Jansenius (Conc. evang., c. 41, p. 506). Finally, if we had to take this to mean supersubstantial and heavenly bread, He would not have said [image: ] but [image: ]. Jerome says that [image: ] is the same as [image: ], “uncommon and special” (Exod. 19:5; Deut. 7:6; 14:2; 26:18; Titus 2:14). Bellarmine himself, however, repudiates this in De operibus in particul., bk. 1, c. 6, § 1, where he adds: “The Greek fathers, who knew best the force of the Greek word (such as Basil, QQ. brevior., q. 252; Gregory of Nyssa, De orat. Domin., orat. 4; Chrysostom; Theophylact; and Euthymius, commentary on Matthew 6), say that [image: ] is ‘substantial bread,’ that is, bread accommodated to our substance.” The ancient translator also referred to this. He translated it “daily,” that is, the bread that we need every day. (Cf. Dr. Chemnitz, Harmon., c. 51, p. 427; and Dr. Meisner, Sob. philos., part 2, sect. 1, c. 2, q. 19.)
 

(2) “In Matt. 6:13 he has added a closing for the Lord’s Prayer: ‘For Thine is the kingdom and the power and the glory forever and ever,’ but this does not exist in the Greek manuscripts.” We respond. We discussed this matter in detail earlier (§ 361).
 

(3) “In Mark 11:26 he has omitted these words: ‘If you will not forgive, neither will your Father who is in heaven forgive you.’ “We respond. Pistorius himself admits that such a clause is not found in all the Greek manuscripts. Therefore, he should settle with those who first omitted it. It is not probable that Luther omitted this by any means as a bad deceit, because those words that they say are lacking here are present in Matt. 6:15. Nor did Luther ever teach the contrary, and the first part of the antithesis gives the judgment of the latter. Likewise, the statements and parables of Christ affirm the same thing more expressly (Matt. 5:25; 18:35). Erasmus, whom Leo X praised, does not have this statement either.
 

(4) “In Luke 1:28 he has changed what we have in the Latin version—Ave, gratia plena [“Hail, full of grace”]—and has translated it as du Holdselige [“O favored one”].” We respond. He expressed the Greek [image: ] aptly. He did not consider nor should he have considered the Latin translation as authentic.
 

** (5) In Invict. demonst., p. 243, Hunnius accuses Luther of having maliciously corrupted the testimony of John 1:29 by translating it das der Welt Sünde trägt [“which carries the sin of the world”] because the Greek says [image: ], which means “to remove.” We respond. The word [image: ] means not only “to remove” but also “to carry.” Dietenberger translates Ps. 91:12 as daß sie dich auf den Händen tragen [“that they may carry you with their hands”] and Matt. 27:32 as daß er ihm seine Kreuz trug [“to carry His cross for Him”]. In Isa. 53:12 and 1 Pet. 2:24 Christ is said to have carried our sorrows and sins. Dietenberger translated as getragen [“carried”]. **
 

(6) “In Acts 13:23, the Greek has ‘Of this one’s seed, God, according to promise, raised up a Savior for Israel: Jesus.’ Luther translated this Aus dieses (David’s) Samen hat Gott, wie er verheissen hat, gezeuget Jesum dem Volk Israel zum Heiland. [“From this one’s (David’s) seed God, as He promised, has begotten Jesus as Savior for His people Israel.”]” We respond. We could say that the word zeugen [“beget”] here is used in a more general sense. We admit, however, that in this place Luther’s translation is somewhat unfitting and should be corrected according to the Greek text. You see, we do not consider Luther’s translation to be authentic, as Bellarmine has attributed to us by a great lie (De verbo Dei, bk. 2, c. 10). Rather, we claim that one must pass judgment on it, just as on all other translations, on the basis of the sources.
 

(7) “In Acts 15:41, he omitted these words: ‘commanding them to keep the commandments of the apostles.’ “We respond. These words are not found in the Greek text nor even in all of the Latin editions. The Syriac paraphrast and Erasmus do not have them. There does appear something similar in Luther’s translation in Acts 16:4. Hence from this omission one cannot conclude that Luther was a despiser of the laws of the Church.
 

§ 526. Second, from the apostolic Epistles.
 

(1) “In Rom. 3:28 he inserted an exclusive particle: ‘We hold that a man is justified by faith alone.’ “We respond. We discuss this point in detail in our treatise On Justification [Commonplace XIX], § 182.
 

(2) “In Rom 4:15, he also adds an exclusive that does not appear in the Greek text: Das Gesetz richtet nur Zorn an [“The Law works only wrath”]” We respond. He did not count the words; he merely wished to express their meaning. The apostle is proposing here the question whether justification comes by the Law or by faith, and to it he responds that it is not by the Law. Therefore because the Law does not justify but produces wrath, he was rightly able to add an exclusive to the latter part, “the Law works only wrath.” You see, the two expressions “to justify,” that is, to absolve from sin, and “to work wrath,” that is, to accuse and condemn sin, are directly opposed to each other.
 

(3) “In Rom. 14:6, the Greek reads: ‘He who observes the day observes it to the Lord, and he who does not observe the day, he does not observe it to the Lord.’ Luther seems to have translated it in a contrary way: Welcher auf die Tage hält, der thuts dem Herrn, und welcher nichts drauf hält, der thuts auch dem Herrn [“He who holds to the day does it to the Lord; and he who holds nothing to it does it to the Lord.”]” We respond. To be sure, he does change the wording, but the meaning is the same in both readings. Luther is not saying, “He who does not observe the day observes it to the Lord,” but that “he does this to the Lord,” that is, by not observing the day, he does this in honor of the Lord.
 

(4) “In 1 Cor. 7:9, the Greek reads: ‘It is better to marry than to burn.’ Luther has translated this: Es ist besser freien, denn Brunst leiden [“It is better to marry than to suffer passion” or “heat”]. However, it is one thing to feel the burnings and another ‘to burn,’ that is, to be incontinent. The former can occur without consent and consequently without sin, but the latter occurs by consent.” We respond. Luther has translated this correctly because [image: ] denotes those inner flames of lust that not only sting on the surface but also penetrate the heart like a fire, when, as the poet sings, “there is a flame of the soft insides,”83 though those flames do not yet erupt in outright fornication nor does any inner consent occur. (Cf. our treatise On Marriage [Commonplace XXVIII], § 531, where with several arguments we have confirmed this explanation against Bellarmine.)
 

(5) “In 1 Cor. 9:5, the Greek reads: ‘Do we not have the right to be accompanied by a sister woman [or ‘wife’]?’ Luther did a preposterous thing and applied this to marriage: Haben wir nicht macht eine Schwester zum Weibe mit umher zu führen? [“Do we not have the right to take a sister as wife with us?”]” We respond. In our treatise On the Ministry [Commonplace XXVI], § 333, we confirmed Luther’s explanation with many arguments.
 

(6) “In Gal. 3:10, the Greek reads: ‘All who are of the works of the Law are under a curse.’ Luther has translated thus: Die mit des Gesetzes Werken umgehen, die sind verflucht [“Those who deal with the works of the Law are cursed.”]” We respond. He has expressed the sense; he has not rendered it word for word. You see, what German would have understood his intent had he translated it word for word as die aus den Werken des Gesetzes sind? But now, from Luther’s translation it is clear that he means those who are looking for righteousness in works of the Law and who have confidence in them before God’s judgment.
 

(7) “In Eph. 5:18, he translated ‘debauchery’ as ein unordentliches Wesen [“an unrestrained character”].” We respond. In the Greek, the word is [image: ], which signifies sumptuous living and a dissolution of behavior. In Luke 15:13 the prodigal son is said to have lived [image: ] [“dissolutely”]. The people of Asoti [populus Asotorum] were so called by the Greeks because they were destroyed by their extravagance, given as they were to partying so that they never saw the sun rise nor set. Tannerus ought not to have accused Luther’s translation without substituting a more suitable word.
 

(8) “In 1 Thess. 4:3, he omitted these words: ‘that you abstain from fornication.’ “We respond. This “truth” is of Pistorius, for these words are in all the versions of the German Bible. They are read publicly in our churches in the Epistle for Reminiscere Sunday.84
 

(9) “In 2 Pet. 1:10, he omitted the words ‘through good works.’ “We respond. These are not found in the Greek editions. Some Papists write that “they found them in one Greek codex,” but perhaps the same codex is in that library in which Bellarmine (De verbo Dei, bk. 2, c. 12) found the feminine [image: ] [“she”] in Gen. 3:15!
 

(10) “In James 4:6, he omitted the words ‘Therefore it says, God resists the proud but gives grace to the humble.’ “We respond. We do not find this in all the Greek editions. It is not likely that he omitted them deceitfully because they are contained in 1 Peter 5. These words are also omitted in Dietenberger’s translation.
 

(11) “1 John 5:7, he omitted an entire verse about the Trinity: ‘There are three who bear witness in heaven: the Father, the Word, and the Holy Spirit.’ “We respond. We have discussed this matter in detail in our Disput. prior. on this passage, which was held in 1619.
 


[image: ]
 

82 Read tibi with Cotta instead of sibi.
 

83 Virgil, Aeneid, bk. 4.
 

84 That is, the second Sunday in Lent.
 



  


CHAPTER XXV: ON THE INTERPRETATION OF HOLY SCRIPTURE
 


The necessity of interpretation.
 

§ 527. Since Holy Scripture was given to humans to instruct them for eternal life (John 5:39; 20:31; 2 Tim. 3:15), and yet not all people can read Scripture (for in the Church there are some “unlearned and ignorant men,” Acts 4:13) and not all things that are contained in the Scriptures are immediately clear to every reader at first glance (as we mentioned earlier in our chapter on the perspicuity of Scripture), therefore in order that the end of Scripture may be reached, interpretation of it is required. We discussed this in detail in our Methodus studii theologici; therefore in this place we shall merely touch upon the chief points.
 


Interpretation belongs to the ecclesiastical ministry.
 

§ 528. This public interpretation of Scripture has been committed by God to the ecclesiastical ministry (Mal. 2:7; 1 Tim. 3:2; Titus 1:9). Those who have been established in the ecclesiastical ministry have two responsibilities (which relate to the duty of teaching): the interpretation of Scripture or explanation, and the application of it for salutary use. The interpretation of Scripture includes both an investigation of its true and genuine meaning, and the clear and perspicuous explanation of it. The highest and most important end of explanation, as well as of application, is “the glory of God” (1 Cor. 10:31). The proximate or intermediate end is the instruction of people unto eternal salvation, which includes “teaching, reproof, training, correction, and consolation,” as we have shown in greater detail in its own place on the basis of Rom. 15:4 and 2 Tim. 3:16. So, then, all interpretation and application of Scripture must take place to illumine the glory of God and promote the salvation of men. From this we draw the deductive conclusion that it is not a legitimate interpretation of Scripture if it weakens the glory of God or the salvation of men, that is, if it takes away the praise of God’s divine goodness, wisdom, righteousness, truth, and power and if it weakens the foundations of consolations and the pursuit of piety.
 


Rules for the interpretation of Scripture: First, the meaning of Scripture is to be drawn out from Scripture itself.
 

§ 529. These are the general rules for the legitimate interpretation of Scripture: (I) The meaning of Scripture must be drawn out from Scripture itself. St. Peter proposes this rule: “No prophecy of Scripture is a matter of one’s own interpretation” (2 Pet. 1:20). He immediately adds the reason: “Because no prophecy ever came by the will of man, but holy men of God spoke as they were moved by the Holy Spirit” (2 Pet. 1:21). The argument of the apostle goes like this: Whatever has not proceeded from human will or judgment, that also must not be explained by human or private judgment. Holy Scripture has not proceeded from human judgment. Therefore it ought not be explained by human or private judgment. Furthermore: Whoever is the principal and chief author of Scripture, who once promulgated and published the sacred tables of divine truth through the prophets and apostles, he is also the chief and authentic interpreter of them. But now, the Holy Spirit is the chief and principal author of Scripture. Therefore He is also the authentic interpreter of it. Finally: Whoever is the final and infallible judge of theological controversies is also the chief and authentic interpreter of Scripture. But the Holy Spirit is the chief and infallible judge of controversies, as we taught earlier. Therefore He is also the authentic interpreter of Scripture. Hence, all legitimate and solid interpretation of Scripture must be sought either from the immediate inspiration of the Holy Spirit (which today no longer takes place in the Church) or from Scripture itself.
 

We can illustrate the argument of the apostle with this comparison. Just as in human affairs, it is equitable for the interpretation of the law to proceed from the source that provided the law ([Jus canonicum, Decretal. Gregor. IX.,] De sent. excommunic, c. Inter alia, § Ut igitur, where we have the gloss: “To whomever the establishment of law pertains, to him also pertains the interpretation thereof”), and just as the establishment of laws has been granted to the emperor alone and for this reason “the responsibility for interpreting the laws must belong to this power alone” (bk. Si imperialis Ct. de LL.), so also, much more, does the interpretation of Scripture (namely, autocratically and authentically) belong to Him who first gave it. Therefore the interpretation of Scripture belongs to the Holy Spirit, who speaks to us today only in and through the Scriptures. The consequence is that we must seek the legitimate interpretation of Scripture from Scripture itself.
 

§ 530. We have proved this very thing in detail in our treatise On the Interpretation of Scripture [1610 Loci Theologici, locus 2], §§ 127ff. In support of this position, we cited many statements of the fathers, to which the following should be added:
 

Clement of Rome (because the Papists want it so), Epistle 5: “It must be noted carefully that, when one is reading God’s Law, he should not read nor teach it according to the understanding of his own genius, for there are many words in the Holy Scriptures that can be taken in that sense which each person has intentionally presumed for himself. This, however, should not happen. You should not look for a strange and foreign meaning to corrupt from outside, nor should you confirm this in any way by the authority of Scripture. Instead, you should grasp the meaning of the truth from the Scriptures themselves.” (This is quoted in Jus canonicum, distinct. 37, c. Relatum.)
 

Irenaeus, Adv. haeres., bk. 2, c. 46, p. 146: “The sound meaning and that which is without peril, which God has made subject to our knowledge, will be mediated easily. These things are set in the Scriptures openly and without ambiguity in the words themselves. Therefore parables ought to be adapted to what is ambiguous. Whoever explains them in this way explains them without peril. He will receive the explanation of the parable from everyone in the same way. The entire body perseveres on the basis of the truth with a similar adaptation of its members and without harm.” Bk. [3], c. 12, p. 193: “But while I bring out by these proofs the truths of Scripture and set forth briefly and compendiously things that are stated in various ways, attend to them with patience, and do not deem them verbose, taking this into account: that proofs of the things which are contained in the Scriptures cannot be shown except from the Scriptures themselves.” Bk. 4, c. 63, p. 292: “(True knowledge) is a legitimate and careful explanation according to the Scriptures that is without peril or blasphemy.”
 

Justin, QQ. et resp. ad orthod., q. 27, p. 318: “To ask why Moses did not give the reason for his words and acts is as if you were to say, ‘Why did the authors of Holy Writ publish it without adding an interpretation?’ whereas the purpose and meaning of the thing are contained significantly in the actual mentioning of the thing.”
 

Hilary, De Trinit., bk. 2, p. 13: “There have been many people who have taken the simplicity of the heavenly words for the meaning of their own will but not to explain the actual truth, as they interpret differently than what the force of the passages demands. Heresy, you see, comes from one’s understanding, not from Scripture. The meaning, not the word, becomes the crime.” De Trinit., bk. 5: “Let us pursue the meaning on the basis of the words; let us understand the reason from the meaning; and from the reason let us grasp the truth.”
 

Basil, Sermon 2, De Baptism., c. 4: “Let us obey the Lord when He says, ‘Search the Scriptures.’ Let us imitate the disciples, who kept asking the Lord Himself for an explanation of His words. From what He said elsewhere, let us learn the truth and soundness of the things He said here.”
 

Ambrose, sermon 8 on Psalm 118, toward the end: “There is much obscurity in the prophetic Scriptures. However, if you knock at the door of the Scriptures with the hand of your mind, and if you carefully examine the things that are hidden, you will gradually begin to gather the meaning of the statements, and it will be opened to you, not from someone else, but from God’s Word.”
 

Augustine, De civit. Dei, bk. 17, c. 17: “Then, indeed, the other things also which are said there less openly are rightly understood when they agree with those that shine with such great clearness.”
 

§ 531. On the basis of this first general rule, we draw two deductive conclusions: (1) Thetically: One who would approach the interpretation of Scripture must ash for the illumination of the Holy Spirit, because prophecy is given by the Holy Spirit (1 Cor. 12:9). God gives the Holy Spirit to those who ask (Luke 11:3), and He grants wisdom to those who ask for it in their prayers (James 1:5). After Justin had spoken about the eminence of the prophetic books, he added: “Before everything else, pray that the gates of light be opened to you, for no one perceives and understands them unless God and His Christ grant understanding” (Dialog. cum Tryph., p. 173). (In support of this position we have cited more statements from the ancients in our Method. stud. theolog., part 1, c. 3.)
 

(2) Antithetically: The following are not an infallible and certain rule for the interpretation of Scripture: [a] The principles of human reason left to itself. Otherwise our faith would be held captive under the obedience of reason against the apostle’s command (2 Cor. 10:5). Those things that are beyond reason would be subjected to reason, and divine matters would be placed second to human matters in a preposterous and inverse ranking. [b] The statements of the fathers and doctors of the Church, since they remove this authority from themselves and want judgment to be passed on their writings from Holy Scripture. Also (and this cannot be denied) their interpretations are alien to the text and erroneous, and an infinite variety of interpretations occurs among them. [c] The decrees of councils, since they come after the interpretation of Scripture and they do not interpret all of Scripture. Also, the fathers, even when gathered in councils, can err and often have erred. Furthermore, even the Papists quite often depart from the fathers and councils in their interpretation of Scripture. [d] The desires of the Roman popes, since they themselves also can err and have erred quite often, and at times they are deprived of the means necessary for the interpretation of Scripture, etc.
 


Second, the interpretation of Scripture should be analogous to the faith.
 

§ 532. (II) The interpretation of Scripture should be analogous to the faith. This rule is proposed in Rom. 12:6. Its meaning is that the interpretation of Scripture should be established and conformed in such a way that it is in harmony with that perpetual judgment that is set forth in Scripture concerning each main point of heavenly doctrine. You see, because all Scripture has come from the immediate inspiration of the Holy Spirit and is God-breathed, therefore all things in it are also true together [[image: ]] and are in complete harmony with each other, so that nothing contrary or conflicting or disagreeing with itself occurs in it. The articles of faith, which the apostle here means by “faith”—the knowledge of which is necessary to all for salvation—are taught in Scripture in clear and perspicuous words. A summary of them is repeated in the Apostles’ Creed, which the fathers quite often call “the rule of faith.” In our interpretation of Scripture, we must produce nothing against this rule of faith. Hence even if we are unable to arrive at the proper meaning of each passage as the Holy Spirit always intended that meaning, we should still be careful not to bring out anything contrary to the analogy of faith. Irenaeus, Adv. haeres., bk. 1, c. 47, p. 147: “If we cannot find explanations for all the things that are sought in the Scriptures, let us not seek another God besides the one who is.” Adv. haeres., bk. 2, c. 47, p. 147: “Because we have that rule of truth and the testimony concerning God set forth clearly, we ought not, turning to this explanation and that, reject the true and firm opinion regarding God.” Augustine, De unit. eccles., c. 16: “Let them demonstrate their church in all the canonical authorities of the sacred books, but not in such a way that they collect and mention those things that are said obscurely or ambiguously or figuratively, which everyone interprets as he wishes according to his own sense. One cannot explain and understand such things correctly unless he first grasp with firm faith those things that have been said openly.”
 


Third, the more obscure and more rare things are to be explained from the clearer and more frequent things.
 

§ 533. (III) The more obscure and more rare things are to be explained from the clearer and more frequent things. This rule follows from the previous one. Because there is no article of faith that is not set forth in some passage of Scripture with clear and perspicuous words, from which passage all the others that treat that subject receive their light, therefore one must take the interpretation of the more obscure passages from the clearer ones. Augustine, De doctr. Christ., bk. 2, c. 9: “To illuminate the more obscure sayings, let examples be taken from the more obvious ones, and let testimonies for the definite statements remove doubt about the uncertain ones.” To this rule belong the rules for the comparison of passages of Scripture.
 


Fourth, the natural meaning of words and colloquial expressions are to be discovered from the sources.
 

§ 534. (IV) In the interpretation of Scripture, the natural meaning of words and colloquial expressions are to be discovered from the original language, namely, from the Hebrew text in the Old Testament and from the Greek in the New. This rule is deduced from the previously proved hypothesis that only the Hebrew text of the Old Testament and the Greek in the New are authentic. Because the Holy Spirit wanted to record the mysteries of the divine Word in those languages, therefore the meaning of the Holy Spirit is also to be affirmed on the basis of the original text written in those languages. This cannot happen, however, unless we have a knowledge of the force of the words and phrases. Basil commands: “Track down the meaning hidden in each phrase and syllable” (De Spiritu sancto, c. 1). He adds this reason: “It is the aim of Scripture that we become like God. This likeness does not stand without knowledge, but knowledge is from lessons. The beginning of teaching is speech, and syllables and words are parts of speech.”
 


Fifth, interpretation should be proper and literal.
 

§ 535. (V) All interpretation of Scripture should be proper and should not depart from the letter in articles of faith, unless Scripture itself reveals the impropriety and explains it. This rule is deduced from the perfection and perspicuity of Scripture, which we proved earlier. You see, if Holy Scripture explains in clear and perspicuous words the articles of faith that all people must know for their salvation, then surely we must also not depart from the literal and proper meaning of the words in the articles of faith. Otherwise we would make all of Scripture doubtful and uncertain, and we would not be able to discover from it any constant meaning concerning the articles of faith, if everyone were allowed to depart from the proper, literal meaning in the articles of faith. The sense that the Holy Spirit undoubtedly intended is that which one immediately gathers from the words taken in their proper and natural meaning. Therefore because according to Jerome,85 Epistle ad Dardan.: “The truth of the account is the foundation of spiritual understanding” (vol. 4, f. 29), Lyra concludes correctly and usefully from this that “just as a building that tilts on its foundation is inclined to ruin, so also a mystical interpretation that departs from the literal sense must be considered improper and unsuitable” (Prolog. bibl.). Luther, De captiv. Babylon., f. 277: “Neither man nor angel has the power to create from the divine words. Rather, as much as is possible, we must preserve these words in their simplest meaning. Unless manifest circumstances compel us, we must not take them out of their grammatical setting, lest we give our opponents the opportunity to make sport of all Scripture.”
 


Sixth, interpretation should agree with each passage’s aim, circumstances of parts, and order.
 

§ 536. (VI) Interpretation should agree with each passage’s aim, circumstances of parts, and order. Just as the lawyers say that “it is unreasonable to want to pass judgment about certain words of a law without first inspecting the entire law,” so also one cannot pass judgment about the genuine interpretation of any statement without having respect for the aim, circumstances, and sequence of the text. “Whoever does not pay attention to what is written before and after within the sacred books is perverting the Word of the living God,” say the Hebrews. In support of this position we quoted many statements from the fathers in our treatise On the Interpretation of Scripture [1610 Loci Theologici, locus 2], § 209, to which we can add the following:
 

Irenaeus writes (bk. 1, c. 1, p. 26) as follows about the heretical Valentinians:
 


They leap across the sequence of the Scriptures, and as much as they can, they take apart the parts of the truth. They transfer and transform, and while they are making one thing out of another, they deceive many with a wisdom badly pulled together from the Lord’s statements that they accommodate to their error. This is the same as if one were to take apart a beautiful image of a king, constructed by a wise artist out of precious stones, by destroying the human form that the artist had set up; and as if he were to transfer those stones to form the shape of a dog or of a wolf, which he also constructed badly; and as if later, when he had finished, he were to say that this is that beautiful image of the king that the wise sculptor had fashioned, having pointed to those stones that the first artist had fashioned beautifully into the image of the king but that now had been poorly transformed by the later “artist” into the shape of a dog; and as if, through the appearance of the stones, he were to deceive cleverly the unlearned who have no idea what the king looks like; and as if he were to convince them that this disgraceful form of a canine was that beautiful image of the king. Truly, it is in just this way that these people are patching together old wives’ tales to which they afterward apply words, statements, and parables that they have plucked from hither and yon. To these tales of theirs they want to apply God’s words.

 




 

** Clement of Alexandria calls the connection of that which comes before and that which follows a passage “the context and body of the prophecy” (Stromat., bk. 7). Theodoret, in his Opuscul. contra varias haereses (contained in vol. 2 of Athanasius), says that “this is the talent of heretics: that they reject the aim and function of Scripture by whose proofs they see they are constrained; that they twist some bare statement cut out of the genuine sequence of a speech for their own purpose, to serve their own proof; and that they do not subject themselves to the obvious meaning but violently pervert the syllables to an evil creation of their own inclination.” **
 

Hilary, De Trinit., bk. 2, p. 21: “We must understand every statement on the basis of the cause for which it is said and the explanation of the statement on the basis of the sense of the one who says it.”
 

Jerome, on Matthew 25, rejects the interpretation of Chrysostom—who takes Christ’s parable about the ten virgins to be about virginity of the flesh—and adds this rule: “I always admonish the prudent reader not to be satisfied with superstitious interpretations that are uttered out of context in support of the judgment of those who make them up, but to consider what comes before, what is in the middle, and what comes after, and to connect for himself everything that has been written.”
 

Augustine, De civ. Dei, bk. 17, c. 15: “The testimony that is being presented should have support from the context of the entire psalm so that at least there is nothing to oppose it, if not everything supports it.” Tractate 70 on John, at the beginning: “Thus we correctly understand the words of the Gospel if we find that they are in harmony with what has come before, for the preceding words ought to fit together with those that follow when truth speaks.” Tractate 3 on John: “Let no one disturb this serene meaning with a cloudy contradiction. Let what follows apply proof to what has come before.”
 

Lyra, on Deuteronomy 18, cites a statement of Hilary: “We must take our understanding of statements from the causes of the speaker.”
 


Seventh, one must consult the ancient and more recent interpreters.
 

§ 537. (VII) In our interpretation of Scripture we both can and should use gratefully the efforts of the ancients, as well as the more recent teachers of the Church. This rule is set forth by the apostle: “Do not despise prophesying” (1 Thess. 5:20). You see, because God distributes to each His gifts as He wishes (1 Cor. 12:11), to which the gift of prophecy also belongs, we should reverently acknowledge, therefore, the gifts of God in others and gratefully use their assistance in the interpretation of Scripture. One should not think that the witness of an earlier age has been preserved for us in vain. Instead, their witness has been preserved in order to be an aid for searching out the meaning of Scripture and to confirm the spirits of the devout when the true meaning has been grasped from Holy Writ. Philipp, in a letter to a friend: “Although faith does not depend upon human authority but on God’s Word, nevertheless, because Scripture wants the stronger to strengthen the weak, it does help to have the witness of the Church in every kind of temptation. Just as we freely consult the living whom we consider to have some experience of spiritual matters, so also do I think that we must consult the ancients whose writings are approved. There are also other reasons why I do not hold the witness of the ancients in contempt, for I think that the Church has universally perceived what they wrote. Nor is it safe to depart from the common position of the ancient Church.”
 

These are the principal rules that must be observed in the true and genuine interpretation of Scripture. In our Meth. studii theol., part 3, sect. 4, c. 2, we discussed in detail the proclamation of the true meaning that has been found and how the preacher should make an application of it in the ecclesiastical homilies for the salvation of his listeners.
 


[image: ]
 

85 Read with Cotta, who adds Hieronymum.
 



  


CHAPTER XXVI: ON THE
USE OF THIS COMMONPLACE
 

§ 538. The use of this commonplace is: (I) theoretical and (II) practical.
 

The theoretical use: (1) Teaching, so that we may acknowledge the truly divine authority and majesty of Scripture. (2) Refuting, so that we may defend its authority and integrity against any heretics who flee from the light of the Scriptures, such as atheists and Epicureans.
 

The practical use: (1) Admonishing, so that we make Holy Scripture familiar to ourselves by daily reading and meditation. You see, this is God’s letter sent to us from heaven, which teaches us about His essence and will and which points out to us the way to heaven. (In our Method. stud. theol., part 3, sect. 1, c. 1ff., we treated in detail the usefulness and necessity of the diligent and constant reading of Holy Scripture, as well as the method of reading Scripture.) (2) Consoling, so that we acknowledge the inestimable goodness of God from the fact that He wanted Holy Scripture to exist for our consolation (Rom. 15:4).
 
  


CHAPTER XXVII: ON THE DEFINITION OF SCRIPTURE
 

§ 539. We can provide a definition of Holy Scripture like this: Holy Scripture is the Word of God, which the prophets, evangelists, and apostles put into writing in accordance with His will, which perfectly and clearly explains the doctrine of the essence and will of God so that from it people may be instructed unto eternal life.
 

