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upon Christ our head, is by him diffused through all the mem-
bers of his body?2. For God hath established and anointed us
in Christ: We have an unction from the Holy One, and the anoint-
ing which we have recewed from him abideth in us. Necessary
then it cannot choose but be, that we should know Jesus to be
the Christ: because as he is Jesus, that is, our Saviour, by
being Christ, that is, anointed ; so we can have no share in him
as Jesus, except we become truly Christians, and so be in him as
Christ, anointed with that unction from the Holy One%.

Thus having run through all the particulars at first designed
for the explication of the title, Christ, we may at last clearly
express, and every Christian easily understand, what it is we
say when we make our confession in these words, { believe in
Jesus Christ. I do assent unto this as a certain truth, that there
was a man promised by God, foretold by the Prophets to be
the Messias, the Redeemer of Israel, and the expectation of the
nations, I am fully assured by all those predictions that the
Messias so promised is already come. I am as certainly per-
suaded, that the Man born in the days of Herod of the Virgin
Mary, by an angel from heaven called Jesus, is that true Mes-
slas, so long, so often promised: that, as the Messias, he was
anointed to three special offices, belonging to him as the Media-
tor between God and Man: that he was a Prophet, revealing
unto us the whole will of God for the salvation of man; that he
was a Priest, and hath given himself a sacrifice for sin, and so
hath made an atonement for us; that he is a King, set down at
the right hand of God, far above all principalities and powers,
whereby, when he hath subdued all our enemies, he will confer
actual, perfect, and eternal happiness upon us. I believe this
unction, by which he became the true Messias, was not per«
formed by -any material oil, but by the Spirit of God, which he
received as the Head, and conveyeth to his members. And in
this full acknowledgment, I believe in Jesus Christ.

His only Son.

AFTER our Saviour’s nomination immediately followeth his
filiation : and justly, after we have acknowledged him to be the

92 ¢Inde apparet Christi corpus nes
esse, quia omnes ungimur, et omnes in
illo et Christi et Christus sumus, quia
quodammodo totus Christus caput et
corpus est.’ S. August. in Psal. xxvi.

[Enarr. 11, §. 2. vol. iv. part. 1. p. 119 B.]

93 Toryapoby fjuels TobTov elverer Ka-
Aobuela Xporiavol, §1t xpiducba Eaiov
B@cod. Theoph. ad Autol. Uh. 1. [§. 12.

p- 345 C.]
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Christ, do we confess him to be the Son of God ; because these
two were ever inseparable, and even by the Jews themselves
accounted equivalent. Thus Nathanael, that true Israelite,
maketh his confession of the Messias; Rabbi, thow art the Son Johni. 49,
of God, thou art the King of Israel. Thus Martha makes expres-
sion of her faith; I believe that thow art the Christ, the Son of Johnxi. 27,
God, which should come into the world. Thus the high priest
maketh his inquisition; I adjure thee by the lLving God, that Matt. xxvi.
thou tell us whether thow be the Christ, the Son of God. This %3
was the famous confession of St. Peter; We belicve and are sure Johnvi.69.
that thow art that Christ, the Son of the living God. And the
Gospel of St. John was therefore written, that we might believe Johnxx.31.
that Jesus is the Christ, the Som of God. Certain then it is that
all the Jews, as they looked for a Messias to come, so they
believed that Messias to be the Son of God, (although since the
coming of our Saviour they have denied it9¢:) and that by
reason of a constant interpretation of the second Psalm, as ap-
propriated unto him. And the primitive Christians did at the
very beginning include this filial title of our Saviour, together
with his names, into the compass of one word9. Well therefore
after we have expressed our faith in Jesus Christ, is added that
which always had so great affinity with it, ¢4e only Son of -God.

In these words there is little variety to be observed, except
that what we translate the only Son?%, that in the phrase of the

94 For when Celsus, in the person of
a Jew, had spoken these words, AAN’
eimer & éuds wpophrns &y ‘Tepocorduors
moté, 87t fiEet Ocod vids, Tdv dolwy kpirys,
kol T&y &dikwy woragrhs, Origen says
they were most improperly attributed
to a Jew, who did look indeed for a
Messias, but not for the Son of God,
i. e. not under the notion of a Son ; ’Iov-
3aios 8¢ obrc by Sporovhoar ST wpophTys
Tis elmev HEew Ocob vidv  yap Aéyovoly
éoTw, 871 fiter 6 Xpiords ToU Oeod” kal
woAAdkts y& (yrovot mpds Huds ebféws wepl
viot @eod, &s odderds SyTos TowdTov, 0DdE
wpopnTevdévros. Cont. Cels. Isb. 1. [§. 49.
p- 365 E, 366 A.]