Preserve and sanctify us, O God, in Your truth. “Your Word is truth” (John 17:17). Amen.
 
  



GLOSSARY
 

a posteriori. From the latter. From the effects of something. A proof is called a posteriori when a cause is proved by effects. This is an inductive proof.
 

a priori. From the former. From the cause of something. A proof is called a priori when effects are proved by the cause. This is a deductive proof.
 

absolute. Not having any relation to anything else, independent.
 

adequate cause. Something from which alone the effect proceeds; it establishes the being of the effect perfectly.
 

adjunct. Anything added to something else that is not part of its essence. An adjunct is really distinguished from its subject, even if it is proper to the subject. While adjuncts are often accidents (such as wisdom in a man), they also can be substances (such as wine in a bottle).
 

accident. An incidental property of a thing. That which affects something and is outside its essence. For example, “whiteness” is an accident of a whitewashed wall, not of its substance. See: substance.
 

argument from negative authority. An argument from the lack of authority, or an argument from silence. In historical matters, such arguments are not strong. See Commonplace XXVIII, On Marriage, § 18.
 

argument from nondistributed to distributed. A fallacious argument that moves from what is unspecified to what is specified. The seventeenth-century philosopher Johannes Micraelius says that “distributive particles” are words such as “none, all, some.” These words tell us specifically what part of a set is being discussed (Micraelius, s.v. Enunciatio).
 

argument from particular to general. An argument that attempts to show from one or a few instances that all other instances are the same, similar, or alike; the practice of generalizing from individual instances. While arguments taken from one or few particulars are not strong, inductive arguments with a large data set can in certain cases be valid.
 

comedy. A story presenting a conflict that ends happily. Not necessarily humorous.
 

comparatively speaking. Speaking of a thing as it is compared to something else. See: simply speaking.
 

efficient cause. That through which something is accomplished or made and on which the result depends.
 

end. Aim, purpose, goal. An end is the cause for which a doer acts or that for whose sake something happens.
 

final cause. See end.
 

form. That which completes another thing or determines it or through which it operates. “Form” is that which gives the being of a thing. For example, the form of fire is what gives to fire the being of fire or makes it what it is.
 

form, external and accidental. Any accident or attribute, with respect to the subject, which inheres in it. For example, whiteness is an external form, or an accident, of snow.
 

form, internal and essential. That which constitutes an entire thing and is called “formational and of nature” and is contradistinct from matter.
 

immediate principle. A principle that is not able to be proved syllogistically by a middle term.
 

instrumental cause. Also called a “secondary cause” or “organic cause.” In producing an effect, the instrumental cause makes a specific contribution, but it operates only in virtue of motion or power given it from the principal cause. See: principal cause.
 

material. Matter, the potential and determinable part of a composite, i.e., that from which something arises or of which it consists. The second cause—natural, internal, and essential—from which bodies are made and consist.
 

principal cause. Also called a “primary cause.” In producing an effect, the principal cause is not an instrument of some cause that is higher or more primary in its class or genus. See: instrumental cause.
 

simply speaking. Speaking of a thing as considered in and of itself. See: comparatively speaking.
 

subordinates. Noncontradictory things or propositions of which one is contained under the other. For example, Gerhard says that the Holy Spirit and the water of Baptism are related to each other as subordinates in the giving of salvation, not as opposites. The water of Baptism is a means by which the Holy Spirit gives salvation, and thus the one does not rule out the other in the giving of salvation (Commonplace XXIII, On Holy Baptism, § 104). See also Commonplace XXX, On the Resurrection of the Dead, § 101.
 

substance. A being subsisting of itself. A concrete reality, that which exists. See: accident.
 

syncategorema. A word that can only be stated in connection with other words or concepts. For example, “all” must be joined with a noun in order to form a complete concept.
 

thing (res). Thing, matter, affair, event, fact, occurrence, deed. Its counterpart is a “sign,” that which points to the “thing.” Cf. Augustine, On Christian Teaching 1.2
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NAME INDEX
 

The number before the dot refers to the commonplace and the number after the dot refers to the paragraph (§). E0 means the Preface (Exegesis), On the Nature of Theology. E1 means Commonplace I (Exegesis), On Holy Scripture.
 

Aaron, Rabbi, E1.334, E1.343 Abdia, E1.303
 

Aben Ezra (Ibn Ezra, Abraham ben Meir), E1.131, E1.134, E1.136, E1.326, E1.337, E1.437
 

Abulensis (Alfonso Tostado Ribera, bishop of Avila). See Tostatus Abulensis Acosta (José de Acosta), E1.315, E1.378, E1.491
 

Acurius Josephus, E1.509
 

Aegyptius, Mosche. See Maimonides Aesop, E1.37, E1.174
 

Ahasuerus (Xerxes), E1.132, E1.165, E1.192, E1.199, E1.201, E1.202
 

Agricola Rhaetus, Christophorus (David Schram), E1.414
 

Agrippa, Cornelius (Heinrich Cornelius Agrippa von Nettesheim), E1.186, E1.491
 

Albert, E0.2
 

Albert of Ingolstadt, E1.517
 

Albertus Magnus, E0.11
 

Albo, Joseph (Yosef Albo), E1.155
 

Albonesius, Theseus Ambrosius, E1.509
 

Alcuin (Flaccus Alcuinus), E1.89
 

Alexander I, E1.190, E1.507
 

Alexander of Hales (Alexander Alesius or Alexander ab Ales), E0.5, E0.12, E0.17; E1.383
 

Alexander the Great, E1.202 Alsted, Johann Heinrich, E1.335, E1.510 Alvarezius, Franciscus, E1.303 Amadisius, E1.500
 

Ambrose of Milan, E0.6; E1.41, E1.56, E1.113, E1.134, E1.189, E1.206, E1.210, E1.218, E1.222, E1.238, E1.245, E1.246, E1.249, E1.250, E1.275, E1.288, E1.293, E1.314, E1.354, E1.358, E1.359, E1.360, E1.361, E1.373, E1.377, E1.386, E1.387, E1.404, E1.405, E1.419, E1.422, E1.433, E1.446, E1.456, E1.516, E1.530
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	66
	 
	E1.456





  

Jeremiah
 

E1.58, E1.59, E1.60, E1.61, E1.65, E1.66, E1.76, E1.79, E1.108, E1.112, E1.118, E1.152, E1.168, E1.170, E1.222, E1.234, E1.446, E1.505

 



	7:31
	 
	E1.477



	10
	 
	E1.70



	11:10
	 
	E1.311



	15:4
	 
	E1.193



	18:18
	 
	E1.371



	19
	 
	E1.42223:6
	 
	E1.329



	23:29
	 
	E1.42, E1.307



	24:7
	 
	E1.433



	28:9
	 
	E1.293



	29
	 
	E1.288, E1.420



	30:2
	 
	E1.13



	31
	 
	E1.274



	31:33
	 
	E1.32, E1.433



	31:38
	 
	E1.340



	31:39
	 
	E1.437



	36:2
	 
	E1.13



	36:3
	 
	E1.482



	36:23
	 
	E1.153, E1.483



	36:29-30
	 
	E1.483



	37:18
	 
	E1.234



	38:28
	 
	E1.234



	43:6
	 
	E1.222



	45
	 
	E1.153



	49
	 
	E1.159



	50:29
	 
	E1.340



	52
	 
	E1.129



	52:17
	 
	E1.112, E1.234



	52:18
	 
	E1.234





  

Lamentations
 

E0.28; E1.57, E1.58, E1.59, E1.65, E1.66, E1.118, E1.153, E1.179, E1.349

 



	1
	 
	E1.115



	2:6
	 
	E1.222



	2:7
	 
	E1.222



	4:21
	 
	E1.134, E1.136





  

Ezekiel
 

E1.55, E1.58, E1.59, E1.60, E1.61, E1.65, E1.90, E1.118, E1.149, E1.154, E1.168, E1.170, E1.293, E1.299, E1.353, E1.505

 



	1:3
	 
	E1.154



	1:10
	 
	E1.250



	3:2
	 
	E1.169



	9
	 
	E1.115



	14:14
	 
	E1.133



	16
	 
	E1.250



	18:20
	 
	E1.429



	20:7
	 
	E1.19



	20:19
	 
	E1.477



	24:2
	 
	E1.13



	25
	 
	E1.159



	32
	 
	E1.288



	34:16
	 
	E1.524



	37:9
	 
	E1.250



	43:11
	 
	E1.13, E1.484



	44:2
	 
	E1.387



	48:35
	 
	E1.338





  

Daniel
 

E1.58, E1.59, E1.60, E1.61, E1.65, E1.90, E1.112, E1.118, E1.155, E1.156, E1.168, E1.170, E1.224, E1.225, E1.227, E1.228, E1.229, E1.294, E1.297, E1.299

 



	1-2
	 
	E1.155



	2
	 
	E1.169



	2-7
	 
	E1.70, E1.155, E1.311



	3
	 
	E1.524



	3:25
	 
	E1.250



	4:27
	 
	E1.184



	5:30
	 
	E1.222



	6:1
	 
	E1.225



	6:11
	 
	E1.225



	6:19
	 
	E1.225



	7:10
	 
	E1.186, E1.443, E1.456



	8-12
	 
	E1.155



	8:25
	 
	E1.233



	9:2
	 
	E1.112



	9:11
	 
	E1.112



	9:23
	 
	E1.155, E1.294



	9:24
	 
	E1.2



	10:11
	 
	E1.155, E1.294



	11:37
	 
	E1.524



	12:4
	 
	E1.293, E1.427



	12:9
	 
	E1.293





  

Hosea
 

E1.58, E1.59, E1.60, E1.61, E1.65, E1.66, E1.118, E1.151, E1.156, E1.168, E1.170, E1.243, E1.505

 



	1:1
	 
	E1.156



	3:1
	 
	E1.338



	8:12
	 
	E1.24



	9
	 
	E1.324





  

Joel
 

E1.58, E1.59, E1.60, E1.61, E1.65, E1.66, E1.118, E1.157, E1.168, E1.170, E1.505

 


  

Amos
 

E1.58, E1.59, E1.60, E1.65, E1.66, E1.118, E1.151, E1.158, E1.168, E1.170, E1.505

 



	1:1
	 
	E1.156, E1.158



	1:2-2:3
	 
	E1.158



	2:4
	 
	E1.158



	2:4-5
	 
	E1.158



	2:6-9:10
	 
	E1.158



	3:1
	 
	E1.158



	4:1
	 
	E1.158



	5:1
	 
	E1.158



	6:1
	 
	E1.158



	7:10
	 
	E1.158



	7:14
	 
	E1.158



	8:11
	 
	E1.366



	9:11-15
	 
	E1.158





  

Obadiah
 

E1.58, E1.59, E1.60, E1.61, E1.65, E1.66, E1.118, E1.159, E1.168, E1.170, E1.505

 


  

Jonah
 

E1.58, E1.59, E1.60, E1.61, E1.65, E1.66, E1.118, E1.151, E1.160, E1.168, E1.170, E1.505

 



	1
	 
	E1.160



	1:1
	 
	E1.160



	2
	 
	E1.160



	3
	 
	E1.160, E1.353



	3:4
	 
	E1.160, E1.508



	4
	 
	E1.160





  

Micah
 

E1.58, E1.59, E1.60, E1.61, E1.65, E1.66, E1.118, E1.161, E1.168, E1.170, E1.505

 



	1:1
	 
	E1.156, E1.161



	2:4
	 
	E1.328



	4:1
	 
	E1.281



	5
	 
	E1.256



	5:2
	 
	E1.161





  

Nahum
 

E1.58, E1.59, E1.60, E1.61, E1.65, E1.66, E1.118, E1.162, E1.168, E1.170, E1.505

 



	1
	 
	E1.162



	1:1
	 
	E1.162



	2-3
	 
	E1.162



	2:8
	 
	E1.193



	3
	 
	E1.490





  

Habakkuk
 

E1.58, E1.59, E1.60, E1.61, E1.65, E1.66, E1.118, E1.163, E1.168, E1.170, E1.505

 



	2:2
	 
	E1.13, E1.484





  

Zephaniah
 

E1.58, E1.59, E1.60, E1.61, E1.65, E1.66, E1.118, E1.164, E1.168, E1.170, E1.490, E1.505

 



	1
	 
	E1.164



	2
	 
	E1.164, E1.336



	3
	 
	E1.164





  

Haggai
 

E1.58, E1.59, E1.60, E1.61, E1.65, E1.66, E1.118, E1.165, E1.168, E1.174, E1.505

 



	1
	 
	E1.165, E1.234



	1:1
	 
	E1.165



	1:11
	 
	E1.377



	1:13
	 
	E1.167



	2
	 
	E1.165





  

Zechariah
 

E1.58, E1.59, E1.60, E1.61, E1.65, E1.66, E1.118, E1.166, E1.168, E1.170, E1.505

 



	1:1-7
	 
	E1.166



	1:8-7:14
	 
	E1.166



	1:12
	 
	E1.185



	1:20
	 
	E1.250



	6:1
	 
	E1.250



	7:5
	 
	E1.477



	8
	 
	E1.274, E1.314



	8:1-23
	 
	E1.166



	8:6
	 
	E1.474



	9:1-14:21
	 
	E1.166





  

Malachi
 

E1.58, E1.59, E1.60, E1.61, E1.65, E1.66, E1.118, E1.167, E1.168, E1.170, E1.216, E1.505

 



	1-2
	 
	E1.167



	2:7
	 
	E1.528



	3-4
	 
	E1.167



	3:1
	 
	E1.69, E1.167



	4
	 
	E1.218



	4:5
	 
	E1.167





  

APOCRYPHA
 

Verse enumeration follows the Latin Vulgate.

 


  

3
Ezra
 

E1.67, E1.68, E1.92, E1.95, E1.107, E1.174, E1.175, E1. 197, E1.205, E1.206, E1.210, E1.215, E1.218, E1.222, E1.223

 



	1:1
	 
	E1.174



	4
	 
	E1.174





  

4 Ezra
 

E1.67, E1.68, E1.70, E1.71, E1.92, E1.95, E1.107, E1.112, E1.113, E1.174, E1.175, E1.189, E1. 197, E1.206, E1.210, E1.218, E1.222, E1.223, E1.300

 



	1:30
	 
	E1.174



	1:40
	 
	E1.174



	4:14
	 
	E1.111



	4:23
	 
	E1.116



	10:22
	 
	E1.174



	14
	 
	E1.113



	14:21
	 
	E1.116





  

Tobit
 

E0.21; E1.67, E1.68, E1.70, E1.87, E1.88, E1.89, E1.90, E1.91, E1.92, E1.94, E1.95, E1.97, E1.98, E1.100, E1.101, E1.106, E1.174, E1.175, E1.180, E1.181, E1.182, E1.183, E1.184, E1.185, E1.186, E1.187, E1.188, E1.189, E1.196, E1.224, E1.446

 



	1:1
	 
	E1.180



	1:2
	 
	E1.181



	1:4
	 
	E1.180, E1.181



	1:6
	 
	E1.180



	1:7
	 
	E1.180



	1:10
	 
	E1.180



	1:11
	 
	E1.181



	1:16
	 
	E1.180



	1:23
	 
	E1.180



	1:21
	 
	E1.181



	1:24
	 
	E1.180, E1.181



	1:25
	 
	E1.180



	2:9
	 
	E1.181



	2:11
	 
	E1.181



	2:15
	 
	E1.134



	3
	 
	E1.180



	3:6
	 
	E1.180



	3:7
	 
	E1.180



	3:11-12
	 
	E1.180



	3:17-18
	 
	E1.180



	4:1
	 
	E1.180



	4:6
	 
	E1.180



	4:11
	 
	E1.184



	4:13
	 
	E1.180



	5:18
	 
	E1.182



	6:8
	 
	E1.183



	8:2
	 
	E1.183



	9
	 
	E1.180



	9:3
	 
	E1.180



	11:3
	 
	E1.182



	12
	 
	E1.186



	12:7
	 
	E1.501



	12:9
	 
	E1.184



	12:11
	 
	E1.412



	12:15
	 
	E1.185, E1.186



	14:1
	 
	E1.181



	14:2
	 
	E1.180, E1.181



	14:3
	 
	E1.180, E1.181



	14:5
	 
	E1.180, E1.181



	14:6-7
	 
	E1.181



	14:13
	 
	E1.181



	14:15
	 
	E1.181



	14:16
	 
	E1.180, E1.181





  

Judith
 

E1.3, E1.67, E1.68, E1.70, E1.87, E1.88, E1.89, E1.90, E1.92, E1.94, E1.95, E1.97, E1.98, E1.100, E1.101, E1.106, E1.175, E1.180, E1.191, E1.192, E1.193, E1.194, E1.195, E1.196, E1.197, E1.224

 



	I
	 
	E1.192



	1:5
	 
	E1.193



	1:11
	 
	E1.193



	4
	 
	E1.192



	4:5
	 
	E1.193



	5
	 
	E1.193



	5:18
	 
	E1.193



	5:22
	 
	E1.193



	6:10
	 
	E1.192



	9:2
	 
	E1.194



	12:12
	 
	E1.193



	15:7
	 
	E1.192



	16:25
	 
	E1.192



	16:28
	 
	E1.193



	16:30
	 
	E1.193





  

Additions to Esther
 

E1.67, E1.90, E1.92, E1.101, E1.132, E1.198, E1.199, E1.200, E1.201, E1.202, E1.203, E1.204, E1.205, E1.206, E1.207, E1.208

 



	10
	 
	E1.201



	II
	 
	E1.200, E1.201



	11-12
	 
	E1.201



	11:1
	 
	E1.199



	11:2
	 
	E1.201



	11:4
	 
	E1.202



	12
	 
	E1.201



	12:5
	 
	E1.201



	12:6
	 
	E1.201



	13-16
	 
	E1.201



	13:6
	 
	E1.201



	13:14
	 
	E1.201



	15
	 
	E1.201



	15:10
	 
	E1.201



	16:10
	 
	E1.201



	16:14
	 
	E1.202







  

Appendix to the Book of Job
 

E1.67, E1.68, E1.178

 


  

Wisdom (Wisdom of Solomon)
 

E1.3, E1.50, E1.67, E1.68, E1.76, E1.77, E1.78, E1.80, E1.85, E1.87, E1.88, E1.89, E1.90, E1.92, E1.94, E1.96, E1.97, E1.98, E1.101, E1.103, E1.175, E1.209, E1.210, E1.211, E1.212, E1.213, E1.214, E1.215, E1.220, E1.224, E1.236

 



	2-3
	 
	E1.210



	4
	 
	E1.214



	6
	 
	E1.214



	7
	 
	E1.213



	7-9
	 
	E1.215



	7:26
	 
	E1.214



	8
	 
	E1.211



	8:7
	 
	E1.209



	8:20
	 
	E1.211



	9
	 
	E1.210, E1.214



	9:10
	 
	E1.454



	9:13
	 
	E1.214



	9:16
	 
	E1.434



	10:15
	 
	E1.211



	15
	 
	E1.209



	15:14
	 
	E1.210



	16:12
	 
	E1.364



	16:21
	 
	E1.211



	18:12
	 
	E1.211



	19:16
	 
	E1.211





  

Sirach (Ecclesiasticus)
 

E1.67, E1.68, E1.70, E1.78, E1.80, E1.85, E1.87, E1.89, E1.90, E1.92, E1.94, E1.97, E1.98, E1.100, E1.101, E1.147, E1.175, E1.196, E1.199, E1.209, E1.210, E1.212, E1.213, E1.216, E1.217, E1.218, E1.219, E1.220, E1.221, E1.224

 



	1:3
	 
	E1.216



	3:30
	 
	E1.216



	5:5
	 
	E1.517



	14
	 
	E1.220



	14:18
	 
	E1.220



	16:15
	 
	E1.517



	24
	 
	E1.217



	24:9
	 
	E1.216



	42:14
	 
	E1.221



	43:25
	 
	E1.219



	46:23
	 
	E1.216



	47:14
	 
	E1.218



	48
	 
	E1.218



	48:10
	 
	E1.216, E1.218



	49:5
	 
	E1.216



	50
	 
	E1.218



	51:13
	 
	E1.218





  

Baruch
 

E1.67, E1.76, E1.79, E1.92, E1.101, E1.105, E1.222, E1.223

 



	1:1
	 
	E1.222



	1:7
	 
	E1.222



	1:11
	 
	E1.222



	3:37
	 
	E1.223



	6
	 
	E1.222



	6:2
	 
	E1.222



	6:3
	 
	E1.223





  

Epistle of Jeremiah
 

E1.67, E1.76, E1.222

 


  

Preface to Lamentations
 

E1.179

 


  

Song of the Three Holy Children
 

E1.67, E1.163, E1.224, E1.225, E1.226, E1.227, E1.228, E1.229

 


  

Susanna
 

E1.67, E1.163, E1.224, E1.225, E1.226, E1.227, E1.228, E1.229

 



	54-55
	 
	E1.224



	58-59
	 
	E1.224



	65
	 
	E1.225





  

Bel and the Dragon
 

E1.67, E1.163, E1.224, E1.225, E1.226, E1.227, E1.228, E1.229

 



	30
	 
	E1.225



	33-38
	 
	E1.228





  

Prayer of Manasseh
 

E1.67, E1.68, E1.101, E1.104. E1.176

 


  

Psalm 151
 

E1.67, E1.68, E1.76, E1.102, E1.142, E1.177

 


  

1
Maccabees
 

E1.67, E1.68, E1.70, E1.72, E1.76, E1.78, E1.87, E1.88, E1.89, E1.90, E1.92, E1.93, E1.94, E1.96, E1.97, E1.100, E1.105, E1.106, E1.175, E1.196, E1.197, E1.199, E1.224, E1.230, E1.231, E1.232, E1.233, E1.234, E1.235, E1.236, E1.237, E1.238, E1.239, E1.240

 



	1:59
	 
	E1.112



	2:52
	 
	E1.235



	3:48
	 
	E1.112



	4:36
	 
	E1.233



	4:56
	 
	E1.371



	4:59
	 
	E1.231



	6
	 
	E1.234



	6:4
	 
	E1.234



	6:5
	 
	E1.234



	6:8
	 
	E1.233



	6:16
	 
	E1.233



	6:17
	 
	E1.233



	6:44
	 
	E1.235



	9:3
	 
	E1.233





  

2
Maccabees
 

E1.67, E1.68, E1.72, E1.76, E1.78, E1.87, E1.88, E1.89, E1.90, E1.92, E1.93, E1.94, E1.96, E1.97, E1.100, E1.105, E1.106, E1.175, E1.196, E1.197, E1.223, E1.224, E1.230, E1.231, E1.232, E1.233, E1.234, E1.235, E1.236, E1.237, E1.238, E1.239, E1.240

 



	1
	 
	E1.234



	1:10
	 
	E1.233



	2
	 
	E1.112, E1.237



	2:1
	 
	E1.234



	2:4
	 
	E1.174, E1.223, E1.234



	2:8
	 
	E1.234



	2:24
	 
	E1.232



	9:9
	 
	E1.233



	9:28
	 
	E1.233



	10:1-3
	 
	E1.233



	10:5
	 
	E1.231



	10:9
	 
	E1.233



	10:11
	 
	E1.233



	12:43
	 
	E1.235



	14:42
	 
	E1.235



	14:43
	 
	E1.235



	14:44
	 
	E1.235



	14:46
	 
	E1.235



	15:38-39
	 
	E1.232





  

3
Maccabees
 

E1.67, E1.68, E1.97, E1.101, E1.175, E1.239, E1.298

 


  

4
Maccabees
 

E1.67, E1.68, E1.97, E1.101, E1.175, E1.239

 


  



NEW TESTAMENT Matthew
 

E0.29; E1.19, E1.20, E1.21, E1.22, E1.29, E1.30, E1.50, E1.55, E1.62, E1.108, E1.234, E1.241, E1.242, E1.243, E1.244, E1.245, E1.246, E1.247, E1.248, E1.250, E1.251, E1.252, E1.292, E1.311, E1.327, E1.374, E1.385, E1.405, E1.408, E1.422, E1.431, E1.449, E1.490, E1.509, E1.512, E1.516

 



	1
	 
	E1.71, E1.202, E1.346



	1:5
	 
	E1.127



	1:22
	 
	E1.7, E1.456



	1:23
	 
	E1.243



	1:25
	 
	E1.387



	2
	 
	E1.252



	2:15
	 
	E1.7



	3:2
	 
	E1.515



	3:5
	 
	E1.374



	4:3
	 
	E1.487



	4:4
	 
	E1.7, E1.366, E1.442, E1.469



	4:6
	 
	E1.469



	4:7
	 
	E1.7, E1.469



	4:10
	 
	E1.7, E1.469



	4:14
	 
	E1.7



	5:7
	 
	E1.403



	5:12
	 
	E1.482



	5:13
	 
	E1.417



	5:14
	 
	E1.417



	5:15
	 
	E1.417, E1.489



	5:16
	 
	E1.417



	5:17
	 
	E1.482



	5:18
	 
	E1.114, E1.336, E1.444



	5:21
	 
	E1.7, E1.395



	5:21-22
	 
	E1.395



	5:25
	 
	E1.525



	5:27-28
	 
	E1.395



	5:31-34
	 
	E1.395



	5:38-39
	 
	E1.395



	5:43-44
	 
	E1.395



	6
	 
	E1.361, E1.525



	6:4
	 
	E1.515



	6:5
	 
	E1.315



	6:7
	 
	E1.515



	6:11
	 
	E1.525



	6:13
	 
	E1.361, E1.525



	6:15
	 
	E1.525



	6:26
	 
	E1.513



	6:32
	 
	E1.515



	6:33
	 
	E1.482



	7:1
	 
	E1.482



	7:2
	 
	E1.516



	7:15
	 
	E1.455, E1.487



	7:16
	 
	E1.455



	7:20
	 
	E1.417



	7:21
	 
	E0.12



	7:24-27
	 
	E0.12



	7:28-29
	 
	E1.307



	10:3
	 
	E1.290



	10:27
	 
	E1.399



	10:40
	 
	E1.102



	11:7
	 
	E1.516



	11:13
	 
	E1.209



	11:19
	 
	E1.17



	11:27
	 
	E0.18; E1.366, E1.459



	12:28
	 
	E1.32



	12:43
	 
	E1.183



	13
	 
	E1.55, E1.446



	13:2
	 
	E1.281



	13:36
	 
	E1.433



	13:52
	 
	E1.55



	15:2
	 
	E1.395



	15:6
	 
	E1.395



	15:9
	 
	E1.477



	15:31
	 
	E1.515



	16
	 
	E1.173



	16:15
	 
	E1.459



	16:17
	 
	E0.8, E0.18; E1.412, E1.433, E1.434



	16:18
	 
	E1.43



	17:5
	 
	E1.7, E1.444, E1.454



	17:19
	 
	E1.513



	17:21
	 
	E1.183



	18:10
	 
	E0.16



	18:17
	 
	E1.43, E1.368, E1.372, E1.455



	18:20
	 
	E1.281



	18:32
	 
	E1.516



	18:35
	 
	E1.515, E1.525



	19:4
	 
	E1.442



	19:26
	 
	E1.474



	20:15
	 
	E1.515



	20:28
	 
	E1.513



	21:9
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Preface to the Gospels in the Vulgate. Cf. Biblia

Sacra uxta vulgatam versionem. Edited by Robert
‘Weber.Stuttgart: Deutsche Bibelgesellchaft, 1994

‘Commentarii in Ezechiclem (PL 25)

Preface o the Book of Ezra and Nehemiah in
the Vulgate, CF. Bibla sacra fuxta vulgatam
versionem. Edited by Robert Weber Stuftgart:
Deutsche Bibelgeselschaft, 1994

See: Pauline Eplstes

Liber quacstionum hebraicarum in Genesin
(cesL7)

See: Minor Prophets
See: Minor Prophets

Commentarii in iaiam (PL24)

In Hleremiam prophetam L. vi (CCSL74)

Preface o the Book of Job n the Vulgate.
CF Biblia sacra uxta vulgatam versionen,
Edited by Robert Weber Stufigart: Deutsche
Bibelgesclschat, 1994

‘See: Minor Prophets

(NPNF6)

(NENE:6)

Saint Jeromes Hebrew
Questions on Genesis
Translated by C.
R Hayward. Osford:
Clarendon, 1995

(NENE6)





images/00725.jpg
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tvllus, Joannes
(joannes Juellus,
john Jewel)

jacobus
de Voragine

jansenius,
Cornelius
(Cornelius
jansen)

De eccles. offic.

Devit. et mort.
Patriarch

Etymolog.

origin

Vita

Concord. evang.

Sirach

De ecclesiasticis officils (PL 83)

De ortu ef obitu Patrum (PL83)

Etymologiarum sive Orighuan i xx (PL52)

See Etymolog.

OPERVM THEOLOGICORVM. .. Tomi
duo.[Heldebers;] Apud Heredes Hicron.
Commelini, 1600

Legenda sanctorum que alio nomine Lombartica
vocitatur historia. Nilraberg: Anton Koberger,
1492

Commentariorum n suam Concordiam, ac
totarm Historiam Euangelicam Partes I1I Lyon:
Plerre Landry, 1606

Paraphasis in Pealmos e cantica ferala. I
in Proverbia Salomonis, lbrum Sapientiae et
Seckiakitings CoRteRE Taatibk 180

The Etymologies of
Iidore of Seville.
Translated by 5.

A Barney etal
Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press, 2006

The Golden Legend of
Jacobus de Voragine.
Salem, NH: Ayer, 1987

The Consent ofthe
Joure Euangelists.
London, 1596
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Innocent I,
Pope

trenaeus

Isaacus,
johannes.
(Johannes Isaac)

1sidore
of Pelusium
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Pelusiota)

Abbrevi

Epistles
Decreal

Adv. haeres,

Contra Lindan.

Epistles

Full Title

Episuloe (PL20,34)

Decretales D. Gregori Papae IX. suae integriati
una cum glosis restitutae. Romae, 1582 Corpus
Juris Canonici Edito Lipsiensis secunda; post A,
L. Richtertcuras.... ecognonit et adnotatione
criica nstruit A, Fiedberg. Graz: Akademische
Druck- u. Verlagsanstalt, 1959

(OR: Innocenti tert, pont. maximi decretalium,
atque aliarum epistoarum. Romae, 1543

Librt quingue Aduersus portentosas haereses
Valentint & allorum, accuratius qudm antehac
emendat, additis Graecis quae reperiri
potuerunt. Geneva: Jean LePreux & Jean Petit
111, 1570; Adversus haereses (PG 7)

DEFENSIO VERITATIS HEBRAICAE.
SACRARVM SCRIpturarum, aduersus Libros
tres Reueren. D, Vailhelmi Lindani S.T. Doctors,
quos de optimo Scripturas interpretandi genere
inscrisit. Cologne: Soter, 1559

Eig mipy pucveiay il Oias ypagi émorolay
Pipia sécoapa. De interpretatione divinae.
Seripturae epistolarum ibri v [Heldelberg]:
‘Hieronymus Commelinus Erben, 1606 (PG 78)

English Title/Trans.

Against Heresies
(ANF 1)
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Catalog, ilustr
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Chronicles,
preface

Colossians

Contra
Helvidium

Contra
Jovinianam

Contra Pelag.

See: Apol. advers. Rufin.
See:Devir. st
See:Devir. st
See:Devir. st
See:Devir. st

Preface to the Books of Chronicle in the Vulgate.
CE. Bibla sacra fuxta vulgatam versionen.

Edited by Robert Weber. Stuttart: Deutsche
Bibelgeselschaft, 1994

See: Pauline Epistes
Contra Helvidium (PL23)

Sea: Advers. Jovin.

See: Dial, adv. Pelag.

(NPNE6)

The Perpetual Virginiy
of Blessed Mary:
Against Hevidius
(NPNE'6)
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Jerome
(Sophronius
Eusebius

Hicronymus)

Abbrer

Collected.
works

Acts
Ad Cyprian.

Ad Domin. et
Rog.

Ad Eustoch,
deservanda
virgnit.

Ad Hebidiam
Ad Pammach.
Ad Paulinum

Ad Paulum et
Eustochium

Adv. Rufin,
Advers. Helvid

Advers.Jovin

Apol. advers.
Rufin.

Full Title

Opera omnia, quac extant, Cologne: Anton
Hierat, 1616; Operum, tomi . IL I11.
continentes ... epistolas, et ibros contra
haerettcos; ex antiqvissimis exemplaribys,
opera, acstvo Mariani Victori ... emendatl,
argvmentis et scholis vstrati, Cologne: Anton
Hierat, 1616

See: Epistles
See: Eplstles

Sea: Eplstles

See: Epistles
See: Epistes
See: Epistes
See: Episties

See: Apol. advers. Rufin.
See: Contra Helvidium
Adversus ovinianum (L 23)

Apologia aduersus libros Rugin (PL23)

English Title/Trans.

Against Jovinianus
(NPNE'6)

Apology Aguinst
Rufinus (NPNF*3)
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John
Joshua,

Postlla

Desacrament.

Didascal.

sent.

‘See: Rabanus Maurus.
See: Hugh of St Cher, Postila (7)
Sea: Postlla

Opus continens textuon bibliae, cum postlla. Paris:
Parvus, Poncet Le Preux, Giraultac Mace, 1539

Tractatus... de sacramentis b duo, Venetis:
Benedict Fontanae, 1506 (PL 176)

Thacatus vari, de Sacraments, didascalon.
Veneta, 1506; Eruditonis Didascalica Libi
Septen (PL176)

Summa Sententiarum Septem Tractatibus
Distincta (PL 176)

On the Sacraments
ofthe Christian

Faith, Transhted by
Deferrari Cambridge,
Ma: Mediaeval
Academy of America,
1951

The Didascalicon of
"Hugh of Saint Victor.
Translated by 1. Taylo.
New York Columbia
University Press, 1961
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Pope

Hosius,
Stanislaus

Abbreviation

Theol. patrien

Epistle ad
Sergiuen
Collected
works

Confes.
Petico.

Deexpresso Dei
verbo

Desacro
vemactlo

legendo

Full Title

See Histor. eccles. Magde.
HISTORIA ECCLESIASTICA, INTEGRAM
ECCLESIAE CHRISTIANAE CONDITIONEM,
indé & CHRISTO ex Virgine nata, iuxta Seculorum
Seriem, exponens: IAM OLIM PER STUDIOSOS
'AC PIOS aliquot Viros,in urbe Magdeburgicd,

& alib,ex vetustfimis & optimis Historicis,
Batribus, & alis Sriptoribus,dilgenter congesta;
‘Nunc denu per M. Ludovicum Lucium,
Basileensis Academiae Professorem, fideliter
recensita, Basileaes Rex, 1624

Loci Commynes Rervm Theologicarum, quae
hodie in Controuersia agitantur: ad regulam,
& consensum werae, catholicaeque Ecclesiae,
&S, Patrum sententis confeci. [Ingolstadii
Welssenhornl, 1547

‘Epistuae (PL30)

Opera onmi: i duos divisa toms. Colonlae:
Cholinus, 1584

Confesio catholicae el christana: vel potius
explicatio confessionis actae in synodo provincial
Peiricoviae . 1551 Antverplas, 1563

De expresso De verbo: Ad... Siglsmundum
Augustum Regem Poloniae. In fine Dillingae, 1558

De sacro vernacude legendo inter Harpagum et
Aratorem diclogus

English Title/Trans.
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Huntlaeus,
Gordonus

Huter, Demissa contra
Leonhard Bellarmin.

Ihid

Ignatius Epistle 7
of Antioch

In Clementinis

Index biblicus

See: Gordonus Huntlacus

TRIUMPHUS DE regno Pontificio: Hoc
est, TRACTATIO SCHOLASTICA ET
THEOLOGICA, QUA IPSA ACROpolis, imo
Cor & Antma Papatus Romand, SACRIFICIUM
MISSATICVM, funditus expugnatur & ever-
Htur. Opposita Non tam veteribus, quim novis,
sque esquistis Sophisticationtbus ¢ impas-
turis, quibus ROBERTUS BELLARMINUS .
fulerum hoe regnt Pontific fulcire ac stabilire
‘conatus fult. Wittenberg: Schilrer, 1607

hidem

(The Apostolic Fathers. Edited by Lightfoot and
Harmer. London, 1893)

See: Canon Law

Fortunatus Fanensis, Sanctus Hieronymus, and.
Sanctus Pagainus, Sacra Bibla Vidgta Editione
Index Biblicus qui res cas de quibus in scris
Biblis agitur, Ad certa capita, alphabeti ordine
digeta, reuncatas, summa breuitate complectitur
Venetils: Hieronymus de Gabriellis, 1609

inthe same phace
(acw )
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Humbertus
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Hungerus,
Abertus
(Albert Hunger)

Hunnius,
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Hunnius,
Helfricus.-
Ulricus
(Helfrich Ulrich.
Hunnius)

Contra Nicetam

Defensio
Scripturae

tra Preudo-
Scripturarios

Collected.
works

Disp.de Script

‘Exam. Bellarm.

Examen
controversiae

primae generalis
de verbo Dei

Invict demonst.

“Contra Nicetam Pectoratum de erroribus
Gracorum liber” in M. de La Bigne, Magna
bibliotheca veterum Patrum, tom. 4, pt. 2.
Cologne: Hieratus, 1654

Defensio scripturae sactae,contra
pseudascripturarios Lutheranas et Calviianas,
Ingolstadi: Wolfgang Eder, [ca. 1582]

TOMVS PRIMUS [-QUINTUS] OPERVM
LATINORVM. Wittenberg: Georg Mller, 1607

‘Disputatio de sacra sciptura canonica, Aegidius
Hunnius, Préses; Christophorus Jordan, Resp.
‘Witebergae: Bechtoldi Raab, 1601

PRIMA CONTROVERSIA GENERALIS,
'ROBERTI BELLARMINT, PONTIFICLE
ECCLESLE CARDINANs, de verbo DEI sripto,
Examinata & Refitata. Francofurt: plessius;
Beatus, 1602

See: Exam. Bellarm,

INVICTA PRORSVS ET INDISSOLVBILIA
DVODECIM ARGVMENTA, QVIEVS
CONVICTVS ATQVE CONSTRICTVS Relicta
Lutherana Sectd, Catholicam profitetur Fidem.
Coloniae Agrippinae: Cornelius ab Egmundt,
1632

English Title/Trans.
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Hieronymus
de Sancta Fide

Hilary
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(Hilarius
Pictaviensis)

Contra Judaeos

Hebracomast.

Collected.
works

Desynod.
De Triniea,
Matthew

Palms

Tripart.

Contra Judacos Hieronymi de Sancta Fide, Judaci,
ad Christianismum convers, Libr duo: Quorum
prior fdem et religione corum impugna; Alter
vero Talmuth, Zirich: Gefiner, Wyssenbach, 1552
Hebracomastyx, Vindex Inpitatis, ac Perfidic:
Judaice: LIBER, QVO DETEGVNTVR, AC
'FIRMISSIMIS ARGVMENTIS REFVTANTVR,
ENORmes ¢ nefarl Iuceorum, corumque
Talmuth, ervore atque supersitiones. Francofurti:
Bratheringus, 1602

Lucubrationes quotquot extant, ed. Desiderius
‘Erasmus and Martin Lipsius. Basel: Eplscoplus,
1570

‘Desynods (PL 10)
De Triniate (CCSL 62, 624)
Commentarius in Euangellum Matthac

(5C254,258)
Commentarit in Psabmos (CSEL 22)

See: Socrates, Tripart.

On the Councils
(NENE'9)

Onthe Triniy
(NPNE9)

Commentary on the
s (abrdged;
NENF'S)
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Author/Title  Abbreviation  Full Title English Title/Trans.

Helvicus, Disp. Gissens.  Sees Dispt. Gessers.

Christophorus

(Christoph

Helwich)
Tiactat. de TRACTATVS Hisoricus & Thealogicus DE
Chaldaic CHALDAICIS BIBLIORUM PARAPHRASIBUS.
paraph Glessae: Chemlinus, 1612

Hervacus Epistes of Paul I o sanctssimi Paull apostll epsolas et

Burgidolensis aliuot evangelia cnarratones. Parisis: Rolgny;

1549 (PL181)

Hedinsiss  Comitia The pariiament of Chryste. Antwerpen, 1566;

(Thomas Parlamentaria  reprint, London: Scholar Pres, 1976

Heskyns)

Hesselus, Catech Catechismus: solidam et orthodoxam

Joannes (Johann explicatonen continens Symbol Apostalic,

Hessels) Oratonis Dominicae et Salutationis Angelicae

‘Decalogi:Sacramentorum Baptismi,
Confirmationis et Eucharistiae. Lovani, 1571

Hesshusius,  Pealter Commentarius in ibrum psalorsan. Helmstadi:
Tilemann Jacob Lucius, 1586

(Tlemann

Hesshusen)

Hicronymus  Deuteronomy  Reverendi Patri Frairis Hieromymi ab Oleastro
ab Oleastro ‘Commentaria in Msi Pentateuchum, iexta M.

‘Sancis Pagnin ... nterpretationern, Olyssipone:
1. Barrerius, 1556-58
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Grynaeus,
johann Jacob

Gualeius
(acque
Gaultier)

Hafenreffer,
Matthias

Harding,

Thomas

Orthodoxo-
srapha ptrum

Locttheol.

Templ. Ezech,

Contra vellum

Monumenta s. patrum orthodoxographa h.e.
theologicae doctore circiter 85:authores partin
gpaectpartim laini Basileae: Henr. Petr, 1569

Tabuls CHRONOGRAPHICA Status ECCLESLE
CATHOLIC & Christo Nato Ad Annum M.DC.
XIV. Coloniae: Henningius, 1616

Lodi Theolagici, CERTA METHODO
AC Ratione, tn Tres Libros tributt, QVI
THEOLOGICARVM RERVM SVMMAS,

SVIS VBIQVE DILVCIDIS SCRIPTVRAE
TESTImontjs confirmatas, breuter continent;
carundem Christianam Prasin paucis con-
monstrant: ac nostri denique Secull, praccipuas
‘Ercpodidacwachias fideliter exponunt. Tubingen:
Phillpp Gruppenbach, 1606

TEMPLUM EZECHIELIS, SIVE IN IX.
POSTREMA Prophetac Gapita Commentarius.
Tubingen: Johann Berner, 1618

In Joannes Juellus (John Jewel), OPERVM
THEOLOGICORVM ... Tomni duo.
[Heldelberg:] Apud Heredes Hieron.
Commelint, 1600
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Godenius,
Rudolph
(der Altere)

Godefridus
de Fontibus

Gordonus
Huntlaeus,
Jacobus (James
Gordon)

Goslavius

a Babelno,
Adamus

(Adamus
Goslawsk de

Bebelno)

Graserus,
Conrad
(Conrad Graser)

Conrovers

Epit. contron:

Contra
Keckerm.

Plag.reg

Full Title English Ti

Problematum Grammaticorum iri V.
Francofurti, 1621

Les quodibets onze-quatore. Lowvain: EA, de
Pinst. Supérieur de Philosophie, 1932

CONTROVERSIARVM EPITOMES TOMVS
PRIMYVS: In quo de Quacstionibus Theologicls
hac nostra actate controuersi breutter
disputatur. Coloniae Agripplnae: Kinchius,
1620

See: Controvers.

‘Refutatio corum, quae Bartholomacus Kecker-
mannus in libro primo systematis sl theologici
disputat. Racoviae, 1613

PLAGA REGIA: Hoc est, COMMENTARIVS
brevis & perspicus IN APOCALYPSIN SANCTI
TOHANNIS: Quatenus haec reconditissima
"Prophetia hucusque per decurrentia Ecclesiae
Catholicae Fata impleta est, & hodie potissiminn
mpletur. ADJECTA .... EST Brevis Explicatio
VISIONIS FR. NICOLAL .. per quam
praesentis secult Historia Europaca ustratur.
Opus Eccleiae hoc tempore, quo sub Antichristi
revelat, rritat, convict & saevientls tyrannide
periclitatur, perutle & summé necessartum.
Zarich: Johannes Wolf, 1610
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Gesnerus,
Salomon

(salomon
Gesner)

Glasstus,
Salomon
(salomon Glass)

Glossa ordinaria

Comp. doctr.
coclst

Palms

Philologia sacra

Compendium DOCTRINAE COELESTIS,
CONTINENS BREvem ¢ perspicuann
praccipuorum locorum Theologiae
explicationer. Wittenberg: Clemens Berger I,
1607

Commentarius JN PSALMOS DAVIDIS....
4 SALOMONE GESNERO..... TEXTUL QUI
E FONTIBUS AD VERBUM translatus i,
praemissae sunt periochae, appositae genuinae
interpretationes, & tandem adjectt loct dociri-
narum. Wittenberg: Clemens Berger ., 1607

Philologiae sacrae, qua tofius sacrosanctae
Veteris et Novi Testamenti scrpturae, um
Stylus - lteratura, tum sensus e genuinae
interpretationibus rato expenditur, i duc.
Jena: Steinmann, 1623

Tetus biblie: Cum glosa ordinaria, Cum Nicolal
delyra postilla, Cum moralltatibus etusdem,
‘Cum Paul Burgensis additiontbus, Cum
Matthie Thoring replicl Prima [-Sexta pars.
[Basil: Johann Amerbach, 1508]
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Author/Title ~ Abbreviation  Full Title English Title/Trans.

Gregory gsart4 Lectura super primum et secundum sententiarun:
of Rimini Super primum, Prologus (Dist. 1-6). Berlin: de
(Gregorius Gruyter, 1981
de Arimino)
Gregory Collected Opera. . in tomos sex distributa. Paris, 1605
the Great works
Epistles Registron epistularum (PL 77) (NENF?12)
Ezekicl Homilize in Ezechiclem (PL76) The homiles of St
Gregory the Great on
the book of the Prophet
Ezekiel Translated by
Gray. Btna, CA: Center
for Tradltionalist Or-
thodox Studies, 1990
I Evangel, Homilize x n Euangelia (PL 76) Forty Gospel Homilis
Kalamazoo, ME:
Cistercian, 1990
Tob. See: Moral
Moral. in Jobum  Exposito in Librum Job,sive Moralium libri XXXV Morals on the Book of
(L 75) Job (LFC 18,21,23,31)
Gretserus, De Roman. Controuersiarum ROBERTI BELLARMINI
Jacobus Pontif, . DEFENSIO. TOMVS SECVNDVS, DE
(jakob Gretzer) CHRISTO CHRISTIQVE Vicario, Pontifice

Romatio. Ingolstadt: Adam Sarorlus, 1609

D Bellarm. - Controuersiarum ROBERT BELLARMINI
... DEFENSIO. Tomus Prinus de Verbo Del.
Ingolstadt: Adam Sartorius, 1609
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Gratian Jus canonicum
(Gratianus
de Clusio)

Gregorius
de Valentia

Gregory
Nazianzen

(of Nazianzus)

Gregory Collected.
of Nyssa works

Deorat. Domin.

Decreta scriptorum ecclestasticorum, concili-
orum, et Romanorum pontificum. Lyon:
Guillaume Roulll, 1555; Decretorum
collectanea ex varia coplosdque scriptorum
ecclesiasticorum, tum vetustate, cim eruditione
Vitaeque sanctimonta mazime insignium, recep-
torum videlicet, Pontficum ttem Romanorum,
Conclttorum oecumenicorumm dentgue
supellectle... in gratiam ref ecclestastica
concinnata, ac suis classibus distincta. [Paris]:
Claude Chevallon Witwe, Guillaume Desbols,
& Charles Guillard, 1552; Decretym Gratiani
emendatvm et notationibys lstratvm, Vi cum
glossis, Gregorit XIIL. Pont. Max. usueditun
Romae in Aedibus Populi Romani, 1584 (PL 187)

See: Valentia, Gregorius de

See: Nazianzen, Gregory

Opera. Basel: Euseblus Episcoplus & Nikolaus
Episcoplus I1, Etben, 1571

'Deoratione Domini orationes V (PG 44)

On the Lord Prayer
(ACW 18)
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Gerhard,
Johann

Psalm 16

Amotat.ad
dificiiora
N.Toca

Anti-weig.de
gloria Dei

Aphor practc

Aphoris,

De gloria Det

De methado
studi theolog.

Disp.2.de
gloria Dei
contra Welgel

Disp.4.de
gloria Dei

Full Title English Title/Trans.

Auslegung des Sechzehenden Palms, Conserva
‘Me Domine, Von dem Leiden, Sterben, Begrebis
Niderfart zur Hellen, wd Auffersteung ynsers
lichen Herm Jhesu Christ, Vnd andern Artickeln
vnsers heiligen Chrislichen Glaubens, Von der
Christichen Kirchen, Vor vergebung der Sinden,
Auffrsteung des Flesches, Vi e ewiges Leben,
I vier Predigten gefssel Leiprig: Gllner, 1553

See: De gloria Dei

Aphorismisacri praccipua theologiae practicac
Jena: Steinmann, Tobias, 1616

Aphorismi theologict quibus controversiae fum
textuales tum doctrinales in Genesi Mosaica
occurrentes, summatim continentur, ad materiam
disputationu. Jena: Tobias Steinman, 1619

Disputationtum thealogicarum, in quibus goria
‘De per corruptelas Pontifcias, Calrinianas

& Photinianas labefctari ostenditur, Jena:
Stelnmann, 1618

Methodus stud theologic publics praclectionibus
in Acadermia Jenensi anno 1617. exposita Jena:
‘Tobias Steinmann, 1620; reprin, 1622

See: De gloria Dei

See: De gloria Dei
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Gentils,
Albericus

George
of Anhalt
(Georg von
Anhalf)

Psalms

Oper. Germ.

Psalmi Davidis variis calendariis et commentariis
‘senvinvm sensym c hebraismos aperentibus,
Coloniae: Boetzerus; Mertzenich, 1615

“De latinitae veteris bibliorum versionis male
accusata” in Disputationestres: 1, D HbrisLurs
Canonic ... Albericus Gentile, Nunc primun:
edite. Hanoviae: Antonius, 1605

Des Hochwirdigen Durchleichtgen
Hochgebornen Flrsen vand Herren Herrn
Georgen Fiisten 2u Analt/ Graffen zu Ascanien/
vind Herm 2u Zerst vnd Bernburg/ Thumprobst
21 Magdeburg vand Meissen/ Predigten vid
andere Schriffen; darinn die Summa Chrsticher
Lehr treiwich nd rein gefasset v erkart st/
Zum theil zvor aufigangen/ vnd zun theil durch
Seine E.G. geschriben/ Aber etzunder allrerst
durch den Truck an das Liech .. zusammen
sebrach ... Miteiner Vorred Philippi Melanth.
‘Franckfurt am Mayn: Han, Rabe, 1561
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Author/Title

Gerson, Jean

Gerundensis
and Rabbi
Suthra

Abbreviation

Harmonia
resurrectonis

Methodus studii
theologict

Patrology

Collected
works

Deconsol.
Theol,

De examin
dactrin

Declarat, ver,
quae credendac
sunt de ecess
salut

Sanhedrin

Full Title

See: Harmania evangelica

Methodus Studii Theologict Publicis
praclectionibus in Acadenia Jenensi Anno 1617.
exposita. Jena: Toblas Steinmann, 1620
Patrologia, sive De Primitivae Ecclsiae
Christianae Doctorum Vitd ac Lucubrationbus
Opusculum posthumum, Accesserunt de Schalasti-
cis ac Historiae Ecclesiastcae Scriptoribus,tum

alis quogue recentioribs nonnulls judicia varic.
Iten Laudationes Funcbres in divers Germaniae

Academits dictae, in quibus Auctoris vita ac
Scripta pertractantur.Jena: Sengenwald, 1653

‘Prioma [-quarta] pars [operusm] Joanmis
Gersonis. Paris: Jean Petit & Frangols Regnault,
1521

“De consolatione theologiae’ in Boecius de
consolatione philosophie cum commento optinmo.
Jo. Gerson de consolatione Thealogia. Cologne:
Johann Koelhoff . &. 1488

De examinatione doctrinarum. Norimbergae,
[1474776]

Declarat. Veritatum, quae credendae sunt de
necesiate salutis

See: Talmud, tractate Sanedrin

English Title/Trans.
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Disp. prior.
on1johns

Disput. ex dicto
1 ohan. 5

Disputatio 3
contra novas
Janaticos
instituta

Harmon. pass

Harmonia
evangelica
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i res o sunt: A Johanne Gerhardo ... Publice
institutae, Pars prior ena: Tobias Steinman,
1619

D. 0. M. A, Disputationis Theologicae Ex dicto
Apostolico L Joh. 5. . 7. Trs sunt, qui testimanium
dant i coelo Pater, Verbuam & Spiritus sancs,
i tres unum sunt Pracside Johanne Gerhardo

Publie insttutae, Pars Postrior en: Tobias
Steinmann, 1619

"Divina Auxiiante Grata Disputatio I Novis

Quibusdam Fanaticis opposita Considerationem
quorundan vaticinorur continens. ena: Tobias
Steinmann, [1616]

Se: Harmonia evangelica

"Harmoniae evangelistarum Chermnitio-Lyserianae
@ ohanne Gerhardo D. continuatae & usto
commentario ilusratae Pars prima [-tertia],
Jena: Tobias Steinmann, 1626-1627
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Act. syn. Nic

NA

Chronogr. ad
Armoldurm
Pontanum

Cironal,
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Full Title

Decretum Gelasianum de lbris reciplendis e non
recipiendis (PL 59, 62)

See: Gratian, Jus canonicum

See: Gratian, Jus canoricum

‘Commentarius actorum Nicaeni concili, [Heidel-
bergae]: In Bibliopolio Commeliniano, 1604

NOCTES ATTICAE, SEV VIGILIAE ATTICAE,
QVAS NVNC PRIMVM A MAGNO mendorun
‘numero magnus veterum exemplarium mumerus
expurgavit. Frankfurt am Maln: Zacharias
Palthents Erben, 1624

CHRONOGRAPHIAE LIBRI QVATVOR.
PRIORES DVO SVNT DE REBVS veteris popull
& praecipuis quatuor millen annorum gestis
Posteriores, ¢ D. Amaldi Pontaci Vasatensis
‘Episcopi Chronographia auct, recetes historias
religuorum annorum complectuntur. Coloniae
‘Agrippinae: Gymich, ohan II, 1581

See: Chronogr. ad Arnoldum Pontarnum

Isagoge ad egenda Rabbinoruem commentariz.
Pars, 1559

English Title/Trans.
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(OPERA B. FVLGENTII APHRI ... . ITEM
OPERA MAXENTII Hagenau: Anton Koberger
Erben, 1520

Epitulae (PL65)

Sermo de confessoribus, s de dispensatoribus
‘Domini (PL65)

MISCELLANEORUM Theologicorum. QVIBVS
NON MODO SCRIPTVRAE DIVINAE, SED

ET ALIORUM Classlcorum Auctorum plurima
monumenta explicantur atque lustrantur;
LIBRITRES. Heldelberg: Lazarus Zetzner, 1612

CHRONOLOgla: Hoc st, OMNIVM
TEMPORVM ET ANNORVM AB INITIO
MVNDI, VSQVE AD ANNVM A NATO

Cliristo M.D.LIL n prima editione ab autore.
deducta: Post ab eodem recognita, aucta, &

i anmum 1566, Indeque tandem b alis in
unc vsque annam pracsentem 1575. producta
COMPVTATIO. Wittenberg: Matthius Welack,
1578

‘De arcanis catholicae vertatis. [Hanaul:
‘Wechelus, 1603
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Full Title

CLAVIS SCRIPTVRAE 5. SEV DE SERMONE
Sacrarum literarum... PARS PRIMA: IN QVA
SINGVLARVM VOCVM ATQVE locutionunm
. Scripturae vsus a ratio Alphabetico ordine
explicatur: Basel: Sebastian Henrlcpetri, 1609

ClavisScriptvrae S seu de Sermone Sacrarum
lierarum....P.2.... plurimas generales Regulas
continens. Basleae: Episcopius, 1581

See: Radulphus Flaviacensis

Confirmatio Chronologiae, Atqve Locorsm
Diffclium, qui intota compuatione occurrin,
expasitio,una cum contecturis extrem udict
Argentorati: Rihel, 1552

See: Paul of Middelburg.

Andreae Frici Modrevii De republica emendanda
libr quinque, recognit et aucti, quorum prins
de maribus; ecundus de legibus; tetius de bello
quarts de ecclsia; quints de schola ... Quibus
ac editone secundea accesserunt practer alic de
eccesia liber secundus lectu dignissimus, orationes
item et epistolae. Basiliae: Oporinus, 1559

Ottonis Episcopi risingensis Leopoldi Pil
Marchionis Austriae E Chronicon, Sive Rerum

4 Orbe Condlto Ad sua usque tempora gestarum
Libri octo. Basiliae: Apvd Petrvm Pernam, 1569
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Matthew

Seex Eccles. hist.
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Sea: De pracparat. evangel.

"Homiliae i evangeli, qua cunctisdicbus
dominicis totis anni c ferjs Quadragesimalibus
legisolent, nunc primuny n lucem, aeditae
Quibus annect curanumus eusden Homilias
de praccupuis anni fesiulttibus. Antverpiac
Steelsius, 1558

Commentarius in quator Evangelia (PG 129)

‘Euthymi Monachi Zigabent Orthodosae
Fideidogmatica Panoplia, Hucusque Latinis
incogaita, & nunc primiom per Petr. Franc. Zinum

& Gracco translato, Lugduni: apud Alex.
‘Maximilium, 1577 (PG 130)

De fide contra Manichacos (CSEL 25)
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Full Title

Se: Demonstrat, evang:

Chronicon (GCS 47)

De Evangelica pracparatione. [Venice:
Ottaviano Scoto I, 1500] (3G 21)

Demonstratio evangelica (GCS 23; PG 22)

‘Eusebil Pamphill, Ruffn, Socratts, Theodoriti,
Sozoment, Theodorl, Evagr, et Dorothel
ecclesiastica historia, sex propé seculorunm res
gestas complectens ... chronographia tnsuper
& lctionssacrae histortae luculenta methodox
exornata. Basel: Euscbius Eplscoplus &
Nikolaus Eplscoplus I Erben, 1570

‘Eusebit Pamphili Episcopi Casariae Palaestinae,
Ecclsiasicae historiae . X, Wolfgango Musculo
nterprete. Basel:Froben et Episcopius, 1557

Historiae Ecclesiasicae libri decem, partim

‘Rufino in nouem prioribus libris, partim loanne
Christophorsona,libr ulti, interpret. Basleae:
Petrinus, 1579 (GCS 9)

English Title/Trans.

Preparation or the
Gospel. Translated by
Gifford. Oxford, 1903

The Proofof the Gospel
Translated by Ferrar
London, 1920

The Ecclestastcal
History (EC 19)
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De Trinitate, siue de fide contra Arianos
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EXAMEN ORDINANDORUM: IN
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brevitate digestun st. Coloniae Agrippinas
Henningus, 1610

Divi renael .. Aduersus.... Hereses, Libri
quingue. .. Addite sunt, ad singula capita

varie Annotationes, quibus emendationten atio
redditu; bscura mlta llustrantur, e quicquid
ad antiquitatem Ecclesiasicam, ac fam veterum
quam recentium haereseon confitationem pertinet,
quod ex s lbris enul ot copiose raditur
Omia studio et opera E. Francisci Fev-Ardenti
Coloniae Agrippinac: Mylus; Brinckmann, 159

See: Council of Constantinople T
THE TOY YIOY OEOY KAINHE ALAOHKHE
AIANTA. NOVVM TESTAMENTVM IESV
CHRISTI FILII DEL, EX VERSIONE ERASMI,
INNVMERIS IN LOCIS ad Graccam veritatem,
genuinumque sensum emendata. GLOSSA
‘COMPENDIARIA. Basel, 1570





images/00704.jpg
Author/Title
Fabricius, Guido

(Guile Fevre
de h Boderie)

Fabricius,
Laurentius

Fagius, Paul

Abbrevi

Syriac New
Testament

Partit. Cod,
Hebr

Partit. Hebraic

Chald. paraph:
pentat.

Exodus

Paraph. Chald.

Full Title

Sacra Biblia Valgata Editione: Translt, ex
Hebraeo Sancts Pagnin, Trans!. Romana ex
Septuag. & Chaldaicae Paraphrasis Transl
congesta Frairs Fortynati Fanensis Ordinis Erem,
. Augustini Studio & labore part 3: Now lesv
Christ Testamentym: Ex Valgata Editone, o
Translation ex Syriaco Guidonis Fabrit] Boderiani
congestu. Venetiis: Apud Antonium Pinellum,
1609

PARTITIONES CODICIS HEBRAEL, In quibus
PER QVATUOR SECTIONES, QVIBUS BIBLIA
Hebraca doctoribus divisa, omnia obstrusiora.
textibus sacris adjecta explicantur. Wittenberg:
Clemens Berger, 1610

See: Parti, Cod. Hebr.

Se: Paraph. Chld.

Die finffBicher Mosis sampt dem Hohenlied
Salomonis, Ruth, Clagled Hieremie, Prediger
Salomonis, vnd Esther: auch der Juden Evangelien,
diesie Haphtaroth nennen ... au hebraischer
Sprach nach jadischer Art, von Wort zu Wort

s Teutsch verdolmetschet, nd mit hebraischer
Schriff .. gedruckt. Costenz [Paul Fagus &
Jakob Froschesser], 1544

Tharguen, hoc et,paraphrasis Onkel Chaldaica in
‘Sacra Biblia. Argentorati: Machaeropoeus, 1546

English Title/Trans.
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Bibke
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Carondie.

See: Annotat.

INNOVVM TESTAMENTVM ... Annotationes.
Basel: Johann Froben, 1519

IN EPISTOLAS APOSTOLICAS
PARAPHRASIS. Lyon: Sébastien Gryphius,
1544

'BIBLIA SACRA VTRIVSQVE TESTAMENTI,
ET VETVS QVIDEM POST OMNES OMNIVM
hactenus aeditiones.. . ewulgatum, & ad
"Hebratcam ueritatem quoad fier{ potuit red-
ditum, collats ubique uetustissimis & probatis-
sinis etus linguae scriptoribus. NOVVM ero
o solunm ad Graecam uertate, uerum etiam
ad multorum ulrtusque Hinguae & interpretum
& codicum fidern ... recognitum e acditum.
ADDITI suint ¢ LXX. uersione et Apocryphi libri
siue Ecclestastich, qui habentur extra Canonem.
Zorich: Christoph Froschauer L, 1539

Catechismuan, id et symboli apostolorum,
decalogi pracceptoruen, et orationis dominicae
explanationem. 1556

See: Josephus, Antiguitat. Judaic.

"Divi Hilari Pictauorum Episcoptlucubrationes per
‘Evasmum Roterodamu ... emendatas, Basileae:
Froben, 1523
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Full Title English Title/Trans.

‘D mensuris et ponderibus (PG 43) . E. Dean, Epiphanits
Treatise on Weights
and Measures.Studies
in Ancient Oriental
Civilization 11.
Chicago, 1935

Sea: De mensur, et ponderibus

Devita t obitu prophetarum (PG 43)

Contra octoaginta haereses opus, panartum, sive  The Panarion of Epi-
arcula, aut capsula medica appellatum, Basel:  phanius of Salams.

Robert Winte, 1543 (G 41-42) Transhted by Frank
Willams. Leiden: Bl
1987, 1954

SeesHaers

‘Epistula ad Tohanme Hierosalymitanum (PG 43)

See: Socrates, Trpart.
See: Apostalic Episties

See: Apostalic Epistles
See: Apostalic Epistles

IN ACTA APOSTOLORVM PARAPHRASIS.
‘Basel: Johann Froben, 1524
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Opera ommnita. Paris: Claude Morel, 1619

In Epistolam D. Paull Apostol ad Titum
commentarius. Paris, 1567

I omnes beati Paull et aliorum apostolorum
epistolas commentaria. Pari, 1623

See: 1 Peter
See: 1 Peter
Formulae spiritalls itellgentiae (CSEL31) (7)

“In Genesim Commentariorum Libri I i
Lvcvbrationss aliquot non minus pie quam
erudite, cura ac beneficio oannis Alexandri
Brassicant tureconsult recens edit, quarum heec
est summa. Basileae: Frobenius, 1531

Thagoedia hecuba (Lelpel: Georg Hantzsch,

1555); TPATQAIAE ox ruisdera
Tragoediae octodecim. Frankfurt am Mein, .d.

[T
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Scholia on
Jerome's Adv.
Jovinianim

Scholia on
the preface
of jerome on
Daniel

Arcanum
punctionis
revelatum

Full Title

See: Ammotat
See: Apostolic Epistles
See: Apostolc Epistles

See: Bible. Or, Novim Testamentvm, lesv Chrst,
Gracce et Latine, primd quidem studio et industia
Des. Erasmi Roterod: accurate cditum, nunc auter
magna diligentia collats complutibus exemplaru-
bus denuo expressum. Baslese: Bryling, 1571

See: Hilary of Poiters, Collected works

OMNES QVAE EXTANT D HIERONYMI
STRIDONENSIS LVCVBRATIONES,
ADDITIS VNA PSEVDEPIGRAPHIS ET
ALIENIS, SCRIPTIS IPSIVS ADMIXTIS, IN
NOVEM TOMOS, PER DES. ERASMVM
ROTERODAMVM digetae, ac. . emendatae.
Basel 1565

Se: Bible

[Louis Cappel], Sod han-Niqgud han-nige: Hoc
Est Arcanvm Pynctationis Revelatvm. Sive De
Punctorum Vocalium & Accentuum apud Hebraeos
vera & germana Antiquitate, Diatriba. In lucem
edita & Thoma Erpenio, Lugduni Batavorum:
Apud Tohannem Maire, 1624

English Title/Trans.
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Author/Title

Abbrer

De corrig
Gracor.

affction
De curand.
Graec. afection.

De nat. hom.
Epistles
Ezeliel

Hebrews

Histor. ecce,

Opuscul. contra
varias haereses

Pauline Epistles

Full Title

See: De curand. Grae. affecton.

Graccarum affectionum curatio (SC57)

(PG 83-84)

Interpretatio n Ezechiclem (PG 81)

See: Pauline Epistes
Historia ecclesiastca (GCS 19, PG 82)

Interpretatio n quatuordecim episolas S, Pauli
(G 82)

English Title/Trans.

Commentary on
the Prophet Ezekiel
Translated by . C.
HIL Brookline, MA:
Holy Cross Orthodox
Press, 2006

Ecclstastcal History
(NPNE3)

Commentary on the
Letters of t. Paul.
Transhated by . C.
HIL Brookline, MA:
Holy Cross Orthodox
Press, 2001
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Theodoret
of yrus
(Theodoretus
Cyrhensts)

De carne Christi.

De habitu
mulibri

Deorat.

De praescipt

De pudicit.

Deresurrectione

e veland,
virginibus

In Marclonem

Scorplac. ad:
Grostios

Collected
works

1 Corinthians

De carne Christi (CCSL 2)
De habitu mulicbri (CSEL70)

De oratione (CSEL 20)
De pracsciptione haereticoruam (CCSL 1)

De pudicia (CSEL20)

De resurrectione mortuorum (CCSL2)

De virginibus velandis (Q.SF. Tertullani opera
omnia ed. mator 1. Leipeig, 1853)

See: Adv. Marcionen
Scorplace (CSEL 20)

Operunm...tonus secundus. Park
Sonnius IL, 1608

‘See: Pauline Epistles

On the Flesh of Christ
(ANF3)

On the Dress of Wornen
(ANF4)

On Prayer (ANE )

The Prescrption
of Heretcs (ANF3)

On Modesty (ANF 4)

The Resurnection
ofthe Flesh (ANF3)

Concerning the Vellng
of Virgns (ANF 4)

Scorplace (ANF 3)
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Author/Title

Tobn

Matthew

Pauline Episties

Philppians

oo

Full Title English Title/Trans.

See: Gospels The Explanation of the
"Holy Gospelaccording
to John. House Springs,
'MO: Chrysostom
Press, 2007

See: Gospels The Explanation
of the Foly Gospel
aecording to St. Like.
‘Translated by C. Stade.
House Springs, MO:
Chrysostom Press,
1997

See: Gospels The Explanation of the

"Holy Gospel According
oSt Matthew.
House Springs, MO:
Chrysostom Press,
1992

THEOPHYLACTI ARCHIEPISCOP

BVLGARIAE, in omnes i Pauli Epistulas

‘Enarrationes, luculentae ac prorsus diuinae, ex

mats approbtis exemplaribus. . recognitae

CHRISTOPHORO PORSENA Romano Inferprete.

Calogne: Peter Quentel, 1542

See: Pauline Eplstes
Sce Pauline Epistles
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‘Theophilus of
Antioch

Theophylact
(Theophyhctus
de Achrida)

Psalms

Song of Sangs

1 Timothy

2 Corinthians
2 Timothy
acts

Galatians
Gospels

Interpretatio in Psalmos (PG 80, 84) Commentary on the
Psalms (FC 101-2)

"Explanatio in Ganticum canticorum (PG 81) Commentary on
the Song of ongs.

Translated by R. C.
HIL Brisbane: Cente
for Early Christian
Studies, 2001

Contra haeresin Hermogents

See: Pauline Epistles

See: Pauline Epistles
See: Pauline Epistes

“Explicationes in Acta apostolorum? in
Theophylacti Bigarorvm Archicpiscopi, In qua-
tuor Euangelistas, in D. Pauli Epistolas, in minares
aliquot Prophetas, doctis. Enarrationes: Philippi
Montanistudio recognit & emendatce Eiusdem
Theophylacti in Acta Apostolorum, breucs lle
quidem,sed ingeniosee, ¢ Patribus collcte,
"Explicationes, Nunquan antehac edite, Lavrentio
Sifano L C. interprete. Basileae: Episcopus, 1570

Sea: Pauline Epistes

In quatuor Evangelia enarrationes. Basel:
Andreas Cratander, 1525
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Author/Title

Targum
Onkelos

Tatian

Tertullan
(Quintus

Septimus
Florens
Tertulianus)

Abbreviation

Orat. ontra
.

Collected
works

Adv. Hermog,

Adv
Marcionem

Adversus
Judacos

Apologet.
Contra Herm.
Contra Judaeos

Contra
Marcion

Contra
iy

Full Title

THARGVM, HOC EST, PARAPHRASIS
ONKELI CHALDAICA IN SACRA BIBLLA,
EX CHALDAEO IN LATINVM FIDELISSIME
VERsa, additis in singula feré Capita succinctis
Annotationibus ... PENTATEVCHVS, siue
Quinque libri Moyst. TOMVS PRIMYVS.
Strasbourg: Georg Messerschmldt, 1546

Oratio ad Grazcos (PG 6)

Opera omia. [Heldelbers]: Hieronymus
Commelinus Erben, 1608

Adversus Hermogenem (CCSL 1)

Adversus Marcionem (CCSL1)

Adversus Judaos (CCSL2)

Apologeicum (CCSL 1)
See: Adv. Hermog

See: Adv Judaeos

See: Adv. Marcionem

Adversus Prasean (CCSL2)

English Title/Trans.

The Discourse fo the
Greeks (ANF2)

Against Hermogenes
(ANE3)

Against Marcion
(ANE3)

Against the Jews
(ANE3)

Apology (ANF3)

Against Praeas
(ANF3)
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Tripart.

Trithemius,
johannes.

Turrianus,
Franciscus
(Francisco
de Torres)

Tympius,
Matthacus
(Matthseus
Tympe)

Ulenbergius,
Caspar

De can. apost.

Defens locor.
Scrpt. advers.
Sadeclems

Ritual

Caus. ad

papatum
defectonis

S Socrsty, Trighet.

Opera historica. Frankfurt: Claudius, 1601;
reprint, Frankfurt/M.: Minerva. Vel 1966

Canontum Apastolorum Et Decretalium
‘Epistolarum Pontificuam Apostolicorum Defensio
in quingue libros digesta; Contra Centuriatores
Magdeburgenses, Calvinisas, aliosque nostrae
aetatis Novatores & verae Fidelhastes, Coloniae:
Quentelus, 1604

Defenso locorum . scripturae de Ecclesia
Cathoica.... libri duo: Adversus nugatorias
cavillationes Antonij Sadeelis Lutherani, Coloniae
Agr, 1580

Der Ceremonien Warumby Das it/ Lautere wnnd.
Klare ursachen und auflegungen der firmemmten
Geremonien; welche aufi einsprechung def H.
Geiss bey dems H. Gottesdienst in der gantzen

H. Chrisienheit von altes her geichformig und.
einhellg gebrauchet werden. Minster in Westph.:
Rafeldt, 1609

Graves et justae canisac, cur cathalics n
communione vetes, eusque veri christianismi,
constanter usque ad vitae fnem permanensum si.
Colon., 1589
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Author/Title

Abbrer

Contra gentil

Ephesians

Hebrews

In Dionys. b
de di: nomin.

InLombard. 3
Sent.

Opusc.
Romans

Sent.

Full Title English Title/Trans.

Summa contra gentiles On the Truth of the
Cathllc Faith: Summa
Contra Gentiles.
Translated by V.|
Bourke. Garden City,
NY: Image Books, 1956

Lectura super epistolam ad Ephesios Commentary on Saint
Pauls Epistle o the
Ephesians. Transhted
by Matthew L Lamb.
Albany, NY: Magi
Books, 1966

‘Expasiio n epistolan d. Pauli ad Hebracos Commentary on the
Episleto the Hebrews.
South Bend, IN: t.
Augustings Press, 2006

‘Exposiio n Wbrum b. Dionysil de divinis
Hominibus

Sees Sent

See: Collcted works

‘Exposiio i epistolas Paul ad Romanas ef ad
Corinthios

T T R ——
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Thomas
Aquinas

Collected
works

1 Corinthians
1 Timothy

2 Corinthians
2 Timothy
Anmotat,

Catena aurea

Colossians

Opera omnia. Rome: Antonio Blado hiers,
Glovanal Gigliott, and Glulo Accolt] 1569-71

‘Expositio in 2 episolas d. Pauli ad Corinthios
Expositio in 2 pistolas . Paul ad Timotheum

Se: 1 Corinthians
See: 1 Timothy

Cathena vere aureas Opus. .. n quatuor
evangelia subtilsimo vinculo conmesa. [ Paris]:
Jean Petit,s..

‘Expositio inepistolam d. Paull ad Colossenses

Commentaries on
St. Pauls Episles to
Timothy, Titus, and
‘Philemon. South Bend,
IN:St. Augustines
Press, 2007

Catena Aurea
Commentary on the
Four Gospels, Collcted
Outof the Works of
the Fathers. Oxford:
Parker, 1861-62

Commentary on
Colossans. Transhated
by Daniel A. Keating
and Fablan R. Larcher.
Naples, FL:Sapientia,
e





images/00312.jpg
TNy 10





images/00554.jpg





images/00796.jpg
Author/Title

Tostatus
Abulensis,
Alphonsus
(Alfonso
Tostado Ribera)

Transsylvani
ministri

Tremellius,
Immanuel

Abbreviation

Collected
works

Defers,

Deuteronomy

Gensis

nd

Bible

Syric. paraph

Full Title

Opera ommia, quotquot in Scripturae sacrae
‘Expositionem & alia, adhuc extare inventa sunt.
Venice: Sessa, 1596

DEFENSORIVM Trium Conclusionum. Venice:
Sessa, 1596

COMMENTARLA IN DEVTERONOMIVM.
Venlce: Sessa, 1596

COMMENTARIA IN GENESIM. Venice: Sessa,
159

INDEX RERVM OMNIVM PRECIPVARVM,
QU IN COMMENTARITS ac Operibus ommibus
ALPHONSI TOSTATI EPISCOPI ABVULENSIS
Continentur. Coloniae Agrippinac: loannes
‘Gymnicus & Antonius Hieratus, 1613

See: ministers of Transylvania
See Junius and Tremellius

H KAINH AIAOHKH. TESTAMENTUM
NOVVM.XOT] KPR Est autem
interpretatio Syriaca Nou Testament], Hebraels
typis descripta. .. Eadem Latino sermone
reddita. [Geneva:] Henrl Estienne, 1569

English Title/Trans.
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ST

Thomas
of Strasbourg

(Thomas

de Argenting)

Tiletanus, Refut confess
Indocus Antuerp.
Ravesteyn (Josse

van Ravesteyn)

Toletus, Romans
Franciscus
(Francisco
de Toledo)

Tossanus, Paul

Summa theologica The Summa Theologica
of St. Thomas Aquines
Literaly transiated by
Fathers of the English
Darminican Province.
London: Oates &
Washbourne, 1924

Commentaria in L. ibros Sententiarun.
‘Geneva: Orerius, 1585

Cathoicae Confvtationis Prophanae Iilvs Et
Petilentis Conssionis (quam Antuerpiensem
Confssionem appellant Pseudomivisid uidam)
contra varias e inanes cauilationes Mat. Flccl
Hlyici, Apologia seu defensio. Lovanii: Zangivs,
1568

INEPISTOL B. PAULT APOSTOLT
'AD ROMANOS COMMENTARITET
ANNOTATIONES. Moguntiae: Mylus, 1603

‘Bibla Das st/ Di gantze H. Schrifi/ Durch D,
Martin Luther Verteutscht .. Sonst sind auch
Vorreden/ Summarien ... und underschiedliche
Register.... beygefilgt Durch Paulum Tossanun,
Francfurt: Tampach; Heydelberg: Lancellot,
Fv
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Severus, See: Sulpicius Severus

Sulpicius
‘Shepherd, The ‘Pastor Hermae (GCS 48) The Shepherd of
Hermas (ANE 2)
Sigebertus Chronic Chronicon igebert Gemblacensis monachi,
‘Gemblacensis Antverpize, 1608
sigonius, Comm. in B. SVLPICII SEVERI, BITVRICENSIS EPISCOP,
Carolus (Carlo~ Severum ‘SACRA HISTORLE LIBRI IL. In eosdem
Sigonio) Sulitium CAROLISIGONII Commentarius. Eiusdem de
TEMPORIBVS Hebracorum Catalogus. Hanoviae:
‘Antonius, Egenolphus, 1602
Sleidanus, Comm.rer. gest. . Commentarforurm de statu relgions &
Tohannes ann. 1533 retpublicae, Carolo quinto Caesare, libri XXVI.

Strasbourg: Theodoslus Rifel, .4

O, De statu religionis et republicae, Carolo
quinto, Caesare commentary. Basel, 1556

Socinus, Faustus  Contra Puccium e Statu prim hominis ante lapsum

(Fausto Sozzini) 'DISPUTATIO. Quar FAUSTUS SOCINUS .
per scripta habuit cum FRANCISCO PUCCIO
.. anno 1578.J qua habetur Responsio,
‘ad Defenstonem Francisci Puccl suorum
argumentorum, De tmmortalitate hominis &
‘omntum rerum ante lapsum. Rakow: Sebastian
‘Sternackl, 1610
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Author/Title

Schroder,
Tohannes

scioppius,
Caspar (Caspar
Schoppe)

Seder Olam

Senensis, Sixtus
(Sisto da Siena)

sent

Servetus,
Michael

(Michael
Serveto)

Abbrer

De princ. theol.

De princ. fdel

Eeclsiat

Ammotat

Bibloth.sanctae

Haeres,

De trnitate

Full Title English Ti

OPVSCVLVM THEOLOGICVMDE
PRINCIPIO THEOLOGIAE, ET NATVRALI
NOTITIA DEL. Schwelnfurt: Kaspar Chemlin,
1605

See: De princ. theol.

Ecclsiastcus Auctorital ... Jacob Magnae
Britannia regis cppositus: T quo. .. disputatur
‘De amplitudine potestats et urisdictonis Eccesiae

"De Regum ac Principum Christianoruem erga
eccesiam... oficio, De natura .. Hacreticorum,
Hartbergac, 161

‘Yose Ben Halafta, Seder olam raba hoc
est, chronologia Hebracorum maor, cui
accesit e regione Gil. Genebrard divinarum
hebraicarumgue lierarum projess. rgil versio
latina. Basileae: Eroben, 1580

Sea: Bibloth, sanciae

Bibliotheca sancta .. ex praccipuis catholicae
ecclesiae auctoribus collecta. Paris: Th. Rollin,
1610

Sea: Bibloth. sanctae
See: Peter Lombard, Sent.

‘De Trintatis erroribus libri septem. 1., 1531
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Sohnius,
Georgius
(Georg Sohn)

Sommerus,
johannes.

Sophocles
Sophronius

Soto, Petrus
(Pedro de Soto)

Sozomen

Collected
works

Deverba Dei

Method.
theolog.

Oper.

Refit.
Carolini

Antigone

onLuke

Contra Brent.

Histor: Eccles.

Operum . .. tomus primus [tertius]. Sleger
Christoph Corvinus, 1595

De verbo Del éejus tractatione b duo

Methodus Thealogice plene conformata

See: Collected works

Refutatioscripti Petri Carali ediff Wittchergae.
Ingolstadi: Ravisius, 1582;reprint, Vienna, 1996

AI'EITTA TPATQAIAL TRAGOEDIAE Antigone (LCL 21)
SEPTEM. 1558 (LCL21)

Defensio catholicae confesionis, t scholiorum
circa confessionern llstrissimi ducis
Virtembergensis nomine editam, aduersus
Prolegomnena Brenti. Antwerp, 1557

Histoia eclsiastca (¥G 67) Church Hisory
Jrosinityey
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Author/Title

Soctates

Abbreviation

De auctort,
seript.

Defers,
animad. contra
Eutropium

Solut. scrupu.

Theses de offc
Christ.

Tract. deoco
Math. 16

Trpart

Full Title

DE SACRAE SCRIPTVRAE AVCTORITATE
Libellu .. Cul addita est SUMMA Religionis
Christianae. Rakow: Sebastian Sternackl, 1611

De Jests Christ il Dei naturasive essentia,
nec non de pecéatorum per Ipsum xpiatione
disputatio, adversus Andsear Volanum. 1588

DEFENSIO ANIMADVERSIONVM FAVSTI
SOCINT. .. n Assertiones Theologlcas Collegii
Posnaniensis de Trino ¢ uno Deo; Adversus

GABRIELEM EVIROPIVM. Rakow: Schastian

Sternacid, 1618

See Vorstius, Theses de ofic. Chris.

EXPLICATIO Primac partis prim capitis

Tohanns .. Adjectae sunt cap: 9. Epist: ad Rom:

& allorunm quorundam S. scripturac locorum
... explanationes. Rakow: Sebastian Sternackl,
1618.7)

Tripertite historle ex Socrate Sozomeno et
Theodorico i unum collecteet. .. de greco
i latinum transiate ibri numero duodectm.
Augsburg: Johann Schufler, 1472

English Title/Trans.

The Eccesastical
History of Socrates
‘Scholastius (NPNE*2)
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‘Tannerus, Adam
(Adam Tanner)

Targum
Jonathan

Anatom.
August. confess

Dioptra fidel

Rela. de collog,
Ratishon.

LVTHERVS: SEV ANATOMLE CONFESSIONIS
AVGVSTANE Pars Prima. Ingolstadis Toannls
Hertsrol, 1613

ECCLESIASTICYS: SEV ANATOMLE
CONFESSIONIS AVGVSTANZE Pars Secunde.
Ingolstadit:Toannis Hertsroj, 1614

'DIOPTRA FIDEL Das st: Allgemeiner/
Catholischer/ vnd Grindticher Religions
‘Discurs/ von dem Richter vamd Richtschrur in
Glaubens sachen/ i drey Bicher abgethelt....
Wider die falschel vngeschickte/ vnd grundiose.
Confiutation/ M. lohanmis Fubr, auch seies
Adhacrenten ... Iohannis Gerhardi, Ingolstadt:
Ellsabeth Angermaler, 1617

See: Colloquy of Regensburg

"Hamishat humbe forah: Bibla Hebraca cvm
triplici Targum in Pentateuchum, Onkoi,
Jonathan & Jerosolymitano: & Commentario R.
‘Salomo archi in ommes 24. 5. Scripturae libros.
‘Hanowya: Hans Yagopo Haneh, 1614
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Abbreviation

tractate
Berachoth

tractate
Megillah

tractate
Nedarim

tractate
Sanhedrin

tractae Sukkah

770 oo Y33 TR

o7 DD 721 TR

P M0 %33 e

10 oD 33 TR

English Title/Trans.

Helrew-English Edition
of the Babylonian
Tabmud: Berakath.
Translated by M.
Simon, London:
Soncino, 1990

Helrew-English Edition
ofthe Babylonian
Tabmud: Megilah,
Translated by M.
Simon, London:
Soncino, 1990

Helrew-English Edition
of the Babylonian
Tabmud: Nedarim,
trans. by H. Freedman.
London: Soncino, 1985

Helrew-English Edition
ofthe Babylonian
Tabmud: Sanhedrin,
Translated by I
Shachter and H.
Freedman. London:
Soncino, 1987

Helrew-English Edition
of the Babylonian
Tabmud: Sukkah,
Translated by 1.

W lotki London:
Soncino, 1990
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Stapulensis,
Jacobus Faber
(acque Lerovee
Etapls)

Stela Didacus
(Diego Estel)

Relect. princip.
docrin

Triplc. adv.
Witak.

Comen. in epit
Pal. in Apolog.

Luke

Principlorum fidei doctrinalium relectio
scholastica & compendaria: per controversias,
quaestiones et articulos tradita. Accessit

‘per modum appendicis Triplicatio inchoata
adversus Gulielmum Whitakerum
Anglocalvinistam pro authoritate ecclsiae.
‘Antwerp: Jan van Keerberghen L 1596

. Pauliepistoe cum versione duplici
vulgata ot altera ex greco et Fabri Stapudensis
commentariorum lbrls XIV. iem epistola ad
Laodicensisetsex ad Senecam cum Liviscrpto de
et et Pauli passione. Paris, 1512

I sacrosanctum Jesu Christi Domini nostri
‘Euangelium sccundun Lucam enarrationu.
Antverpiae: in aedibus Petri Belleri, 15831584
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Abbreviation

English Title/Trans.

Spey; Rutgerus  Galatians EPISTOLA PAVLIAD GALATAS, ITEM
SEX PRIMARIA CAPITA CHRISTIANAE
RELIGIONIS ARABICE, QVIBVS AD FINEM
ADiunctum est Compendrum Grammatices
Arabicae, AVTHORE RV GHERO SPEY ...
ADDITA QVOQVE EST INTERPRETATIO
Latina ad verbum (eodem Authore) reddita.
HAEC ANTE HAC NVNQVAM TYPIS.
EVVLgata, nunc in vsum studiosorumm hutus
Ingua excuduntur. Heldelberg: Jakob Miller,

1583
Stapleton, Antid. Matt. 26 Antidota Evangelca contra horun temporum
Thomas haereses. Antwerp., 1595

Conron Sea: Relet.princip. dactri.

Deauctort

Seript.

Deprinc. fid.  Sea: Princ.fl

Doctr prin.  See: Princ.fd

Princ.fd Principlorum fidel doctrinalium demonstratio

methodica, editi secunda. Parisis, 1582
Princip. See: Princ. fid
doctrinalium

Promt. Cath.  PROMPTVARIVM CATHOLICVM, Ad
nstructionem Conclonatorum contra nostri
temporis haereses; SVPER EVANGELIA
'FERIALLA PER TOTAM QVADRAGESIMAM.
IN HAC PARTE QVADRAGESIMALI wnis
Calutni varia impietas in multis, eisdemque
grauiimis fidel dogmatibus aperitur, &
ccuradd refilies: Ouligtic- Acucld, 1998
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Tuvodids.

Syriac
paraphrase

Syrian
paraphrast

Talmud

Deobiationibus

tractate Bava
Bathra

Zuvodikoy, siue libellus synodicus anonymi
uctoris, omnes Synods tam orthodoxas, quam
haereticas, a tempore Apostolorum ad octaviiam
occumenicam complctens, Graece et Latine
Lutetiae Parisiorum; Billing, 1661

Symodikon: Libellus synodicus: omnes synodos,
tam orthodoxas, quim Haeretcas, brevi com-
pendio continens: quae ab Apostoloruem inde
tempore, usque ad Octaveam super unione Photii et
Papae ohanvis insitutam, sunt celebratae: Ante
nnos DCC. amplus scriptus:sed nunc primim
Graecé editus, Lating vete donatus, & Notis ac
Indicibus llustratus: @ Tohanne Pappo Doctore
Theologa. Argentorati, per Andream Rietschium,
1601

. versia Syriaca edita cum interpret. Lat.
Jmmman. Tremell. Paris.; Hen. Steph., 1569 (1)

See Syriac paraphrase
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Hebrew-English Edition
of the Babylonian
Tabmud: Zebahim.
‘Translated by H.
Freedman. London:
Soncino, 1985

Hebrew-English Edition
of the Babylonian
‘Tabmud: Baba Bathra:

Translated by M.
Simon and . W. Stk

London: Soncino, 1989
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Author/Title

Stephanus,
Robertus

Steuchus
Eugubinus,
Augustinus
(Agostino
Steuco)

Suldas
Sultl.
Sukkah

Sulpicius
Sevitnd

Abbreviation

1 Corinthians

Exodus

Cosmop.

De purgat,
contra Bellarm.

Sacrae hit

Full Title

THE KAINHE ALAGHKHE ATTANTA: Nouum
Les Chriti D, nostri Testamentum, Vi ex
Bibliotheca Regia Anno M.DL. per Robertvm
Stephanvm excusum fult, Francofurt: Marnius &
Aubrius, 1601

Scfr we-lehshemoth [ Exodis), Hamissa humse
{orah Testamentum vetus], aris, [1546] (1)

Cosmopoeia vl,de mundano opiicio,expositio
trium capitum Genesis. Lugdunls Sebast.
Gryphius, 1535

Suidae lesicon: Gracce ef Lat, Osnabriick: Biblio-
Verl, 1986

See: Talmud, tractate Sukkah
Chronica (CSEL 1)

English Title/Trans.
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Author/Title

Procoplus Isaah
Gazacus

Prodromus,
Cyrus, and
Nicephorus
Callstus

Xanthopulus
Purcheto Victor ad:
Judaos

Rabanus Deinstt.
Maurus dericor.

Racovian
Catechism

Radulphus Leviticus
Flaviacensis

Rayhing jacob  Ench.
Relhing)

Full Title

‘Eniro Tv ¢ Tov Ipogioyy Hoaiay
KatafeBhpievay Siagopuy sGppjocay;
Ipoomov.... npotséioms K ol Twy TpogHTwY
fios, o rwv EvoeBion ou Ilaugido. Procopi
Sophistee Chritiani, variarum in Esaiam
Prophetam commentationur cpitome: cum
prpasito Evsebil Pamphilifragment de vitis
‘prophetarum: Ioanne Cyricrio nterprete. Parilis:
pvd Michaelem Sonnivn, 1580. = Catena in
Isalam (PG 87 (1)

Epigrammata ... kai tala tina. Baslleae:
1 Bebelius, 153

De dericorum institutione e ceremonis Ecclesiae,
ex Veteri et Novo Testaniento, ad Heistulphum
Archicpiscopum liri I, Coloniae: Ioannes Pracl,
1532

See Catech. Racor:

I mysticun llum Moysi Leviticum lbri XX
Coloniae: Petrus Quentell, 1536

Catholsches Handbuch, Wieder das vermeindte
‘Evangelische Handbiichlin Matthice Ho.
‘Neuburg: Danhauser, 1620
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Author/Title

Reusnerus
(Elias Reusner)

Rhodiginus,
Ludovicus
Caelius
(Lodovico
Ricchlerl)

Ribera,
Franciscus de

Richard
of Middleton
(Richardus de
Mediavilla)

Lection. antig

Hebrews

Hosea

Revelation

Full Title

COMMENTARIOLVM DE VERA ANNORVM
MVNDIAD NATVM CHRISTVM
SVPPVTATIONE: CHRONOLOGIAEIN
ISAGOGE HISTORICA OBSERVATAE
SOLIDAS CONTINENS DEmonstrationes. Jena:
Stelnmann, 1600

Lectionuum antiquarum libr tiginte. [Frankfurt
am Main]: Marnius & Aubrius, 1599

IN EPISTOLAM B. PAVLI Apostol ad Hebracos
Commentari. Cologne: Arnold Mylius, 1600

IN LIBRVM DVODECIM PROphetarum
commentart), SENSVM EORVNDEM
PROPHETArum Historicum, & Moralem,
persacpe etiam Allegoricum complectentes.
Cologne: Hermann Mylius I, 1610

In Sacram B. Toannis Apastali & Euangelistae
Apocalypsin Commentarij... HIS ADIVNCTI
SVNT Quinque libri de TEMPLO, & de is quae
‘ad Termplum pertinent, ad multorum locorusm,
tam Apocalypsts, quim religuorum Hbrorumm
ntelligentiam admodum vtiles. Doual: Petrus
Bellerus, 1623

I primum [-trtium] sententiarm questones.
Venetii: er Lazarus Soardum, 1509

English Title/Trans.
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Recusationschrifft

Reuchlin,
johannes.

Cabbalae
Deart. Cabalist,
Deverb.mirif

Rudim. Hebr.

Spscid ocslas

Recusationschrifft, in welcher alle protestierende
Religions vnd Eymiangs verwandie Stende,
Rechimessige wd ergrindie vrsach anzeigen,
warumjr Chur vnd E.G. vnd sie das vermeint,
von Bapst Paulo dem dritten, u Trient, angesetzt
Conclltem zu besuchen nicht schuldig, noch

auch dasselbe, dem Bapste,des orts, vber die
aufferichte Reichsabscheid, md beschehenen
vertrdstungen, anzustellen gebiirt habe. Ninberg:
Johann vom Berg; Ulrich Neuber, 1546

See: Deart. Cablist

“De arte Cabbalisicalibri III” in Galatino, De
arcanis catholicae vertats, Basl: Hervagius, 1561

De verbo mirifice: s 11 [Basek] Amerbach, [a.
1494]

De rudimentis Hebraicis Hori I, Pforzhelm, 1506;
reprint, Hildesheim: Olms, 1974

1273 wyaw NITET Y30 PRI 180
UIPT LEXICON Hebraicum, & in Hebracorum
GRAMMATICEN commentar). Basel: Helnrich
Petr [157]

ageisniapel " Tikingun Thoraas Anahslin: 1811
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Author/Title

Schimbergius,
Theodoslus

Schindlerus,
Valentinus
(Valentin
Schindler)
Schmaltzius,
Valentinus

(Valentin
Schmakz)

Abbreviation

Mischpach
hammelech
Pracfatio
refutationt
Petri Carolin

pragfiva
Lexicon

Adversus
Miedzibozium

Contra 1. disp
D. Frantz, de
T

Contra D.
Frantz.

ContraD.
Schopp. de
trint

Contra Frantz

Contra
Schagperiin

Full Title English Title/Trans.

See: De jure regio

Preface to ohannes Sommer, Refvtationis scripti
petri Caroli editi Wittebergae, sripta. Ingolstadi:
Petri Rausin, 1582

Lexicon pentaglotton, Hebraicum, Chaldaiciam,
Syriacum, Talmudico-Rabbinicum, & Arabicion.
Hanoviae: Henneus, 1612

Defensi brevis anonymi cutusdam de eccesia
i missone ministroru racatus,adversus
resporsionem Andrere Miedzibo [pseud., Le.
Wojtech Rosciszewskil a Theophio Nicolaide
[pseud. i, Valentin Schmalz] .. it
Racovhae, 1612

See: Contra . Frantz.

Refutatto thestum D. Wolfgangi Frantzi ...
de praccipuis Christianae religionis capifibus.
Rakov.: Sternackl, 1614

Refutatto thestum de sacrosancta unitate
Divinae essentiae, ¢ in eadem sacrosanta
personarum Trinitate, a lacobo Schopper
‘propositarum. Rakov.:Sternackl, 1614

See Contra . Frantz.
See Contra D. Schopp. de rinit.
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Savonarola,
Girolmo

Scaliger, Joseph
Juste

Scaliger, Jullus
Caesar

schickartus,
Wilhelmus
(Wilhelm
Schickard,
15921635)

De scient. divis.

Animadvers,
ad Eusch

Deemend,
temp.

Deling. Lat.

Exercit

De jure regio

“De divisione, ordine, ac utilitate omnium
scientiarum; in Compendiu tots philosophiae,
tam naturalis, & moralis; Opus de divisone,
ordine, ac uiiiate omniun scientiarum, in

pocticen apologeticum; Compendium logices
Omnia dillgentssima cura nun recens excusa.
Venetis, 1542

“Animadversiones In Chronologica. Evsebil”
in Thesavrvs Temporvan. Lugduni Batavorum:
Commelini, 1606

Opus de emendatione femporum castigatius et
s partibus auctibus, ut novu videri possi
Lvgdvii Batavorvm: Ex Officina Plantiniana
Francisci Raphelengl) 1595

De causis Hinguae Latinae bri tredecim.
[Genevas] Plerre de Saint-André, 1580

Exotertcarum esercitationum liber XV. De
sublitat. Frankfurt am Maln: Chaude de
‘Marne & Johann Aubry 1., 1592

Mishpat ham-mele: Jus regium Hebracorton.
Strasbourg: Zetzner, 1625
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Schola, Greek

Schramus,
David (David
Schram). See
also: Agricola
Rhaetus,
Choisalores

Dediv. Christi

Discip. detemp.
Refut. Frantzit
Refut. Smiglc.

Resp.ad par
sophism. a
Ravenspergero
abjectorum

o evangelium
Matthaeisit
Matthaci

De divinitate Jesu Christ), liber. Rakov.:
Sternackd, 1608

See: Contra D. Frantz.

Responsto ad librum Martind Smigleci ... cul
Htulum fecit, Nova monstra noviarianismi.
Rakov.: Sternackl, 1613

Responsto ad scriptum Hermanni Ravenspergert
.. cul itulum fectt: Par unum Sophismatum
Socttanorum, ad amufim veritatis
examinatorum. Rakov Sternackl, 1614

Catenae Graccorum patrum in novum
testamentum. Edited by ]. A. Cramer. Oxford.
1838-44. Reprint, Hildesheim: Olms (7)

QUAESTIO Hoc termpare exagitatiim:
QUIBUS PROBATIONUM GENERIbus possit
demonstrar: primurm de quatuor SS. Evangelts
esse Matthael Apostol. Giessen: Nikolaus
Hampel, 1617
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Author/Title

Rugerlus
julus (Gilio
Rugglerl)

Ruizius,
Franciscus
(Francisco Ruiz
de Montoya)

Rupert of Deutz

Sacroboscus
(Christophorus
a Sacrobosco)

Sadeel,
Antonius

(Antoine
de LaRoche

Chandien)

Abbreviation
Oper. deli
canonic. et
apocryphis

Opusc. de
libris canon. et

apocryph.

Regulis
ntelligendi
scripturam

Tohn

Revelation

Deens decret
conc. Trident

Collected
works

Full Title

Opuscula Theologica. Venetils: E Zilettus, 1581

Se: Oper.de i, canonic. et apocryphis

REGVLAE INTELLIGENDI SACRAS
SCRIPVRAS EX MENTE SS. Patrumm, &
Orthodosorum Theologorum, hac tempestate.
viiles cumprimis & necessariae. Constance:
Nikolaus Kalt, 1599

Commentarionum, in Euangelium Tohannis Libri
XIIL Coloniae: Birckman, 1541 (PL 169)

Ryperti Abbatis Monasteri Tvitensis
Commentarionum, in Apocalypsim Iohannis, Libri
XII. Colonlae: Birckmman, 1541 (PL 169)

Defensio Decreti Trdentii Et Sententiae
‘Roberti Bellarmini . R. E. Cardinalis De
authoritate vulgatae editonis Latinae aduersus
Sectarios, maxime Vehitakervm: In qua et
Jfuse admiodum refutatur error sectariorum De
Scripturae interprete ¢ Tudice controuersiaren.
Antverpiae: Keerbergius, 1604

Opera theologica.[sL}: In officina Sanctandreana,
1593

English Title/Trans.
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Richard of Except.
St Victor

(Richardus a

Sancto Victore,

or Richardus

Victorinus)

Rivetus, Critic. sacr.
Andreas (André

Rivet)

Roffensis,
Toannes (John
Fisher,bishop
of Rochester)

Rufinus Expositio
Symboli

Symbol.

Liber exceptionum

(CRITICI SACRI SPECIMEN. HOCEST,
CENSVRAE DOCTORVM TAMEX
ORTHODOXIS QVAM EX PONTIFICISS,

IN SCRIPTA QVAE PATRIBVS plrisquc
proscorum & puriorum seculorum, velaffnit
incagiania, vel suppost impostuta. . &
Prolegomena... De Patrum autoriate, errorum
causs, & othorum rotis. [Heldelbergl:
Gotthard Vogelin, s.d.

Assertionis Lutheranae Confutato,Tuxta verum
ac originalem archetypuam, manc ad unguien:
dilgentissime recogn., per. . Toannem Roffensem
‘Episcopum. Colonlae: Birckmann, 1558 (7)

‘Expasito synibol contra Jovianium haereticum,
Cologne: U, Zell ca. 1470 (CCSL 20)

See: Expasitio symboli

A Commentary
on the Apostles’ Creed
(acw20)
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(Sabvian
of Marseilles)

sanctlus,
Gaspar (Gaspar
sincher)

Sandacus,
Maximilianus
(Sandaeus of
Wirzburg)

Abbreviation

Collected
works

De provid

Episles

Liverad
ecclesiam
aatholicant

Ialah

Thema secular.
de descrenda
Symagog.protest.

Thema seculare
de scta Protest
Gensida:

Opera. Altdorf: Konrad Bauer, 1611

Operum tonmus alte, i quo sunt libri
quatsor adversus avaritiam. Altdor
Rittershausen, 1611

nrad

De gubernatione Dei (CSELS)

Epistulac (PL53)

Ad Ecclsiam siue Aduersus auaritiam (PL 53)

IN ISALAM PROPHETAM COMMENTARIT
VM Paraphrast. Mainz: Johann Theobald
Schtnwetter, 1616

Thema Seculare De caufis, past mimicunn
centuplicis nconstantiae Ludibrium, deser-
endae, semperque fuglendae SYNAGOGAE
PROTESTANTICAE solenni disceptationt pro-
positum, & appositum THEMATI SECVLARI
"De causi eliminati, e figiend Papatus Rom.
DAVIDIS PAREL Matnz: Johann Albin, 1618

Sea: Thema secular. de deserenda synagog. protest.

English Title/Trans.

The Governance of God
(kC3)

Letters (FC3)

The Four books of
Tinothy to the Church
(Ad Ecclesiam) (FC 3)
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Salmeron,
Alfonsus
(Alfonso
Salmerdn)

Salomon

Abjurat. et
respons.

Demethodo
disputandiin
theol.

tom. 8

tom. 14

Perushim
on Chronicles

See: Collected works

De verbo deiscripto adversus humans traditiones,
theologica e scholastca tractatio; bl agitur de
vera methodo Theologicesimul & scholastce
disputandi. Genevaes le Preu, 1592

COMMENTARII IN EVANgeltcam Historiann,
& in Acta Apastolorum. TOMVS OCTAVYVS,
QVIDISPYTATIONIBYS Domini inscribitur,
Cologne: Hierat; Gymich, 1602

COMMENTARIORYM IN Epistolas B. Pault
Tomus IL  ordine autem, Tomus Dectnus
Quartus, CONTINENS EXPOSITIONEM

i viramaqve B. Pault Apostoll Epstolam ad
Corinthios. Colonlae Agripplnae: Hierat;
Gymnlcus, 1604

‘R{abbi] Salomonis Jarchi Commentarius
Hebraicus in Libr Josuae, udicum, Rth,
‘Samuelis, Regum, Chronicorum, Esrae, Nehemiae
et Esherae, item In Salomonis Proverbia,
‘Ecclesiasten et Canticum Canticorum, Latine
‘versus. Gotha: Reyher, 1714
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Panormitanus,
Abbas (Nicolaus
de Tudeschis)

Paraeus, David

Patavinus

Paul
of Middelburg

Payva,
Andradius

Pelbartus
de Themeswar

Perertus (Benito
Pereyra)

On Extr.

Disput.
de Seript.

Dedie s,
Do,

Rosarium

Daniel

Demagia

Genesls

Lectura super quinque libros decretalium.
Lugduni: Senetoni, 1547

IN ROBERTI BELLARMINI. .. Librumm 1. de
verbo Del sripto DISPUTATIO APHORISTICA.
Heldelberg: Jonas Rosa, 1612

See: Marsilius Patavinus

De recta paschae celebratione: t de die passionis
domini viostr Iesu Christ. Forosempronil, 1513

See: Andrada,Jac. Payva

Aureum Rosarium Theologie ad Sententiarum
quattuor ibras pariformiter Quadipertiton.
Hagenaw: Gran, 1503-8

Commentariorum in Dasiclem prophetam lbri
sexdecim. Lygdvni: Ex officina Ivntarvim, 1591

‘De magia, de observatione somiorum et de
divinatione astrologica ibri 3 adversus fullaces et
superstitosas arts. Coloniae Agrip.: Gymnich,
1612

Comementatiorum et disputationm in Genes.
Chloriss ABMAE ERErE. 163E
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Author/Title

Pagninus,
Sanctes (Sante
Pagaini)

Palladius, Peder

Pannonius,
Petrus
Carolinus (Peter
Caralinus)

Abbreviation

Inset. Germ.

Institutio de
praecipuis
articulis
Christianae
religiois in
regno Poloniae

Bibke

Isag. B

Explicat. doctr:
deuno vero

Dea Patre, Filo
et Spiriu sancto

Full Title English Title/Trans.

See: Insttutio de praccipuls articuls Christianae.
religonis n regno Polonie

Unterrichtung von den vornemsten Haupt-
puncten der christiichen Religion, in welcher.
begriffen st fast die gantze Conesston oder
‘Bekentnis der Gemelne im Konigreich Polen,
Grosfirstentirumb Littawen und anderen zu der
Kron Polen gehdrenden Landschaften. Rakow:
‘Sebastian Sternackl, 1604

Biblia Hebraica. Cum ntelincariinterpretatione
Laiind Xanis Pagnin. Qua quidem interpretat
cum ab Hebraicaru dictonum propritate
disced sensum, videlicet, magis quim verba
exprimens, in marginelvi et colocata atque
alia Ben. Ariae Montani alforumque colatostudia
& verbo edditc ac diverso characterum genere
distinia, i jus locun ot subsitta. Acesi
blorum pars quae Hebraict non rperitr

item Tstamentum Novim Graec, cum vilgaia
intepretatione Latnd, Graecis contextus is
inserid. [Leiden] Raphelenglus, 1615

ISAGOGE AD LIBROS PROPHETICOS ET
Apostolicos. Wittenberg: Johann Keafft L, 1564

Brevis, erudita et perspicua explicatio orthodaxae
Jfidet de uno vero Deo, patre fili et spiriu sancto
adversus blasphemos Georgi Blandratac, et
‘Francisci Davidis errores, Witebergae: Schleich &
Schine, 1571
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Prima motiva,  Unser/ Von Gottes Genaden/ Jacobs/ Marggrafen
quare Marchio  zu Baden wnd Hachbergky ... Christiche

Badensisad  erhebliche und wolfundierte Motifen/ waranb
Papatum wir... die Lutherische Lehr verlassen/ und
defecert 2u dem Catholischen immerwehrenden und

allein sligmachenden Christichen Glauben
Uns notwendig begeben. Milnchen: Hertsroy;
Henricus, 1615

Platina, Vita Chrisi  LIBER DE VITA CHRISTI AC PONTIFICVM

Bartholomaeus ac Pontificum  OMNIVM: QVI HACTENVS DVCENTI ET
VIGINTIDVO FVERE. Venice: Johann von
Koln & johann Manthen, 1479

Vita Damasi See: Vita Chisi ac Pontificum
Vita petri Sees Vita Christi ac Pontficum

Plato Collected OPERA, QVAE ADNOS extant onnia, per
works TANUM CORNARIUM ... Latina lingua

conscripta. Basel: Hieronymus Froben, 1561

AIANTA IAATONOE ME®" YTIOMNHMA-
TON POKAOY EIE TON TIMAION, KAI

T4 ITOAITIKA, OHIAYPOY THE IAAAIAT
BLAOZOBIAX METIETOY. PLATONIS OMNIA
OPERA CVM COMMENTARIIS PROCLI

IN Timaeum & Politica, thesauro ueteris
Philosophiae maimo. Basel: Johann Walder,
1534

Derepub. De republica (LCL 237, 276) The Republic
(LCL 237.276)
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Author/Title

Pistorius,
johann

Abbreviation

Contra .
Mentzer

Designis
antiquae t nov.
Sfidet

Epitome collog
Emmerting

Hodeget.

Full Title

‘Primae [Ex Quatuordecim] Disputationis Quam
Magistellus Doctor Marpurgensis Conira Libri D,
Pistori Caput primum de Scripturac autharitate
idiculeinepteque lsit: Mille Et Vigint Falsa Ex
Septendecim Parvis Folii Pro Exemplo Lutheranae
miserie fdeler exsripta & ad agnoscendam
Lutheranismi vanitatem sub ots mundi aspect-
m subiecta. Fiburgi Brisgolac: Boclerus, 1601

Hochwichtige Merckzeichen e alten und neuwen
Glaubers,das s, Ursach wanumb die Catholische
‘Romische Kirch und jr Glau, allen die rechte
Kirch und der glaub Christ, und alle andere
Lutherische, Calvinische, Schvendkfeldische,
Widertaufferiche ... unrechte Kirchen und
Glauben selen. Minster in Westph: Raeldt,
1599

Jacob Andreae et ol Acta des Collogui, 2wischen
den Wartenbergischen Theologen, und D. oanne
Pistorio, 2u Baden gehalten: A welchem (durch
cinuerleibte, gewechsele,ergangene Schriften
vind Protocol) grundlich erlermet werden kan,
was vor anfing des gehalinen Gesprechs, auch i
weliendem Colloquio, vnd nach end desselbigen,
‘sehandel worden: Beschriben, vnd in den Truck
verfertigt, durch die Wartenbergische Theologen.
‘Tubingen, 1590

Wegweisser vor afleverfahte Christen. Vienna:
‘Eranz Kolb, 1600
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Possidius

Prateolus
(Gabriel
Du Préau)

Pratum
spirituale

Primasius

Proclus of
Cinsiniinils

Notae divini
verbi

Indiculus
opertem
Augastini

Elench hacretic.

Revelation

Serm. de fide
o i

Notae divini verbi. Et apostolicae ecclesiae fides, ac
Jacis ex quattor prinis oecumenicis synodis
Adversus responsum culusdam Davidis Chytracl
Posnaniae: Wolrab, 1585

Operum s. Augustini elenchus (PL 46)

‘Devits sects, et dogmatibus omnium
haereticorum, quiab orbe condito, ad nosira
sque tempora, et veterum et recentiun authoru:
monimentis prodit sunt, lenchus alphabetics:
Cum corundem haereticorun origine. Coloniae:
‘Calenius & Quentel, Kempen, 1581

Joais Climaci Abbatis Montis Synai
Scala Paradis. Iem, Sophvonii Patriarchae
Hierosolymitani, Pratum Spirituale: Ommia ex
Graceco ab Ambrasio Camaldulensi monacho
latina facta. Ab innumeris mendis vindicata, &
brevibus annotationibus opera Michacli sl
llstrata. Coloniae Agrippinae: Mylus; Offcina
Birckmannica, 1601

Commentarius in Apocalypsin (PL 68)

Tomus ad Armenios (ACO 4,

PG &)

Johannes Moschus,
The Spiritual Meadow.
Translated by John
Wortley. Kalamazoo:
Cistercian, 1992
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Author/Title

Pliny the Elder
(Gatus Plinius
Secundus)

Plutarch

Polanus
(Amandus

Polanus von
Polansdorf)

Politianus,
Johann ([ohann
Ingolteter)

Polycarp
of Smyma
Possevinus,
Antonius

(Antonio
Posschin)

Abbrer

Symposium

NH

Numa

Syntag.

Phil eucharist

Epistlead
Philipp.

Apparat. sacr.

Full Title

Sympostum (LCL 166)

Naturalis historia (LCL 330, 352-53, 370-71, 392,
393.94,418-19)

ITAPAAAHAA EN BIOIX EAAHNONTE KAT
POMAION ... PARALLELA. HOC EST VITAE
ILLVSTRIVM VIRORVM GRAECI NOMINIS
ACLATINT. Venice: Aldo Plo Manuzio and
Andreas Socer, 1519

SYNTAGMA THEOLOGIAE CHRISTIANAE

 Juxta leges ordinis Methodici conformaturm,
atque In bros decem digesturn. Hanau: Johann
Aubry L Erben, 1615

'PHILOSOPHLE vel poiis. SOPHISTICZE
EUCHARISTIC ROBERTI BELLARMINT
JESUITE, Ad Pios & Sapientes, PARS TERTIA: De
‘Ratione & naturd psius Sacramenti, Ambergae:
Ex Officina Typographica Schonfeldiana, 1610

"Epistula ad Philippenses (Apostolic Fathers. Edited
by Lightfoot and Harmer. London, 1893)

APPARATVS SACER Ad Seriptores Veteris &
‘out Testamentt, Cologne: Johann Gymnich
v, 1608

English Title/Trans.

The Symposium
(LCL166)

Natural History (LCL
330,352-53,370-71,
392,393-94,418-19)

Episteto the
Philppians (ANF 1)
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images/00761.jpg
Philo of
Alexandria

De haeres.

Collected
works

Znty. biblcis

Chronal,
De allegor.lgis

Deegressu
orum Krael
ex Aqgypto

De mundo

Vita Moysis

See: Catal. haeres.

Operum.... tomus prior [-alfer]. Lyon: Hiersof
Jacques Glunts, 1561

Ps.-Philo, Liber antiguitatum biblicarum

NOMON IEPON AAAHTOPIAT TON META
THN ESAHMEPON. Legis alegoriarum libri 11
(LcL26)

IEPI THE KATA MQYZEA KOMOIIONAY. De.
apiicio mundi (LCL 226)

ITEPI TOY BIOY MQYSEQE. De vita Mosis
(LCL 289)

A commentary
on Pseudo-Philos
“Liber antiguitatum
bisicarunt’ with
Latintext and English
translaton. Translted
by H. Jacobson.
Leiden: Brill, 199

AllegoricalTnerpre-
tation of Genesis I, T
(LcL226)

On the Account of the
Worlds Creation Given

by Moses (LCL226)
On Moses (LCL289)
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Author/Title

Peresius Alala,
Martinus

(Martin Perez
de Ayala)

Perpinianus
(Perpina, Pedro
juan)

Peter Lombard
(Petrus
Lombardus)

Petrus Cantor

Petrus
Cluniacensis
(Petrus
Venerabils,
Petrus

Mauritius)

Petrus de
Alliaco

Philaster
of Brescia

(Philastrius
Brixiensis)

Abbreviation

Detraditionibus

orat

Princ. sen.

sent

Verb, abbreviat,
Epist

sent.

Catal. haerss.

Full Title English Title/Trans.

De divinis, apostolcs atque Eccesasticis
Traditionibus, deque authoritate ac viearum
Sacrosancta adsertiones ceu b decem: In quibus
Jere universa Ecclesiae antiquitas, circa dogmata
‘Apostolca,orthodoxe elucidatur. Coloniae:
Gennepaeus, 1549

Orationes duodevigint. Antverpiae, 1600

Sea: Sen.

Magistr sententiarum, ibri I Lyon: Plerre.
Landry, 1593 (PL 192)

Verbvm adbreviatym (CCCM 196)

Quastiones super libros sententiarum cum
quibusdam in ine adjuncts. Strasbourg, 1490;
reprint, Frankfurt: Minerva, 1968

Diversarum haereseon liber (CSEL 38)
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Pintus, Hector
(Hector Pinto)

piscator,
Tohannes

Pisecius,
Thomas

(Pisecki)

Isaiah

Anal,or Anmal.

Bibke

Respon,
apologet. ad
Vorstiun

Volum. thesium

Contra
Camplanum

Respons.
ad rationes
Campiani Arii

IN ESAIAM PROPHETAM Commentaria.
Cologne: Johann Crith, 1615

COMMENTARILIN OMNES LIBROS NOVI
TESTAMENTI ... QUIBUS CONTINENTUR 1.
Analysis logica sngulorum librorum ¢ capturm.
2. Scholia n singula capita. 3. Observationes
Tocorum doctrinae é singults capitibus Herbory
[Christoph Corvinus], 1613

'BIBLIA, Das st Alle Bicher der H. Schrift des
alten und newen Testaments. . Durch fohan
Piscator ... verfertget, 2nd ed. Herborn,
Christoff Raben, 1617

Ad Conradi Vorstil . Theol D. Parasceuen

‘Respansio apologeica Johan. Piscatoris ... Qua
s defendit suas notas contra examen lis,
Herbornae Nassoviorum: [Corvinus}, 1613

Volumen... thesium thealogicarum, Herbornae
Nassoviorum: Corvinus, 1607

Respansio ad decem rationes Edmundi Campiani
Jesttae. Racoviae, 1610

See: Contra Campianum
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Author/Title

Philosopher,
The

Pleus
‘Mirandulanus,
Franciscus
(Giovanni
Francesco
Pico della
Mirandola)

Pighius,
Abertus

Collected.
works

apol

Defd. etord.
credendi

De praenation.

De ecdes.
hierarch,

Hierarch. ccls,

Tract, propr.

Full Title

Sea: Aristotle

Toanmis Pict Mirandviae Omnia Opera. Venetis:
Fontaneto, 1519

Apologia tredecin quastionuen

De Fide Et Ordine Credendi Theoremata.
Argentorati, 1506

De Rervm Pracnotione Libri Novem: Pro Veritate
‘Religionis, Contra Svperstitosas Vaitates it
Argentoract: Knobloch, 1507

See: Hierarch, eccles.

Hierarchiae ecclesiasticac asserto libris sex.
comprehensa iem, Componendorum dissidiorum
etsarciendaz in religione concordiae ratio.
Coloniae Agrippinae: Birckmannus, 1572

English Ti

le/Trans.
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Osiander, Lucas ~ Apocrypha.

(1534-1604)

Ostorodus,
Christophorus
(Christoph
Ostorodt)

Catholic

Epistes and
Revelation

Hebrews,
preface

James, preface

Apolog. ad
decretum

ondinum Belgii

IVDITH, LIBER SAPIENTIAE, TOBIAS,
[ECCLESIASTICVS, BARVCH, Liber Machab-
acorum 1. Machabacorum IL. Fragmenta
Historiae Esther, Susanna, Historia Belis
Historia Draconis, Oratto Azariae, Canticum
trium puerorum, Oratio Manassae.
SECVNDVM VETEREM SEV VVLGATAM
TRANSLATIONEM, AD GRAECVM EXEMP-
LAR EMENDATS, ET BREul ac persplcuia
explicatione Hiustrata: Inserts etiam pracclpuis
loct communibus, n lectione sacra obseruandis,
Tubingen: Georg Gruppenbach, 1586

Epistola AD HEBRAEOS: IACOBI: PRIMA
ET SECVNDA PETRI: PRIMA, SEcunda, &
fertia Toamnis: Iudac: & Apocalypsis Toannis.
OMNIA IVXTA VETEREM SEV VVLGATAM
TRANSLATIONEM, AD GRAECVM TEXTVM
EMENdata, & breul ac perspicua explicatione.
Hlustratas userts etiam praecipuis Loct
Communibus, n lectione sacra obseruandis.
Tubingen: Georg Gruppenbach, 1554

See: Catholic Epistles and Revelation

See: Catholic Epistles and Revelation

Apologia ad decretum ilustrium et amplissimorum
ordinum provinciarum foederatarum Belg,
editum contra Christophorum Ostorodum, et
Andream Voidovium, die tetio Septembris, anno
MDXCVIIL Seripta ab Chistophoro Ostorodo et
R N S
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Author/Title

Mentzer,
Balthasar

Mercator,
Gerardus

(Gerhard
Mercator)

Mercerus,
joannes (Jean
Mercier)

Abbrevi

polog. contra
Pistor

Disp. Anti-
Pistor

Clronal,

Genesis

Job.

Full Title

APOLOGIA PRIMAE (EX QVATVORDECIM)
disputationis Anti-pistorianae, Po divina Sacrae
Scripturae auctoritae: ADVERSUS FALSIDICUM
SCRIPTUM, NOMINE JOHANNIS PISTORII
suppresso auctore editum: cu itulus est: MILLE
ET VIGINTI FALSA, & IN QUA ILLUSTRE,
EXEMPLUM Papistci candoris fidei

proponitur Marpurg: Egenolphus, 1602

Disputationes theologicae et scholasticae XIV.
Conseriptae t habitae & Balthasare Mentzero
in Academia Marpurgensisef oppositae totidem
capitibus ibr & ohanne Pistorio muper emiss:
cul titulum fcit: Wegweser fi alle verfilhrie
Chrsten. Marpurgl Cattorum: Egenolph, 1600

CHRONOLOGIA HOCEST SVPPVIATIO
TEMPORVM ab iitlo mundi ex Eclipsibus

& abseruationibus Astronomicis & sacrae
scripturac firmifimis testhmontjs demonstrata.
GERARDO MERCATORE, & MATTHAEO
'BEROALDO authoribus. Accessi & ISIDORT
... CHRONOLOGLA ex quinto & sexto
Originum Hbris sumpta. Basel: Thomas Guarin,
1577

In Genesin PRIMVM MOSIS LIBRVM, SIC 4
GRAECIS Appellatum, Commentarius. Geneva:
Mathieu Berjon, 1595

TOANNIS MERCERI ... Commentar In ibrum
Iob. Geneva: Eustache Vignon, 1573

English Title/Trans.
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Author/Title  Abbrer

Scholia

Omus eccesiae

op.cit

Optatus Contra Parmen,

of Milevi

(Optatus

Milevitanus)

opus

impenfectum

Opus imperfec-

tum in Matth,

Origen Collected.
works
Eccleshstes
Episles
Exodus
Hexapla
Homil. n cant

In Jasuam

Full Title
Scholla in Tohanmem Chrysostomun (PG 115-19)

See: Bertoldus Chiemensis

apere citato

Librisex. DE SCHISMATE DONATISTARVM
aduersus PARMENIANVM . .. Accesit
COLLATIO CARTHAGINENSIS INTER
CATHOLICOS ET DONATISTAS, sub Honorio
Imp. [Heldelberg] Hieronymus Commelinus
Erben, 1599 (CSEL 26)

See: Chrysostom, Opus imperfectun in Matth.
See: Chrysostom, Opus imperfectian in Matth.

Opera... omda . cum vita auctorts. Basel:
‘Euseblus Episcoplus & Nikolaus Eplscoplus I1.
Erben, 1571

~Excerpta in Ecclesiasten (7)
®G11)
0 Exodum homillae (GCS 29)

Hesaplorum Origens quae supersunt (PG 15-16)

Sea: Song of Songs

See: Joshua

English Title/Trans.

inthe aforementioned
work

(aNF4)

Homilies on Genesis
and Exodus (FC71)
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Nicol,
Theophil
Nicolinus,
ominicus
(Domenico
Nicolni,
printe)

Nonnus
Panopolitanus

Numenius
of Apamea

Oecolampadius,
johannes.

Occumenius

Paraphrase
of ohn

Tepl o
dyadon

Deverba Dei

1 Corinthians
2 Corinthians
2 Timothy
Hebrews
Pauline Epistles

See: Schmaltzius, Valentinus

Concilia mia, tam generalia, quam provincialia
Concilorvm omnivm, tam generalivo, quam
prouincialium, quae fam inde b apostolorym
temporibus, hactenus legitime celebrata habere
potuerunt, voluenina quinue. Venetis: apud
Dominicum Nicolinum, 1585

Paraphvasisin ohannenn (8G 43)

The Neoplatonic Writings of Numenius. Coll.and
translated by K. Guthrie. Lawrence, KS: Selene
Books, 1987

Vom nachtmal Beweysung aufs Evangelischen
chriffien, wer i seyen, o des Herven Nachitmals
wort unrecht verstanden und auslegen. [1525] (2)

See: Pauline Episles
See: Pauline Episles
See: Pauline Episles
See: Pauline Episles

Occument Graeci vtustique Scrptoris in omes
. Pauli Epistolas absolutssimi Commentari
Maximo Florentino interprete. Basil., 15¢
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Author/Title

Osiander,
Andreas

(1562-1617)

Abbrevi

Anal. de cdles,
contra Greg. de
Valen.

Anmotat,

Bible

Contra anal

Gregor.de
Valent.

Full Title

See Contra anal. Gregor de Valent,

PROPHETAE OMNES, Cum Glossis ¢
Anmotationibus marginalibus. Frankfurt am
Maln: Gottfrled Tambach, 1618

‘Biblia Sacra. QVAE. .. multas insuper vilis-
sinas obseruationes, ex praestantissimorum
quorundamm nostri secull Theologorum ... lucu-
brationibus, nec non ex Formula Concordiae ex-
cerptas, & ad praesentem Ecclesiae statum, nos-
trigue temporis controuersias, potissimiim verd
ad Disputationum Theologicarum vilissimum
exercitium, ideliter accommodatas continent.
‘Tubingen: Georg Gruppenbach, 1600

Defensio RESPONSI AD ANALYSIN
GREGORIO-VALENTIANAM, CONTRA
LARVATI GREGORIIDE VALENTIA
APOLOGETICVM, CVI TITVLVM FECIT,
PECCATA CVIVSDAM LVTHERANT
PRAEDICANTIS, IN RESPONSO AD ANAlysin
Gregord) de Valentia: obseruata d Theologo
‘quodam Ingolstadienst, etc. Tubingae: Apud
Gorgiinn Grogpenbanhin 938

English Title/Trans.
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Orthodaxographa
oy

Isaiah

Jetemiah

Job
Joshua,

Leviticus
Matthew

Numbers
Psalm 1

Psalm 50

Romans

Song of Songs

In Isaiam homiliae XXXIII (GCS 33)
"Homiliae in Teremiam (GCS 33)

Homiliae n Tob (PG 12,17)

Homiliae in Josuam (SC 71)

I Leuticu homilige XVI (GCS 29)
Commentari in Matthaeum (GCS 38, 40-41)
1 Numeros homiliae (GCS 30; 5C 29)

‘Excerpta in Pealmum 1 (PG 12)or Libri in
Psalmos (PG 12)

Libri n Psaimos (PG 12)
I Epistulam ad Romancs (PG 14)

Libri X in Canticum canticorum, ox In Canticum
canticorum homiliae I (GCS 33)

See: Grynacus, Johann Jacob

Homilies on Jeremiah
(kcom)

Homlis on Joshua
(EC 105)

Homilis on Leviticus
(kC83)

Commentary on
Matthew (ANF4)

Commentary on the
Epistleto the Romans
(EC 103-4)

The Song of Songs:
Commentaty and
Homilies (ACW 26)
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Author/Title

Mormacus
(Philippe
de Mornay)

Mosche
Acgyptius
Mullerus

‘Munsterus,
Sebastianus
(Sebastian
Munster)

Abbrer

De Eucharist,

Desacrif

Psalm 22

Jonas
quadriling.

Joshua,

Full Tite: English Title/Trans.
‘Desacra Eucharistia. Hanau: Claude de Marne
& Johann Aubry . Erben, 1605

See: De Eucharist.

See: Maimonides

Jonas propheta in quatuor orbis principalioribus
linu, Gracca, Latina, Hebraea atque Chaldaica,
plchre sibi correspondentivus columnells Porrd

Latina examusim quadrat cum Gracca. Basilze,

1524
7 7, ETpk HEBRAICA BIBLIA
LATINA PLANEQVENOVA . . ralatione,

post omnnels ommium hactenus ubluis gentium
aeditiones eunlgata, & quoad fiert potut,
hebraicae weritati conformata: adiectis insuper
© Rabinorunm commentarijs annolationibus
haud poenitendis, pulchre & uoces ambiguas,
& obscuriora quacque clucidantibus. PRIOR
'HIC TOMVS HABET Mosacos libros quingue
Tehostuam Tudicum Samuelis b, duos Regum
1. duos. Basel: Michael Isengrin & Helnrich
Petri, 1534 (2)
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Miletus, Vitus

ministers
of Transylvania

Mirandulnus
Molanus

Montanus, Arias

More, Thomas

Discurs. 600

error Hesshusit

Defid. hacret.

Epist.ad
Dorpium

Brevis discussio et refutatio sexcentorum errorum
quos duo pracdicantes saxonici Tiimannus
Heshusius t Joannes Olearius, pontificis, hoc
est, christianis catholocis vanissime hactenus
attribuerunt. Moguntiae: Albinus, 1604

Summa professions doctrine de una vero Deo. .
‘per ministros ecclesiae Claudiopolianae allosquc
pastoresin Transylvania ef Hungria in hac

docirina.... consentientes. Claudiopoll, 1570

See: Picus Mirandulanus, Franciscus

“De Fide Heeretcis Servanda? in D. Ioannis
Molani Sacre Theologic Lovanii Professors,
Pontfici Et Regi Librorvm Censoris, ibri
quingue: De Fide Haeretci Servands, Tres; De
Fide Rebellbvsseruanda, lver s, quiest
quartus; em vnicus, De Fide Et Iyramento, ue
& Tyranno exiguntur, qui et quintus. Coloniae:
‘Godefridus Kempensi, 1584

See: Arias Montanus, Benedictus

Dissrtatio epistolca, De aliquot sui temporis
theologastrorum ineptfs, deque correctione
translationi vulgatae N. Testamenti: Ad
Martintam Dorpium theclogum Lovanicnsem,
‘Lugduni Batavorum: Elzevir, 1625
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Author/Title

Neander,
Michael

Nebrissensis,
Augustinus
Nemesius
of Emesa.

Nicephorus
Callstos
Xanthopulus

Nicetas
Chaniates

Abbreviation

orat.2

Orat. 2. de Filo

Orat de
Maccabacls

Erotem. sanct
linguae
Palerium
quinguelinguien

De opif. homin.

Histeccles

Thesaurus

Full Title English Title/Trans.

Oratio 2. Apologetica (PG 35) Oration 2. In Defence
of His Flght fo Ponius,
and His Retun, Afier
His Ordination to
the Pricsthood, with
an Expasition o the
Character o the Priestly
Offce (NPNE?7)

(pG36) Oration 30: The fourth
theological aration,
which i th second.
concemning the Son
(NBNF7)

Oratio 15, in Maccabacorien laudem (G 35)
Sanctae linguce Hebraxe Erotemata. Basek: Franco;
Oporinus, 1567

De natura hominis (PG 40)

Ecclestasticae historiae. Frankfurt am Maln:
Sigmund Feyerabend, 1588

Thesaurus fidf catholicae. Paris: Fotet, 1610
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Matthew

Nauclerus,
Tohannes

Navarrus, Petrus - Grammat. Hebr.
Morentinus,

Nazianzen,  Collected
Gregory works
(Gregory

of Nazianzus)

Carm. deserpt.

Carming
De theologia

1 PN EVANGELIVM SECYNDVM
MATTHAEVM IN LINGVA HEBRAICA, CVM
VERSIONE LATINA ... Vi cum Epistola D.
Puault ad Hebraeos, Hebraico & Latine. Basck:
Helrich Petr, 1557

CHRONICA D. JOHANNIS NAVCLERI
PRAPOSITI TVBINGENSIS: SVCCINCTIM
COMPRAEHENDENTIA RES MEMORABILES
SECVLORVM OMNIVM AC GENTIVM, AB
Initio Mundi usque ad annwam Christinti
M.CCCCC. Coloniae: Quentelius, 1614

Grammatica Hebraca technologia. Rupellae, 1590

SANCTIGREGORITNAZIANZENL.. .. OPERA
... Graecs & Latini contunctim edita. .. JAC.
BILLIVS... contultt, emendault, interpretatus
est, una cum doctiimis Graecorum Nicetae
Serronj, Pelll, Nont), ¢ Eliae Cretensis
commentartis. Aucta est haec editio
aliquammuli .. Gregory Eptstols .
interpretatione FED. MORELLL Paris: Claude
Morel, 1609

Sea: Carmina

Carmina (PG 37)
Orationes theologicae (PG 36)

Theological Orations
(NPNE*7)
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Martyr, Peter

Mathesius,
Tohannes

Mauritius

Medina,
Michael (Miguel
de Medina)

Megillah

Melsner,
Balthasar

‘Melanchthon,
Philipp

Melito of Sardis

Conclo, 13, de
Luthero

Palm 115

Deredtain
Deun fide

Sobr phios,

De Apocalypsi
Johannis

Epistlead
ol

See: Vermigli, Peter Martyr

Historien/ Von des.... Doctoris Martind Luthers/
anfangy lehr/lebers wn sterben/ Alles ordentlich
der Jarzal nach; wie sich all sachen zu Jeder
zeyt haben zugetragen. Nuenberg, 1567

Chistianae Paraenesi,siue De Recta In Devm
Fide Libr Septem. Venetis: Ziletus, Gryphius,
1564

See: Talmud, tractate Megillh

"Philosophia sobria, hoc est: Pia consideratio
quaestionun philosophicarum, n controversiis
theologicts, quas Calviniant moverunt
Orthodosis, sublnde occurrentium. Glesser
Nikolaus Hampel, 1611

Epistolae selectiores aliquot. Wittenberg:
Johann Krafft, 1565

In Eusebius, Eccls. hist, bk 4, . 26 (NENE*1)
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Author/Title Full Title English T

Maldonatus, ‘Commentaritin quatuor evangelistas. Pont-A-

Toannes (juan ‘Mousson: Etenne Marchant, 1596

de Maldonado)

‘Manichacus

(Mani)

Marinus ArcaNoge  Arca Noes Thesaurus Linguae Sanctae Novis,

Brixanus, ‘Venetis: Apud lohannem Degaram, 16th cent.

Marcus

(Marco Marini

Brixiano)

Marslius ‘Quaestiones Marsili super quattuor libros

de Ingen ‘Sententiarum. Straburg, 1501; reprint,
Frankfur/Main, 1966

Marslius Defens, 'DEFENSOR PACIS: RATIONEM AC MODVM,

Patavinus QVO POTISSIMVM IMPERIA SEV QUEVIS

(Marsillus aliae civiles hominum ter s societates ptime

de Padua) contineantur atque foederentur, ciraque ullim
Seditioni & discordiae metum firmentur,
continens; & IN QVANTVM SE EXTENDAT
IMPERAtoris & Pontfcs potetas atque
urisdictio, exquistifime & acutifime explicans,
Francofurti ad Moenum: Beckerus, 1612

Martinius, Technolog. Grammatica Hebraca: Accest hac editione

Petrus technologia, qua rerum atque ordinis ratio

redditur; tem Grammatica Chaldaca quatents
b Hebraea difer. Rupellae: Vaeneunt apud
‘Herculem Pranciscum, 1591
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Author/Title

Zarich,
preachers at

Bibke

Contra D. acob.
Andream

Full Title

Leo Jud, Theodor Bibliander, Petrus Cholinus,
Helnrich Bullinger, Conrad Pellianus, Biblia
‘Sacrosancta Testamenti Veteris & Noui:
Sacra Hebracorum lingua Graecoriimgue
fontibus, consuls simul orthoduxis interpretb.
rligiosisime translta in sermanem Latinunn,
51154

Antwort Der Dieneren der Kyrchen zu Ziirych
VIfD. Jacoben Anderesen/ zugenampt Schmidly!
Widerlegen, mit welcher er ynderstanden jre
Antwort T H. Johann Brentzen Testament
adben 2u widerwysen ynd zuserwer fen Ziirych:
Froschower, 1575

Ministrorvm Tigvrine Ecclesiae, ad
Confvtationem D. Iacobi Andreac, pro Defensione
Brentiani testamenti @ditam, Apologia. Tigvri
Froschoverus, 1575

nglish Title/Trans.
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Widmanstadius,
johannes
Albertus (Johann
Albrecht
Widmanstette

Wigand,Johann ~ Syntagma

Willam Dl
of Occam

Ximentus, Complutensian
Franciscus Bible

(Francisco
Ximenes

de Cisneros)

Zangerus,
Melchior

Zepherinus,  Epistles
Pope

Zoar, Book of

SYRIACAE LINGVAE, IESV CHRISTO,
'EIVSQVE MATRI Virgini atque ludacis onmi-
bus, Christianae redemptionis Euangelicaeque
pracdicationts tempore, Vernaculae & popular-
i, idéogue d Nou Testament) Seriptoribus qui-
busdam Hebraicae dictae. PRIMA ELEMENTA.
Quibus adiectae sunt Christianae Religlonis
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Michael Zimmermann, 1555
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Universality of the
Catholic Faith Against
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All Hereies (FC.6)
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Journal Publishers,
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Opera. Basel: Helnrich Petr, 1532

Lexikon Barinou Phaborinou Kamértos tou tes
Nukairias episkopou, to mega kai panu ophelimon.
‘Dictionarivm Varini Phavorini Canertis, Nvcerini
‘Episcopi, Magnvm Iivd Ac Pervile Mvlis
Variisqve Ex Avtoribus collctum, tofius linguc
Graeca Commentariys. Basleae, 1538

Sacra Biia, Hebralce, Gracce,et Latne. Cum
anmotationibus Francisc Vatabl... cu....
accefi... Novm Testamentum Graecolatium
Ben. Aric. [Heldelberg] Heronymus
Commelinus Erben, 1616

Sea: Bible

Opusculun de ustificatione, gratia et merits
Venetils, 1546





images/00196.jpg





images/00195.jpg





images/00197.jpg





images/00192.jpg
mEigp





images/00191.jpg





images/00194.jpg





images/00193.jpg
PP





images/00188.jpg





images/00190.jpg





images/00189.jpg





cover.jpeg
ON THE NATURE OF
THEOLOGY
AND SCRIPTURE





images/00295.jpg
K-
5t

ICLOTILOTOC





images/00294.jpg
OV TOTLOTOC





images/00297.jpg
Bpayvinc





images/00296.jpg
LELMOLE





images/00291.jpg
Osonvevotoc





images/00290.jpg
DeonmvevoL;





images/00293.jpg
VIO TVEVUOTOC Gylou OEPOUEVOL





images/00292.jpg
DeonmvevoLc





images/00289.jpg
Beomvon





images/00288.jpg
MTEPLOOOC





images/00284.jpg
TPOULPECLL





images/00283.jpg
YVOLLN





images/00286.jpg
napa-O00GELS





images/00285.jpg
avoPotikov





images/00280.jpg
Avorinyic Mouveew:






images/00279.jpg
d 70R N7





images/00282.jpg
OPOCLC





images/00281.jpg
TOV AOYOV KOl TNV YVOOoLV





images/00287.jpg
WEVOETLYPOQO





images/00278.jpg
npecPutepoc





images/00273.jpg
OUYKPLTLK®C





images/00272.jpg





images/00275.jpg
EMLOUVVOYOYELY





images/00274.jpg
EMLOVVAYOYN





images/00269.jpg





images/00268.jpg
o\





images/00271.jpg
LOTEOV OE M voBevetal





images/00270.jpg
oLaOnKM





images/00277.jpg
oUVAYOY





images/00276.jpg
EMLOUVOY®Y





images/00002.jpg





images/00001.jpg
%
N

THEOLOGICAL COMMONPLACES

Exegesis, or A More Copious Explanation
of Certain Articles of the Christian Religion (1625)

ON THE
NATURE OF

THEOLOGY

AND ON

SCRIPTURE

JOHANN GERHARD

Translated by Richard ]. Dinda
Edited with Annotations by Benjamin T. G. Mayes






images/00004.jpg





images/00003.jpg
COMPARISON OF EDITIONS OF GERHARD'S Loct

T
[ eT——

ol s Excpos)

O he Nt o G (Exces)
[T v —
Onthe P and Offceof hrs s

On ol g
[y —r——
Onthe Naare o G
O he Ths i,
O Cod the o andHis B S

O e ol Spr
O th e nd O of st
e

On Eicton snd Rt

o h e o God o ek he -

o orgi s

o Acn s

o0 e Choke

O avet ot
p——— ——

O b el " » "

on tepenace s 1 1
On o esugh o n T
o Gasd ks Y » 1

O e secrmens. 2 - »

On Cirumstion i the P L. 2 » »
o0 oy g F 1 »
e ol super u 2 2

o Chunh o » 2
O the sl Minsy » 0

on Pl g P »

On Mg, ey and S T Yy »

ey n o »

O he Rsnctnofhe Desd. £y x n
e — n »

O b it he Workd 2 » »
00 el o e sk » 1 »

o Bumat e » » 1

© The Jen . (1610) s the s oumertion, xcet tha ks the e, Ourdton
R





images/00006.jpg
ALOYOC TEPL TOL B0V N MEPL TOV OELOV





images/00005.jpg
EMLOKOT





images/00007.jpg
LOoYoC ToL Beov Kol AoyLo Beov





images/00262.jpg
VOKOLVOGLY





images/00261.jpg
KOTNYOVLEVOLC





images/00264.jpg
0 OTOLYEL





images/00263.jpg
KOLVOTTOL1OV





images/00258.jpg
EVOOKLUELTM KOl £TTL TOLTM





images/00260.jpg
O KOTNYOULEVOC





images/00259.jpg
OLOVONTO





images/00266.jpg
Kipwtov





images/00265.jpg
w—





images/00267.jpg
oKV





images/00251.jpg
OVTLAEYOLLEVOL UTTO TLVOV





images/00493.jpg
KOLP® OOVAEVOVTEL





images/00250.jpg
YVNOLOL KOl OVOUPLAEKTOC £voLadnkotl





images/00492.jpg
KOLp® OOUAEVOVIEC





images/00253.jpg
PO YOULLEVT





images/00495.jpg
MOACLOC KOl KOLvnc otalnknc





images/00252.jpg
OVTLAEYOUEVOL LTTO TTOVTOV





images/00494.jpg





images/00489.jpg
Kolp® but Kuplom





images/00488.jpg
KOLP® OOVAEVOVTIEC






images/00249.jpg
OVTLAEYOUEVOL





images/00491.jpg
KOLp®





images/00248.jpg
2 UVOOLKOC





images/00490.jpg
KupLm





images/00255.jpg
noiia vonuoto mapabeic, non O0€ Kal QUTOAECEL PNTOLE





images/00497.jpg
TOLTIO





images/00254.jpg
OVOAVGLC





images/00496.jpg
EMOLNOEV





images/00257.jpg
ev ouvBeoel MC AECEMC EAANVIKOTEPO





images/00256.jpg
10 LOLOTLKOV £V AOY®





images/00240.jpg
MPLOEL





images/00482.jpg
LLELLEPLOTOL T) YUV KO 1) TTapOE vV«






images/00239.jpg
TPLVOC





images/00481.jpg
£0Y0TOC KUPLOC





images/00242.jpg
npoBsepanetotr





images/00484.jpg
“LEUEPLOTOL





images/00241.jpg
arialiniae






images/00483.jpg
LEUEPLOTOL T YUVI KoL 1) Tapbe:






images/00478.jpg
0 deVLTEPOC AVOpOTOC KVPLoC €€ 0VPAVOU





images/00238.jpg
Gy LOEL





images/00480.jpg





images/00479.jpg
KUPLOC €C OUPOVOU





images/00247.jpg
£0si00pnokela





images/00244.jpg
KOTEKOMNOoOV





images/00486.jpg
LLELLEPLOTOL





images/00243.jpg
LOL@TNV AOY®





images/00485.jpg
O 0E YULTIOU, HEDLUVE 1 (0D KODLOD, /LUK UPEOEL U L ELED-

T T T

| 7UVULKL K






images/00246.jpg
YOLPELY KOL VYLOLVELY





images/00245.jpg
£TOUC 0YO00V £KOTOCTOV KOl OYOONKOOTOU





images/00487.jpg
KupL®





images/00229.jpg
EVOVILVOOU





images/00471.jpg





images/00228.jpg
PO TOV OLMVOC O OPYNC EKTLOE UE





images/00470.jpg





images/00231.jpg
edputevoev avty Incouc”





images/00473.jpg





images/00230.jpg
KOLEQUTEVGEV E1C LTV VIICOUC






images/00472.jpg





images/00469.jpg





images/00468.jpg





images/00237.jpg





images/00236.jpg
YELPOV





images/00233.jpg
VIICOUC





images/00475.jpg





images/00232.jpg





images/00474.jpg
JafmE





images/00235.jpg
YUVT] TELPDV OVOLOC E1C 70 TAVIO KOL TOVIPLE HLTOU VEP aYoDorovoD YyuvaL- KOC





images/00477.jpg
e





images/00234.jpg
OC LLOTLOV





images/00476.jpg
gleln)





images/00218.jpg





images/00460.jpg





images/00459.jpg





images/00220.jpg
20010 TOL 2ZOAOLUMVTOC





images/00462.jpg
'

)

Jml





images/00219.jpg
MOPOLULOC





images/00461.jpg





images/00458.jpg





images/00226.jpg
OVTLAEYOUEVULE YPOdOLs





images/00225.jpg
TopOLULOL 1) codLa





images/00467.jpg





images/00227.jpg
EKTLOTOL TPOTEPQ





images/00222.jpg
rOYLO





images/00464.jpg





images/00221.jpg
KOTOOUVOOTEVCGOVTIEC QUTOV





images/00463.jpg





images/00224.jpg
2.0(LOV TOVUPETOV





images/00466.jpg





images/00223.jpg
MOPOLULOL 1) OOl





images/00465.jpg





images/00449.jpg
T1TIT NS0 UK





images/00691.jpg
oyl
of erusalem.

Dial.
hagwpé
In Julianum
John

Leviticus

Sermon 45 de
verb, Domini

Thesaurus

Catech,

See: De adoratione or De Trinit.
Glaphyra (PG 69)
See: Contra Julianum

Commentari n Tohannem. (Pusey, . P N. Gyril
in . oannis evangeliam. Oxford. 1872)

Extmitpatris Cyrill Alesandrint commentarit
n Lesitican [Pacs: Wolfgang Hopy], 1514
(spurious)

Thesaurus desancta et consubstantiali
Dinitate in Opus .. Thesaurus nuncupatus,
‘quatuordechn bros complectens: et de
consubstantialitate il & spiritus sancti cun
‘patre, contra hereticos luculentur disserens.
[Paris: Wolfgang Hopyl, 1514 (PG 75)

Sanct patris nostr CyrilliHierasolymorum archi-

episcopl catechescs ... Graece onmes munc prinuns
i lucem cditae cum Lating inerpretatione Joannis

Grodecii. Paris, 1608 (PG 33)

Commentary on the
Gospelaccording to
John. Translated by
Puseyand Randell

Catechetical Lectures
(NPNE7)





images/00448.jpg
i"2pm





images/00690.jpg
Author/Title

oyl
of Alexandria

Abbrey

De habitu virg.

De mortalt

De simplic
praclatorum
Episles
Expostt. ymb.

Sermon de
bapt.
Testimonia

Collected.
works

Contra
Julianum

Deadoratione

Defidead
Regin

De Trinit.

Full Title

De habitu virginum (CSEL 3,1)
‘De mortalitate (CSEL3, 1)
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Ad Quiriums estimoniorum libri I (CCSL 3, 1)
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Contra Julianum imperatorem (BG 76)

ITepl e v v xal & el mpookuwoss
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veriate (PG 68)

De recta in dominum nostrum Jesum Christum
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English Title/Trans.

The Dressof Virgins
(aNF5)

On the Mortalty
(aNF3)

(anEs)

o Quirinus: Three
Books of Testimonics
(aNFS)
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IN OMNES beat Paull epistolas commentaria.
Cologne: Peter Quentel, 1538

I omnes uiriusque Testamentilbros Epftome.
Coloniae: Quentel, 1532

See: Pauline Eplstes
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Cologne: Peter Quentel, 1534
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English Title/Trans.
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Opera. . und curm annotationunculis. Basel:
Johann Froben, 1520
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See: Eplstles

See: Tistimonia
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(anFs)
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(anFs)
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See: Concll

Acta concilorum occumenicorum fussu atque
mandato Societatsscientianam Argentoratensis,
ed. Eduardus Schwartz, continuavit Johannes
Straub. Berln: de Gruyter, 1914

See: Concll
See: Concll
See: Concll

‘Acta concilorum cecumenicorum fuss e
mandato Societatsscientiariom Argentoratensis,
ed. Eduardus Schwartz, continuavit Johannes
Straub. Berln: de Gruyter, 1914

Decrees of the Ecumenical Councils, Edited by
Norman P. Tanner. London: Sheed & Ward, 1990

Chronologia, Das it, Griimdtliche wnd
lessge JahrRechniang, Sampt verzeichnung

der firemsten Geschichten, Uerenderungen
vmd Zufel so sich beyde n Kirchen vnd.
WeltRegimenten eugetragen haben, zu feder Zeit,
Gorlitz Fritsch, 1577





images/00215.jpg
TOVOPETOV





images/00457.jpg





images/00214.jpg
OcomTVELGTOV





images/00456.jpg





images/00217.jpg
[Iovopetov codlov ToC 20A0UOVTOC TOPOLULOC EKOAOUV





images/00216.jpg
TOVOPETOV





images/00211.jpg
MTOLOLOKN





images/00453.jpg
=y
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Driedo,
Johannes
(jobanness de
Turnhout)

Drusius,
Johannes

Catal. de script.
et dogmat.
ecces,

Decatal. script.

Deecdes.
dogmat. et
Seript.

De script
ecclesast

Ad.loc. diffci.

Animad

Derecta ratione

egendiinguam
Patias,

See: De script. ecclesiast.

See: Descript,ecclesast.

See: Descript,ecclesast.

Deecclestasticts scripturis & dogmatibus libri 4
‘Mendis compluribus ablatis ... retiuti, Lovanii:
‘Gravius; Antwerpiae: Birckman, 1550

Ad loca dificfiora Pentateuch, d est: Quingue
Hbrorumm Mosis commentartus. Franekerse

Frlslorum: Frederlcus Heynsius, 1617

Animadversionum Hbri duo: In quibus practer
dictionem Ebraicam plurima loca Scripturae,
interpretumque veterum explicantur, emendantur.
Lugduni Batavorum: ex officina lohannis Paets.
1585
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Author/Title

Dionysiusof

Tyre
Dionysius

the Areopagite,
Pseudo-

Disput. Glessens

Dorotheus
ofTyre

Abbrer

Compendium
vitarum

De div. nomin

Eecles. herarch,

Epistlead Tit.
Epistle toJohn

Synops.

Full Title English Title/Trans.

“De divinis nominibus? in Dionysi Areopagitae
episcapi Atheniensis libr duo. Venetis: Zanetti,

1538139

Deecclesiastca hierarchia (PG 3) The Ecclestastical
Hierarchy. Translated
by T.L. Campbell.
Washington, DC:
Catholic Universty of

America Press, 1955

Epist. . ix ad Titum, episcopum (PG 3)
Epist. . x ad Iohannem thealogurm (PG 3)

Jobannes Winckelmann and Balthasar Mentzer;
eds., DISPUTATIONUM THEOLOGICARUM,
'DE PRAECIPUIS HORUM TEMPORUM
CONTROVERSILS,in Academia Giessena
publicé habitarumm, Tomus I [-VIL. Glessens
Nikolaus Hampe, 1609-20

Sulpiti Seuerf Sacrae Historiae & Mundi exordio
ad sua usque tempora deductae, ibr I: Ttem
‘Dorothe Episcopi Tyri... De vita Prophetarum et
Apostolorum Symapsis. Coloniae Agrippinae: apud
Jo. Gymnicum, 1573
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Ederus,
Georglus
(Georg Eder)

Emser,
Hieronymus

Englishmen
of Rheims

Eniedinus
(Gorgy Enyed)

Epiphanius
of Salamis

Loci.

Occonamia
biblica

Bible

2peter

Explic. locor

Ancorat

Contra héyos

Contra Antidi-
comarianitas

Contra Cajanos

See: Enchirid. locorum

Occonomia bibiorum, sive partitionum
theologicarum libri quingue. Coloniae
Agrippinae: Gervinus Calenlus & loannes
Quentelius Haeredes, 1582

Das New Testament/ So durch Hieronymum Emser
Verteutscht, Fiburg Im Brelsgay

‘Explicationes locorum Veeris & Novi Tistamenti
ex quibus Trinitatis dogma stabiliisolet. . 1.

Ancomatus,in Contra octoagnta haereses opus.
See: Haeres,

Se: Haeres.

See:Haeres.

See: Haeres.
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Author/Title

Duns Scotus,
john

Duracus,
joannes (obn
Dury or Durie)

Durandus de
Sancto Porciano
(Durand of

Saint Pourgain)

Eck. Johannes

Abbreviation

Esther

Hosea

Observat

Lomb,

sent.

defense of
Camplanus

sent.

Enchird.
locorum

Full Title

In: Sanctes Pagninus, Esthera: Ex nterpretatione
. Pagnini. I Drusi n cam annotationes;
Additiones Apocryphae ab eodem in Latinm
Sermonem conversa, e scholis llustrate. Lvgdvoi
Batavorvin: Ex officina lohannis Pactsy, 1586

Commentarius tn prophetas minores X1
Amsterdam: Hendrik Laurentsz., 1627

OBSERVATIONUM SACRARUM LIBRIXVL.
Franker: Gillis van den Rade, 1594

Sea: Sen.

Quacstiones. Quas Reportationes vocant, in
quatuor Hbros Sententiarum Petri Lombardi,
Venetis: Baptsta et Sessa, 1597

Confutatio, responsionis Gulieli Whitakeri
in Academia Cantabrigensi Profesori reg

ad Rationes decem, quibus fretus Edmunds
Campianus Anglus. . ceriamen Anglicanae
‘Ecclesiae Ministris obtulit in causa fidl. Parisis:
‘Thomas Brumennius, 1582

In Petri Lombardi sententias theologicas comn-
mentariuam liri V. Venetis: Ex typogr. Guerraea,
1571

‘Brchiridion locorum communium Toannis Eckil,
adversus Lutherum ¢ alios hostes Ecclestae.
kg Flero Buichi, wl.

English Title/Trans.
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Author/Title

Charlemagne
(Carolus

Magaus)

Chemnitz,
Martin

Christophor-
sonus (john

Christopher-
son)

Chrysostom
(1ohn
Chrysostom)

Abbreviation

Deimagin.

leges
eccesiasticae

Examen concil

Harmonia

Collected
works

1 Corinthians

1 Timothy

Full Title

De imaginibus, ed. DTillt. 1596 (Monumenta
Germaniae Historica: Leges 3.2)

Libellseu decreta a Clodovea et Childe berto, &
Clothario prius adita,ac postremum a Carolo
emendata, auctaque plurinum ()

Examinis Concili Tridentinl. .. opus integrum.
Frankfurt am Maln: .., 1599

Harmoniae evangelicae. . libri V. Francofurti
Porss, 1622

‘Evsebil Pamphili Episcop Caesariensis, Theologl,
Philosophique & Histoictexcellentis, Opera
Vol. 2 Historie Ecclesiastice libri decem, partini
Ruffing in nowem prioribus libris,partim oanne
hristophorsono, loriultmi, Interpret, Basleae:
Henricpetri, 1579

Opera. . tomus prinvus [~quintus). Basel:
Hieronymus Froben & Nikolaus Eplscopius I,
1558

In epistulam 1 ad Corbthiosargumentum et
homiliae (PG 61)

In Homilize in epistulam 1ad Timotheum (PG 62)

English Title/Trans.

Examination of the
Council of Trent.
Translated by E.
Kramer.St. Lou
Concordia, 1971-86

Homilies on 1 Corin-
thians (NPNF* 12)

Homvileson the Episties
o Timothy, Tius and.
Philemon (NPNF" 13)
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Censur.
Coloniens.

Centur. Magdeb.

Cevalerius,  Gramm.
Antonius

(Antoine

Chevalier)

Censura et docta explicatio errorum catechismi
Toanmis Monhemii... n qua tun S. Scripturae

tum evidentis. ratioibus veritas Catholicae
rligonis defenditur,per deputatos & Sacra
Theologica facultate Uniersitas Coloniensis.
‘Coloniae: Maternus Cholinus, 1560

[Matthias Flacius Tyricus, et al] Ecclesiastca his-
toria, ntegram eccesiae Chist ideam, quantum
ad locun, propagationem, persecutionem. .. doc-
trinam, haereses. . gubernationem, shismata,
synodos ... e statum imperi politcu attinet,
Secundum singulas centurias, pespicuo ordine
complectens .. ex... historicis, patribus, &~ alfs
Scriptoribus congesta: Per aliquot ... virosin urbe
‘Magdeburgica. Basel: Jakob Kindig, 1559

‘Praxis rudimentorum Hebraicae inguae
expasitio grammatica in psalmum 25. [Paris]:
Crispin, 1360

Or: Comparatio rammaticae Helraicae &
Aramicae,atque aded dilectorum Aramicarum
nterse: concinnata ex Hebraicis Antonj Cevaleri]
praccepronibus, Aramicisque docirum aliorum
viroruns oservationibus . Auctore Boraentura
Canadiy Sarbames TCusoviale Vi 1576
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Genesls

Hebrews

Isiah
John

Matthew

Opus inperfec-
tum i Matth,

Praises of Paul
Pealm 37
Paalm 50
Palm 1

Romans

Full Title

In Epistulam ad Galatas commentarius (PG 61)

‘Homiliae 9in Genesin; Homiliae 67 in Genesin
(PG 53-54)

In Epistulam ad Hebracos argumentum ct
homilice (PG 63)

In g 1-8, 10 (PG 56)
I Iohanmem homilie 88 (PG 59)

In Matthaeten homilize (PG 57-58)

Ps.Chrysostom, Opus imperfectum in Matthaci
evangelium (PG 56)

Homilae 7 delaudibus . Pauli (PG 50)
Procemia in ialmos (¥G 55)

I psbmm 50 homilie (PG 55)

I palbmam 2 (PG 55)

I Epistularm ad Romanos homliae 32 (PG 59)

English Title/Trans.

Commentary on
Galatians (NPNE' 13)

Homilis on the Epitle
tothe Hebrews
(NPNF! 14)

Commentary on Saint
John the Apostie and.
‘Evangelist (FC 33)

Homilis on the Gospe
of t. Matthew
(NPNE 10)

Homilies on Pauls
Epistleto the Romans
(NPNF* 11)
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2 Corinthians
2 Thessalonians

2 Timothy;
Gr.edition

3john

Ad Antiochenos

Adpopul
Antioch

Adv Jud.
Colossians

De Lazaro

De spiitu
sancto
S

In Secundum ad Corinthios Epistolam
Commentarius (PG 61)

In Epistulam I ad Thessalonicenses homilize 5
(PG e)

In Epistulam I ad Timotheurn homilize 10
(PG &)

In Acta apostolorum homilize 55 (PG 60)

Ad populum Antiochenum homilize 21 (De
statis) (PG 49)

See: Ad Antiochenas
Adversus Iudaeos orafiones (PG 48)

In epistulam ad Colossenses homilie 12 (PG 62)

De Lazaro conciones 7 (PG 48)

Homilies on 2 Corin-
thians (NPNF' 12)

Homilieson 2 Thessa-
onians (NBNF 13)

‘Homilleson the Epistis
o Timothy Titus and.
‘Philernon (NPNF" 13)

Homilieson the Acts
of the Apostes

(NBNE' 1)
‘Homilleson the Satues
(NENF'9)

Homilleson the Episle
to the Colossans
(NBNF' 13)





images/00678.jpg
Author/Title

Catech. Racon

Catech. Racor
German,

Catharinus,
Ambrosius

(Lancelotto
polit)

2 Timothy

Anmot advers,
Cajetan.

Ammotat. in
epist. Corinth.

Apostolic
Epistes

Exam. dogn.
exceptor. ¢
Cajet.

Galatians

Full Title English Title/Trans.
Catechismus Racoviensis, & Palo. lingu in Racovian Catechism.
Germanicam transatus & Acad. Wit inscript. 4 Translated by Rees.
Valet. Smalcia Racov. 1608 London: Longman,
Hurst, 1818
Catechistnus, Der Gemeine derer Leute/die  Racovian Catechism.

da...affirmiren und bekennen das niemand  Transhted by Rees.
andrs; den ur alein der Vatter unsers Herrn  London: Longman,
Jesu Christ/ der einige Gott Jsraelsey. Rakov:  Hurst, 1818
[Sebastian Sternacki], 1605

See: Apostalic Episties

Anmotationes in Commentaria Caietant, Lgdvni:
Bonhomme, 1542

See: Annot. advers. Cajetan.

n v divi Pauli apostl et alas septem
canonicas episolas ... commentrc. Paris. Ald:
. Chesneau, 1566

Anmotationes..in excerpta quacdam de
commentarfs Reuerendissimi Cardinalis Catetani
. it dogmata. Parisis: Apvd Simonem
Colinaevm, 1535

See: Apostolic Epistles
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Consenstus
arthodaxus

‘Copus, Alanus
(Nicholas
Harpsfield)

Corpus Iuris
Cvilis Digesta

Costerus,
Franciscus
(Frangois de
Coster)

Dial.

. De legibus,
LDiuturma

Enchirid,

See also: Nicolinus, Dominicus

[Christoph Herdesianus,] Consensts orthodaxvs
sacraescriptvrae et vteris ecclesia, de sententia
et veritate veriborvm coena Doinicac. Tigurk:
Froschover, 1585

Dialogi § contra pontificatus monasticae vitae,
sanctorum, sacr. bmaginum oppugnatores et
pseudomartyres. Antwerpiae, 1573

Tustiniant juris enuclea x ommi vetre jure
collect Digestorum seu Pandectarum iri

quinguaginta. Genevae, 1580 (Digesta stiniani
August. Berolin: apud Weidmannos, 1997)

Enchiridion controverstarum praecipuaru
nostri temports, de religione. Cologne:
‘Hermann Myllus, 1621

The Digest ofustinian.
Transhated by A.
Watson. Philadelphia:
Universiy of Pennsyl-
vania Press, 1595
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Clement
of Rome

Clenardus,
Nicolaus
(Nicolas
Clénard)

Clichtovaeus,
jodocus (josse
Clicthove)

Clitovaeus

Cochlaeus,
johannes.

Abbreviation

Stromata

Constitution.

Recognit.
Epistol

Commentary
onthe
Damascene

Contra
Bullingerum

Decanone
Scripturae
et catholicae
eccesiae
auctoritate

Descript.
etecclesiae
anctoriite

Full Title ‘English Title/Trans.

Stomata (5¢30) Carpes (ANF2)

De Consttutionibus Apostolcs, B. Clemente
Romano auctor, Libr oct. Antverpiae:
Malcotius, 1564

Recognitiones (pseudonymous) (GCS 51)

Nicolai Clenardi Epistolarvim Libri duo. Hanovie:
apud Claud. Marnium & heredes Ioan. Aubrii
1606

In hoc opere contenta: Theologia Damascent
4 lbris explicata et adiccto ad lteram
conmentario ducidata aeditio interprete Jacobo
Fabro Stapulensis, interiecta Judoci Clchiovei
explanatione. Paris:Stephanus, 1515

See: Clichtovacus, Jodocus

See: De canone Seripturae ef catholicae ceceiae.
auctoritate

De canonicae Seripturae & Catholicae Eccesiae
authoritate ad Henricum Bulingerum. [Romae,]
1544

Se: De canone Seripturae ef catholicae ceceiae.
auctoritate
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Chytracus,
David

Cicero, Marcus

Clement v,
Pope

Clement
of Alexandria

In Apoc.

Onomast.

Collected.
works

Pro archia
Pro leg Manil.

Castig
indic.
prohibitarum

Collected.
works

Pacdag

Paraenet. ad
sentes

Protrepic

Explicatio apocalypsis Iohannis perspicua et brevis.
Vitebergae: Crato, 1575

ONOMASTICON THEOLOGICVM .... IN
QVO, PRAETER NOMINA PROPRIA FERE o~
nia, quae in Bibljs extant, Plerorumque etiam
Sanctorum, qui Calendario usitate iscribi
solent, ltem Doctorum Ecclesiae, Martyrum,
Haereticorum, ¢ Synodorum, nomina ¢ his-
torlae breuiter indicantur. Wittenberg: Johann
Krafft 1, 1557

Opera ommia, quae exstant [Tonmus 11 Paris:
Jacque Du Puls I, 1566

Pro Archia poeta

Pro lege Manilia

Index lbrorum prohibitorums: auctoriate Pi IV,

prinmum editus,postea vero a Sixto V. auctus ef
nunc demuum Clementis VI juss recognits et
publicatus

. Flavii Clementis Alexandrini ... opera
omia. Paris: Officina Nivelliana, 1612

Taubaywyss (GCS 12)
Sea: Protrepic.

Protreptikos pros Hellenas (SC.2)

(cLiss)
(LcL198)

The Tutor (ANE 2)

Exhortationsfo the
Greeks (ANE 2)
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Author/Title

Comestor,
Petrus

Complutensian
work

Conal,

Abbreviation

Histo.
Scholastic.

Full Title

Scholastica historia magisti Petri comestors:
Sacre seripture seriem brewem nimis: expositam
exponentis. Hagenau: Gran, Heinrich, 1519

[Biblia complutensis] Vetus fetamentum
muliplic linga nunc prim mpressum;
Secunda (-Quartal pars Veteris etament’
Nousm testamentum grece et ltine in academia
complutensinouiter impressum; Vocabularium
elaicum atque chaldaicun totus veters
testamenti cum alstactatbus prout infra in
profutione contineiur in academvia complutensi
ouiter impressum. |Complutentia Brocario,

1514-17]
Joannes Dominicus Mansi, ed. Sacrorum Decrees ofthe
conciliorum nova et amplssima collcto, Paris:  Ecumenical Council,
H. Welter, 1901-27 Edited by by N.
‘Tanner. London: Sheed
& Ward, 1990
(NPNE! 14)

Conciliorvm Quatuor Generalium. Niceni.
Constantinopolitan. Ephesini. e Calcedonenss.
Que diuus Gregorius magnus tanguam quaor
‘Evangelia colit ac veneratur, Torms primys,
Quadraginta quogue septem Conciliorum
prowincialium authenticorum. Decreforum
et sexaginta nowem Pontificum Ab apostolis
et corunden canonibus, vsque ad Zachariam
primum, Kidore authore. Iem Bulla Aurea
CaroliIIL Imperatoris, d clctione Regis
Romanorum. Toms secvndvs. Allorvm alivat
Concilorvm Generalive. Practica quinice
Synadi Constantinpolitan. Sexta synodus
Constantinopolitana. Acta concilj Constantiensi
‘Decreta concilj Basiliesis. Approbatio actorum
concilf Basiensis per N. 2. Confirmatio
constitutionuen Friderici et Carolin, Tacobus
‘Merlinus, ed. Coloniae: Quentell, 1530
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images/00685.jpg
Vita Lutheri

Colloguium
Durlacense

Colloquy Ingolstadt
of Regensburg  edition

Neob, edition
Speyer edition

Historia Ioannis Cochli De Actis Et Scriptis
Martini Lutheri, Chronographict ex ordine
b anno Domini M.D.XVIL vsque ad Annum
M.DXLVI inclustue, fidliter descripta & ad
posteros denarata. Coloniae: Baumivs, 1568

Colloguium Duslacense, habitum inter duos
principes, Serenisimun Ducem Vaudimontium,
et llstrisimum Marchionum Durlacensem, anno
1613 mense julio. Moguntiae: Volmarus, 1613

Kurtzer doch grimdtlicher Bericht/ Von der
2u Regenspuug ingst gehaltener Disputation/.
awischen den Catholischen unnd Lutherischen
Theologen/ auf elchen theys Lateinisch theyls
auch Teutschen firnemmer Firsten und Herm
Misiven nd Sendischreiben/ sampt beyder Seits
daselbst 2u disptiern vorgeschlagnen Thesibus.
Ingolstadt: Angermayr, 1602

COLLOQVIVM DE NORMA DOCTRIN, ET
CONTROVERSIARVM RELIGIONIS IVDICE.
'RATISBONAE HABITVM MENSE NOVEMBRI,
ANNO Donini 1601. EX AVTHENTICO,

'AB VIRIVSQVE PARTIS CONSTITVTIS
REVISORIBVS ET NOTARIIS, SVBSCRIPTO ET
OBSlgnato exemplari. Spirae Nemetum: Apud
‘Melchiorem Hartmannum, 1602
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Beza, Theodore

Bibliander,
Theodor

Biblioth. patrum

Anmot. adN. T

nmot. major.

Defatis
Monarch. Rom.

TESTAMENTVM NOVVM, SIVE Nouum
‘Roedus e Christ. [ Parls: Henel Estienne,]
1588

See: Anmot. major:

Anmotationes maiores in movum DN. NostriIesu
Christ Testamentum. In duas partes, quarum
priorexplicationems i quatuor Evangelistas et
‘Acta Apostolorums Posterior vero in Epistolas cf
Apocalypsin continet 1594

DE FATIS MONARCHIAE ROMANAE
'SOMNIVM VATICINVM ESDRAE PROPHElae.
.. AD IVLIVM IIL Papam, & caeteras
‘Ecclesiae Romanae praesides, consideratio

de Tudacorum & Christianorum defectione &
Christa, & ecdesta & fide catholica: Hemaue de
Tudacorum & Christianorum conuersione ad
CHRISTVM IESVM, & Ecclesiam Del sanctam,
ac fidem catholicam. Basel .

Magna biblotheca veterum patrum et antiquorum
Scriptorum ecclsiasticorum: Primio quidem a
Margarino dela Bigne. .. collcta... 5,1
Continens scrptores saecul V. id es, ab ann.
Christi 400, usque 500. (Cologne: Hieratus, 1618)
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Author/Title

Benedictus,
johannes (jean
Benolt)

Bernard
of Clairvaux.

Betramus,
Bonaventura
Cornlius
(Bonaventure
Corneille
Bertram)

Bewnlerus,
Mareus (Markus
Beuner)

Abbreviation

Collected
works

Sermon de
Verbis sapient.

Comparatio
grammaticae
Syriscacet
Arabicae

Felo deplumat.

Full Title English 1

Bibla Sacra usta vulgatam quam dicvnt editon-
em: @ mendis qvibus nmumerisscatcbat, summa,
cura parique fide repurgats, atque ad priscorum
probatissimoriimque exemplariorun norman,
adhibita interdsem fontium autoritate, Toanis
‘Benedicti Parisienis theologiindustria restituta

- Adiecta st in fine Febralcarum, Graccarum,
cacterarimque peregrinarum vocum ... nterpre-
tati. Parisis: Prostant apud Carolam Gullard &
Guliclmum Desboys, 1552

Opera. .. omnia. Basek: Johann Herwagen L,
1552 (PL 182-85)

Comparatio grammaticac Hebraicae & Aramicae,
atque aded dialctorum Aramicarum inter
Sexconcinnata ex Hebraicis Antonj Cevalleri
pracceptionibus, Aramicisgue doctorum aliorum
Virorum observationibus: quibus & quamplurimae
aliae in uiraque ingua adiectae sunt, [Geneva]
Vignon, 1574

FALCO A MARCO BEVMLERO TIGVRINO
"EMISSVS, Ad capiendum, deplumandsam ¢
dilacerandum audaciorem ilum Cuculum
Voiguitariuen, qui muper ex lacobi Andreae,

mali corus, malo oua, b Holdera, simplicisima
Curruca exclusus, & @ Daemonico Bauio
Fescennio vari colois plumis instructus, impetum
i Phllomels innocentes facere coeperat, Neostadii
‘Palatinorvm: Typis Matthaej Harnisch, [ca. 1585]

tle/Trans.
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Braciolus,
Antonius
(Antonio
Brucioli)

Bredenbachius,
Matthias

Brissonius,
Barmabas
(Barnabe
Brisson)

Brito

Brixanus,
‘Marcus Marinus

Brugensis,
Franciscus
Lucas

Bible

Apolog.

De dusidis
adesiae
componendis
De vrbor.
sgnf

comment on
the Prologus
Galeats

Amotat, i bibl,

La Biblia la quale in se contiene i sacrosanti
libri Del Vecchio & Nuovo Testamento: | quali
tiapporto Clristianissimo Lettore, Nuovarmente
tradott de la Hebraica & Greca verita in Lingua
Toscana. Vinetia, 1541

Apologia de eo, quod quibusdam visus est, in
suo de dissdii n religione componendis libello,
acerbis in Martinum Lutherum scripsise.
‘Coloniae: Maternus Cholinus, 1557

See: Apolog.

‘De Verborum Quae Ad lus Pertinent Signficatione.
Libri XIX. Tornsius, 1559

Contained in: Lyra, Bble

See: Marinus Brixianus, Marcus

‘Biblia Sacra: Qvid In Hac Editone A Theologis
Lovaniensibus Praestitym Sit, Eorvim Pragfatio
Indicat, Antverpie, Ex officina Christophori
Plantini, 1583
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Author/Title
Biel, Gabriel

Billius, Jacobus
(Jacque de Billy)

Binius,
Severinus

Bisciola, Lelio

Bomberg

Bonaventure

Bozius, Thomas

(Tommaso
Bozio)

Abbreviation

Sent.

Notes

Con.

Notis

Hebrew Bible

Sent.

Wisdom

De sign. ecls.

Full Title English Title/Trans.

Collctorium circa quattuor lbros sententiarum,
‘Tubingen, 1501; Tubingen: Mohr Sicbeck, [20th
cent]

See: Nazianzen, Gregory, Collected works

Concila generalia et provincali, quaecunque
reperi potenan,item epistolae decrtales, et

Romanorum Pontific. vitae ... nots... illustata
‘Colonise Agrippinae: Gymnicus & Hierat, 1606

See: Con.

EPITOME ANNALIVM Ecclsiasticorum
CAESARIS BARONIL Coloniac Agrippinac:
Hierat; Gymnicus, 1602

[Biblia Rabbinica: Testamentum Vetus Hebraice
Jtem Targuomim Raschil. Venice: Bomberg,
[1524-25]

Prina (-Quartal pars .. Hibrusm Sententiarum
15100

I lbruam sapientiae, et lamentationes Teremiae
prophetae pia et erudita exposito, Venetis: e, de
Franciscis, 1574

‘Designis eccesiae Det librl XXIIIL: i tres tomos
divii. Lugduni, 1594
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Cassiodorus,
Flavius Magaus
Aurelus

Casteo,
Alphonsus de
(Alfonso de
Castro)

Catech. ex
decreto concil
T, editus

De incarnat.

Div. it

Divin.lct

nstt

Adv haeres.

Contra haeres,

Dejuste
puniend.
hacretc

De incamatione Domini contra Nestorium libri
VI (PL 50)

See: st

See: st
Institutiones (PL 70)

Adversus omnes haereses ibri XIV. Coloniae, 1549

Se: Adv. haeres,
De justa haereticorum puritione Libb. I Lugd.,

1556

Catechismus ex decreto Concili Trident. ad
Parochos. Coloniae, 1581

On the Incarnation
of the Lord, Against
Nestorius (NPNF® 11)

Insttutions of Divine
and Secular Learning.
‘Translated by | W.
Halporn, Liverpor
Liverpool University
Press, 2004

Catechism of the
Council of Trent for
Parish Pricsts. New
‘ork: oseph E Wagner
oy
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Author/Title  Abbrevi

Capistranus,  Speculum
johannes clericorum
Capnlo
Capreolus,
joannes
Carranza, Epitome
Bartholomaus  conciliorum
(Bartholomé
Carranza)
Summa
conciliorum
Carthusianus,
Dlonysius
Casaubonus  Exerci
(1saac
Casaubon)

Cassian, John ~ Collat

Full Title

‘Speculum clricorum. Venetis, 1580

See: Reuchlin,Johannes

R.P . Matthiae Aquarii Ordinis Pracdicatorvm
regi ac publici metaphysictin almo studio
Neapolitano anntationes super quatuor libros
Senentiarum, oannis Capreall quibus doctissime.
corroborantur eius defensiones pro doctrina S
Thomac. Veneiis: Scotus, 1585

See: Summa conciliorum

Summa Concilirum et Pontificun a Petro, usque
ad Jullin terthum. Paris: Ald, 1555

See: Dionysius Carthusianus

DE REBVS SACRIS ET ECCLESIASTICIS
EXERCITATIONES XVI. Ad Cardinalis
'BARONII Prolegomend in Annales, & priman
corum parten, de DOMINI NOSTRI IESV
CHRISTINattvitate, Vita, Pafione, Assumtione.
London: John Bil, 1614

Conlationes XXTV (CSEL 13)

English Title/Trans.

The Conferences
(NPNF* 1)
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182 Timothy
2Peter

283 John
Anglo Remensis

Apostolic
Epistles

Comment. ad
Clement. 7

Comment, st
VT

Genesis

James
John
Tude
Opusc

See: Apostolic Epistles
se

Apostolic Eplstes

See: Apostolc Epistles

‘Epistolae Paul et aliorum apostolorum. [Paris],
1588

“Tractatus de conjugio Regis Anglize cum
relicta fratris sul ad Clement, VIL? in Parabolac.
Salomonis. Romae, 1542

I omnes authenticos veteris testamenti istoriales
litros commentarij In Tehosuam Judices Ruth

‘Reges Paralipomena Hezram Nehomiam et Ester
Romae: in aedibus Antonij bladi Asulani, 1535;

repr.of 1639 ed, Hildesheim: Olms, 2005

Commentarii llstres plancque insignes in
quingue Mosaicos ibros. Paris: Petit, 1539

See: Apostolc Epistles
‘Evangela Cum Commentaris. [Paris] Badius, 1532
See: Apostolc Epistles

Opuscul omia Thomae de Vio Caietani.. in
Tri it Mne: Landsiok; 18I0
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Burgensis,
Paulus (Paulus
de Burgos,
Pablo de Santa
Maria)

Buxtorf, johann
(der Altere)

Cajetan,
Thomas
(Thomas de Vio
Caietanus)

noteson
the Latin
transhation

Var ket

Thesaur
grammat.

Tiverias

1 Corinthians

Full Title

IN SACROSANCTA QVATVOR IESV CHRISTI
EVANGELLA .... COMMENTARIVS. Alla

ad S. SCRIPTVRAE lucem opuscula. Antwer}
Moretus, 1612

See: Var.ect.

Notationes In Sacra Biblia, Qibvs, Variantia
Discrepantibys Exemplaribys Loca, Svmo Stvdio
Discytivntyr. Antverpiae: Plantinus, 1580

Textus bible: Cum glosa ordinaria, Nicolai e Lyra

postilla, mraltatibus eiusdem, Pauli Burgensis
addtionibus, Matthie Thoring replicis. [Basileae]:
Froben & Petrl, 1506

Thesaurus grammaticus linguae sanctae hebracae.
Basilea: Regis, 1620

Tiberias Sive Commentarius Masorethicus Triplex
Historicus Didacticus Critcus. Basileac: Konlg,
1620

See: Apostolc Epistles

English Title/Trans.
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Canon Law

Canon law,
Decretal. Gregor.
i3

Canones
apostolorum

Canons.
of the Apostles

Cantor, Petrus

‘Canus, Melchior
(Melchior
Cano)

Lo theol,

Loct

[,

CORPUS JURIS CANONICI: EDITIO
LIPSIENSIS SECUNDA POST AEMILIT
LUDOUICI RICHTERI CURAS. .. INSTRUXIT
AEMILIUS FRIEDBERG. Graz: Akademische
Druck- u Verlagsanstalt, 1959

See also: Gratian, Jus canonicum

DECRETALES EPISTOLAE SVMMORVM
Pontificum... Addidimus .. scholta doctis.
Paris: Erben & Desbols, 1550

CORPUS IURIS CANONICE EDITIO
LIPSIENSIS SECUNDA POST AEMILIT
'LUDOUICI RICHTERI CURAS. .. INSTRUXIT
AEMILIUS FRIEDBERG. Graz: Akademische
Druck- u Verlagsanstalt, 1959

G. Horner, The Stattes
of the Aposties or
Canones ecclesastil

London, 1904

See: Canones apostolorum

See: Petrus Cantor

Locorum Theologicorum Libri duodecim.
Coloniae Agripp: Apud karacdes Arnoldi
Birckmunn, 1574

See: Loc. theol,
IO Y
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Author/Title

Calvin, John

Calvisius,
Sethus

Camerarius

Campianus,
Edmundus
(Edmund
Campion)

Canistus, Petrus

pracfat. Apoc.

Rat.

Catech,
Opus catech

Full Title

Insttutio christianae eligionts. Geneva: Robert
Estienne, 1559

Opus chronologicum, ex autortate sacrae scrip-
turae et istoricorum ide dignissimorunn ... cu
praemisa est isagoge chronologica. Francofurtiad
‘Oderam;: Thymius, 1620

Rationes decem, quibus fretus, certamen
anglicanae ecclsiae, e omnibus orthodosis
evangelti ministris obtulit n causa fidet: ef ad
eas Gutl, Withaker.. responsio. Lich, Hessen:
‘Wolfgang Ketzel, 1604

See: Opus catech.

Opus catechisticunm, stve de summa doctrinae.
Christianae.. . praeclaris divinae Scripturae
testimontis, sofidisque sanctorum patrum
sententis. Cologne: Gerwin Calenius & Johann
Quentel Erben, 1586

Insttutes of the
Christian Religon.
Edited by MeNelll.
‘Translated by Battks.
London: SCM, 1961
(Lcc2021)
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Abbreviation

De moribus
ccdes,

De nupt. et
concupic

Deapere
Monach,

De ordine

De pastorth

De peccat,
mrit, et remis,

De pracdestin-
atione sanctor.

De praedestin-
atione sanctor.
etdono per-

Despectlo
Despir et it

Full Title
‘De moribus eclsiae catholicae et de moribus
‘Manichacorun (CSEL 90)

‘De nuptis et concupiscentia (CSEL 42)

De opere monacharum (CSEL 41)

Deordine (CCSL29)

‘De pastoribus iber unus, plané e pius eruditus
‘Eiusdem de cura pro mortuis agenda liber unis,
Coloniae: Johann Gymich L. 1529

De peccatorum meriis et remissone et de
baptismo parvulorum (CSEL 60)

De prasdestiation sanctorum (PL 49)

Sea: De praedestinatione sanctor. and De dorio
persever

Sees Speculim
Despirtu t littera (CSEL 60)

English Title/Trans.

O the Catholic and the
Manichean Ways of Li
(NPNE'4)

On Marricge
and Concuplscence
(NPNE'5)

O the Work of Monks
(EC16)

OnOrder (FC1)

On the Merits and
Forgiveness ofSins
and on nfont Baptism
(NeNF )

On the Predestinaton
ofthe Sainis (FC 86)

On the Spiritand the
Letter (LCC 8)
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Author/Title

Augustinus
Hibernicus

Aurogallus,
Matthaeus

(Matthaeus
Goldhahn)

Propl. Paalm.
Palms

Q 12inlib.
Judic.

Q 17in Exod.
QQ evang.

Quastiones in
Heptateuchum

Retract,

Sermons

‘Speculum

De mirabilbus
Seripturae

Full Title

In Joharis evangelium tractatus (CCSL 36)

See: Enarr. Piakm.

See: Quasstiones in Heptateuchum

See: Quasstiones in Heptateuchum
Quastiones Evangeliorum (CCSL 448)

Quastiones in Heptateuchum (CCSL 33)
Retractiones (CCSL 57)

Sermones ad populum (CCL 41; PL38-39)
Speculum (CSEL 12)

De mirabilibus sacrae Scrpturae (PL35)

Grammatica Hebracae Chaldacasque linguac.
Vitebergae: Clug, 1531

English Title/Trans.

Tractates on the Gospel
ofolir (NPNF' 4)

Questions on the
Gospels (WSAL15)

Questions on the
Heptateuch (WSAL1S)

Reconsiderations
(FC60)

(WSATILL-11)
The Mirror (WSA 117)
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De symb.

De Trinit

De unitat
ecdes,

De uti
credendi contra
Manich.

Deverbo
Domini

De vidutat

Donatists
Enare. Picim.

Ench,

Epist. ohan.
Epistles
Exodus
Haeres.
Homil.

De symbolo ad catechumenos (CCSL 46)

‘De Trntate libri XV (CCSL 50, 504)

See: Contra Donatistas

Deuiltate credend (CSEL 25.1)

‘De bono viduitats (CSEL 41)

See: Contra Donatistas

Enarrationes in Psalmos (CCSL 38-40)

‘Enchiridion ad Laurentium, de fde,spe et caritate
(ccsL46)

See: 1]ohn
Epistulac (CCSL 34, 44,57,58,89)
See: Quacstiones in Heplateuchum
See: De haeres

‘Sermones (PL 38-39)

On the Creed, to
Catechumens (FC 27)

The Trinity (NPNE! 3)

On the Advantage of
Believing (LCC )

On the Good of
Widowhood (FC 16)

Explanations of the
Pals (ACW 29-30)

A Handbook on Faith,
Hope, and Love
(acw3)

Epistles (NPNE' 1)
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Author/Title

Bellarmine,
Robert (Roberto
Bellarmino)

Abbreviation
Mark

Contror. primae
seneralis

De baps.
De concils
De cdesia
Dejustif

De notsecls

De peribus in
particl.

De pontif.

De purgatorio
De Rom. Pontif
De sacram.

De script
adistand

Full Title English Title/Trans.

0 Marcl evangelivm expositio (CCSL 120)

See: Disputationes de controversiis

Sees Dispulationssde contoversts
Sees Dispulationssde controversts
Sees Dispulationesde contoversis
Sees Dispulationssde contoversts
Sees Dispulationssde contoverss

Sea: Disputationes de controversiis

TRACTATVS DE POTESTATE SVMMI
'PONTIFICIS IN REBVS TEMPORALIBVS:
‘Aduersus GVLIELMVM BARCLAIVM. Colonise
Agrippinae: Gualtherus, 1611

Sea: Disputationes de controversiis

See: De pont.

See: Disputationes de controversiis

De scriptoribus ecclestasicis. Cologne:
‘Bernhard Wolter, 1622
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Bava Bathra

Becanus, Martin

Bede (Beda
Venerabili)

Dejudc
controvers.

Collected
works

2peter
28&3John

Catholic
Epistles

Desex aetatibus

Desex mundi
aetatibus

Histor:

Tude

See: Talmud, tractate Bava Bathra

De judice controversiaruen. Moguntiae: Albinus,
166

OPERA.... omnia. Cologne: Johann Gymnich
IV. & Anton Hierat, 1612

See: Catholic Eplstes
See: Catholic Eplstes

Super epistulas catholicas expositio (PL93) The Commentary on
the Seven Catholic
Episties of Bede the
Venerable. Transhted
by D, Hurst.
Kalamazoo, M
Cistercian, 1985

Chronicon sive desex saccullaetatibus (PLS4)

See: De sex actatibus

Historia ecclesiastica gents Anglorum Ecdesiastical History
(SC489-91;PL95) ofthe English Nation
(LCL 246,248)

See: Catholic Eplstes
In Lucae evangelivm expositio (CCSL 120)
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ben Gerson,
Levi

ben Gorion,
Joseph.

De verbo Dei

De verbo et
scripto

Disputationes
decontroversis

Grammat.

Insit. Hebr

Insitut. gramm.
Job

See: Disputationes de controversiis.

Sea: Disputationes de controversiis

Disputationum de controversis christianae.
fidel adversus hujus temports haereticos opus.
Ingolstadt: Adam Sartorlus, 1601

~Exercitatio Grammatica In Palmym Trigesimym
tertium, 1580

INSTITVTIONES LINGVAE HEBRAICAE,
EX OPTIMIS QVIBVSQVE AVCTORIBYS
COLLECTAE. Cologne: Arnold Birckmann 1.
Erben, 1580

Sea: Instt, Hebr

‘Perus Ralbag al iob. Commentarius R. Levifii
Gersonis i librum Jobi, Lutetize Parisiorum:
‘Thomas Blaise, 1623

Yosippon, Venice, [1544] The wonderil and
mos deplorae i
fory o thekter times
ofihefews: with the
destructionofhe ity
o eusclem. Boston:
Nichlas Boone, 715
[ie., 1722]
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Author/Title  Abbreviation

Avitus Carm.
Viennensis

(Alcimus Avitus
episcopus

Viennensis)

Balsamon,

Theodorus

Baronius Al
(Cesare.
Baronio)

Barradius, Cone. evang
Sebastianus

(sebastizo

Barradas)

Basil Collected.
ofCaesarea  works

Full Title English Title/Trans.

Carmina de spiritals historie gestis (PL 59)

Nomocanon Phtii Ptriarchae Constantinopoli-
tani: Cum commentars Theodori Balsamonis
Chrstophorus ustellus Ex biblotheca Palating
nanc primim Graece edidit, Accessere elusdem
‘Phaii, il Metropolitae Rhodi, & Anonymi
tractatus de Synodis Occumenis ex bibliotheca
Sedanensiab eoden Iustello nunc primim Gracce
edit. Lutetise Parisiorums: Pacard, 1615

Annales ecclstastic, 12 vols. Cologne, 1609-13

Commentaria in concordiam et historiam evangel-
cam. Moguntiae: Mylius, 1618

Opera Graeca quae ad nos extant omda.
‘Basel: Hieronymus Froben, 1551.Or, Opera

... omnta: Iam recens per Wolfgangum
Musculum partim locis aliquot castigata, partim
Iuculentis accessionibus aucta. Basek: Oporinus,
Hernager, 1968
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Avenarius
(Johann
Habermann)

Gramm.
Aventinus, nal
johannes.

Sefer ha-shorashim: Hoc Est, Liber Radicvm Sev.
Lexicon Bbraicyen, 1n Q30 Omnivm Vocabviorvm
Biblicorvm Proprie ac certe redduntur sgnfica-
tones, cum vera & dilucida multorum locorian
Scriptur sacr explicatione. Adiecta est plerisque
Radicibus Symphoniacarun linguarum deriuctio.
Witebergae: Crato, 1563

GRAMMATICES EBRAICAE SANCTAE
LINGVAE TRES PARTES. Wittebergae: Ex
officina Cratoniana, 1597

Chronica, Darinn nit alletn def gar alten Haufs
‘Beyern, Keiser, Konige, Hertzogen, Firsten,
Graffen, Freyheern Geschlechte, Herkommen,
Stamum und Geschichte, sondern auch der
uralten Teutschen Ursprang, Herkommen,
Sttten, Gebreuch, Religion, mannliche und
treffiiche Thaten, o si fast bif zu diser zeyt,
allenthalben, ni allen m Teutschland und
‘Europa, sondern auch in Asta und Africa, auch
vor Christt unsers Seligmachers Geburt, gethan
haben, zum fletssigsten beschriben, und aufi
allerley Chronicken, Handschriffen, aen
Ereyheiten, Ubergaben, Brieffen, Salbfichern,
Retmen, Liedern, und andern glaubwirdigen
Monumenten und Schrifften zusammen
‘getragen und in acht Bilcher getheilt, Frankfurt
‘am Maln: Sigmund Feyerabend & Welgand
‘Han Erben, 1566
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Author/Title

Baumbach,
jobann
Balthasar

Abbreviation

QQ brevior

QQ contractior:

Quasstion
compendio
explict.

Serm. contra
Sabell. e Arium

Serm. devirtt
etlaudih
Palmorum

Sermons

Delingg orient.
auctoritate

e linguarum
oriental. antig.
necesstate et
wilitate

Delinguis
et re

Full Title English Title/Trans.

Regulae breviustactatae (PG 31) Short Rudes (WKL
Clarke, The Ascetic
Worksof Saint Basil.
London, 1925)

See: QQ brevir

See: QQ brevior

Contra Sabelianos et Arium et Anomazos (PG 31)

See: Psalm 1(7)

(eG31)

QVATVOR VTILISSIMI TRACTATVS: L De
trium Orientalium, Hebrae, Chaldee & Sy,
Linguarum Antiquitate, Necefitate ac Vilitate

11 De Appellationibus DEL que inscriptis
‘Rabbinorum occurunt 1L De Vrim & Thumsmim,

& Bath kol. I, De modo disputandi cum Judees,
Noriberge: Wagenmannus, 1609

See: De lingg. orient. auctoritate

See: De lingg. orient. auctoritate
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Contra
Eunomium

Deavaritia
Debapt.
De coniss. fdel

Despiritu
sancto

Epist.ad
Ghilonem

Epistes

Ethic

Homlly de
natv. Chrit

Homily sup.
princ Johann.

Moral,summ.

Orat. de
avaritia

Princ. Proverb.
Psalm 1

Adversus Eunomium (PG 29)

See: Orat. de avaritia
‘De baptismo libri duo (PG 31)
Confesso fdei

DIVI BASILI MAGNI EPISCOPI CAESAREAE
CAPPAdociac, opus argutum ac pium De Spirit
sancto, ad Amphilochium, DES. ERASMO
'ROTERODAMO interprete. Basels Froben &
Episcopius, 1532 (SC 17)

See: Eplstles

R Deferrari, Saint Basi, The Letters
(LCL190,215,243,270)

T it Regulae morales (PG 31)
Insanctam Clristi gencrationen (PG 31)

I llak In principto erat Verbum (PG 31)

See: Ethc
Oratio s de avaritia (PG 31)

"Homilia n principiem Prouerbiorum (PG 31)
Homiliae super Psalmos (PG 29)

On the Holy Spirit
(NPNE'8)

(NPNES)
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De sacram.

Despiritu
Sancto

De Tobia
De virgin.

De vocat. gent.

Ephesians
Episles
Hexaem.

Luke

Pauline Epistles

Psalm 40
Palm 115
g bua

De sacramentis (CSEL 73)

De Spiitu Sancto (CSEL 79)

De Tobla (PL 14)
Devirginitate (PL16)

Prosper of Aquiaine, D vocatione anium
sentium (PL 17, 51)

See: Pauline Epistes
(cseL2)

‘Hexameron. Augsburg: Johann Schuler, 1472
(csEL32)

‘Exposito Evangeli secundam Lucam (CCSL 14)

Ambrosiaster, Commentarius in episulas
Paudinas (CSEL 81,1-3)

‘Enarrationes in XIT Psalmos Davidicos (CSEL 44)

Exposito i CXVII (CSEL 52)
N

On the Sacraments.
Translated by J. H.
Srawley: London:
SPCK, 1950

On the Holy Spirit
(NPNE 10)

On Tobias (Pst25)

On Virginity.
Transhated by D.
Callam. Torontos
Percgrina, 1980

O the Calling of Al
the Gentiles (ACW 15)

(NPNE 10)

Six Days of Creation
(eC42)
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Alsted, Johann
Helnrich

Ambrose
of Milan

Praccogn.
theolog

1 Corinthians

2 Corinthians
2 Thessalonlans

De bono mortis

De Cain

Defdead
Gratianum

De incar.
Darnin.
Sacramento

De Jacob.

De poen.

Biine; Fagal L iviay s,

Glossa i quatuor Hbros sententiaruem Petri
‘Lombardi. Quaracchi Florentiae: ColL S.
Bonaventurae, 1951-57

PRACOGNITORVM THEOLOGICORVM LIBRI
'DVO. Naturam Theologie explicaes, & rationem
Studi llius plenissime monstrantes, Francofurt,
Hummis, 1615

See: Pauline Epistes

See: Pauline Epistles
Sea: Pauline Epistes

De bono morts (PL 32, 1) Death as a Good
Fces)

De Gain i Abel (CSEL 32, 1) Cain and Abe (EC 4)

De fide ad Gratiaum (L 16) Expositon ofhe
Christian aith
(NENF: 10)

De incarnationis dominicae sacramento (CSEL79)  (EC 44)

De jacob et vita beata (L 14) Jacob and the Happy
Life (FC65)
"De paitentia (CSEL73) On Penitence

(NPNE 10)
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Athenaeus

Augustine

Deipnosoph.

Collected.
works

1john

800
Ad Bonifc

Cone. 230n
Palm 115

Contra
Adimantium

Contra
adversar. legis et
prophetar

Contra
Cresconium

Contra
i

AGHNAIOY AEITINOZO®IE TON
'BIBAIA TIENTEKAIAEKA, ATHENAET

'DEIPNOSOPHISTARVM LIBRIXV. [Heldelberg]:

In Bibliopolio Commeliniano, 1611

Ommtun operum primus tonus [-dectmus].
Paris: Claude Chevallon, 1531

I epistulam Joanis ad Parthos ractatus (SC 75)

See: De div. quasst.

Contra duas epistoas Pelagianorun, ad

‘Bonifacium Romanae ecclesiae episcopum ()
(PL4g)

See: Enarr. Pialm. (7)

Contra Adimantum Manicheldiscipulum
(CsEL25.1)

Contra adversarium legis t prophetarum
(CCEL49)

Ad Cresconium grammaticum parts Donati
(cseLs)

Contra Donatistas (CSEL 53)

The Learned
Banqueters (LCL 204)

Tactates on the First
Letter of john (EC 2)

A Treatise Against Two
Lettersof the Pelagians
(NPNF'S)

Against Adimantus,
a Disciple of Man
(WsAL19)

Against Adversaries
of the Law and the
Prophes (WSAL1S)

T Cresconius, a
Donatist Grammarian
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De doctrina Christiana (CCSL 32)
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See Bvodius, De fide conra Manichaeos
Defide e aperibus (CSEL 41)
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Contra Gaudentium (CSEL 53)
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Jundamentt (CSEL25)

Contra Faustum Manicheum (CSEL 25.1)
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Against the Leters of
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On the Instruction
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(C8, 14,249
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trandita, Viennae: Apud Fr. Beck Universiatis
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‘Epistula de decreis Nicaenae synodi (PG 25)
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Benedictus Antverpiae: Plantinus, 1569-72
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Montano)
Demensuris  Thvbal-Cain, Sive, De Mensvris Sacrs Liber
Tribus voluminibus distinctus, Antverplae:
Plantin, 1572
HebrewBible  BIBLIA HEBRAICA. Antwerp: Christophe
Plantin, 1584
Aristaeus Histor ARISTEL, DE LEGIS DIVINA EX HEBRAICA

LINGVA IN GRECAM TRANSlatione, per
Septuaginta interpretes, Proleme! Philadelphi
_Egyptiorum regis studio ac liberalitate Hierosoly-
ma accersitos absoluta, Historia Greecolatina.
Francofurti: Musculus & Pistorius, 1610

Aristotle Collected A ZOZOMENA. OPERVM. . Graect &
works Latiné ... TOMVS T [-11]. [Geneva:] Guillaume
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decem. Hanoviae: Marnius, 1611 (cL73)
Metaphys. Duodectn Hori methaphisice. Lelprig: Martin  Metaphysics

Landsberg, 1499 (LCL271,287)
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Aben Ezra (Tbn  Genesis Lab-berest pereq 1-3: maase bersi -maase gan Tom Ezrds Commentary

Ezra, Abraham eden. London: ham-Me habber, 1990 on the Pentateuch.

ben Meir) Translated by H.
‘Norman Strickman.
New York: Menorah,
1988

Abulensis See: Tostatus Abulensis

(Alfonso

Tostado Ribera,

bishop of Avila)

Acosta DeChriso  De Clristo Revelato lbri novem simulque de

(José de Acosta)  revelato temporibus novisimis it quatuor. Lugduni:

Buysson, 1592
Detemp. noviss.~ See: De Clvristo revelato

Adamof St Jocundareplebs  Oeuvres poctiques précédes dun cssai sursa vieet  The Liturgical Pociry

Victor (adama  fidels ses ouvrages,ed. Léon Gautier Paris, 1858-59  of Adam of . Victor:

Sancto Victore) From the Textof

Gautier. Translated by
Dighy S. Wrangha,
London: Paul, Trench,
&Co., 1881
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