9 That is, IXOYTZ. ‘Nos pisciculi
secundum ix6dv nostrum Jesum Chri-
stum in aqua nascimur.” Tertul. de Bapt.
cap. I. [p. 224 A.] Which is thus inter-
preted by Optatus, ‘Cujus piscis nomen
secundum appellationem Gracam in uno
nomine per singulas literas turbam sanc-

torum nominum continet, Ix8s, quod
est Latinum Jesus Christus Dei Fikius
Selvator. Lib. ii. [e. 2. p. 52.]

96 The Latins indeed generally use
the word unicum. So Ruffinus: ¢Et in
unico filio ejus:’ [§. 6.p. cciii.] which
is so far from being in his apprehension
the same with unigenitus, that he refers
it as well to Lord as Son. ¢Hic ergo
Jesus Christus, Filius unicus Dei, qui
est et Dominus noster unicus, et ad
Filium referri et ad Dominum potest.’
(§. 8. p. cev.] So St. Augustin in En-
chiridio, cap. 34. and Leo Epist. 10.
[Ep. xxiv.] Which is therefore to be
observed, because in the ancient copies
of those Epistles the word unicum was
not to be found, as appeareth by the
discourse of Vigilius, who in the fourth
book against Eutyches hath these words:
¢Nla primitus uno diluens volumine quze
Leonis objiciuntur Epistole, cujus hoe
sibi primo capitulum iste, nescio quis,
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Seripture and the Greek Church is the only-begotien.

It is then

sufficient for the explication of these words, to shew how Christ
is the Son of God, and what is the peculiarity of his generation ;
that when others are also the sons of God, he alone should so
be his Son, as no other is or can be so; and therefore he alone
should have the name of the only-begotien.

First, then, it cannot be denied that Christ is the Son of Ged,
for that reason, because he was by the Spirit of God born of the
Virgin Mary; for that whick is conceived (or begotien7) in her,

proposuit ; fidelium universitas profitetur
credere se tn Deum Patrem omnipoten-
tem, e in Jesum Christum, Filium ejus,
Dominum nostrum.’ That which he aimg
at is the tenth Epistle of Leo,.in which
those words are found, but with the ad»
dition of wnmicwm, which, as it seems,
then was not there; as appears yet
farther by the words which follow:
¢ Miror tamen quomodo hunc locum
iste notavit, et illum pratermisit, ubi
unici filii commemorationem idem beatus
Leo facit, dicens, Idem wero sempiterni
genitoris igenitus piternus, natus
de Spiritu Sancto ex Maria virgine;’
which words are not to be found in the
same Epistle. Howsoever it was in the
first copies of Leo; both Ruffinus and
St. Augustin, who were before him, and
Maximus Taurinensis, Chrysologus, Ethe-
rius and Beatus, who were later, read
it, et in Jesum Christum filiwm ejus uni-
cum. But the word used in the Serip-
tures, and kept constantly by the Greeks,
i8 povoyerfs, the only-begotten.

97 For the original is 70 év adrf yer-
w0év+ and it is the observation of St.
Basil, otk elpyrar, 10 kvnfiv, &AAG, T
yevymbéy. [vol.ii. p. 598 E.] Indeed the
vulgar translation renders it, guod in ea
natum est, and in St. Luke, quod nascetur
sanctum ; and it must be confessed this
was the most ancient translation. For
s0o Tertullian read it; °Per virginem
dicitis natum, non ex virgine, et in vulva,
non ex vulva, quia et Angelus in somnis
ad Joseph, Nam quod in ea natum est,
inquit, de Spiritu Sancto est.” De Carne
Christi, cap. 20. [p. 322 C.] And of
that in St. Luke, ‘Hxc et ab angelo
exceperat secundum nostrum Evange-
Yum, Propterea, quod in te mascetur vo~
cabitur sanctwm, filius Dei” Adv. Mar-
cion. lib. iv. cap. 7. [p. 418 A.] Yet

quod in ea natum est cannot be proper,
while it is yet in the womb ; nor can
the child first be said to be born, and
then that the mother shall bring it forth.
It is true, indeed, yewvar signifies not
always to beget, but sometimes to bear
or bring forth; as % yvvh ocov "EnedBer
yewvfioe vity gor, Luke i. 13. and ver. 57.
Kal eyévwnoey vidv. So Tob 8¢ ’Inood
yevvnévros év BnoAeéu, Matt. ii. 1. must
necessarily be understood of Christ’s na-
tivity ;. for it is most certain, that he
was not begotten or conceived at Beth-
lehem. And this without question must
be the meaning of Herod’s inquisition,
Tloi & Xpiords yevvaTas, where the Messias
was to be born. But though yervav have
sometime the signification of bearing or
bringing forth; yet 7d év abdryj yevwnbév
cannot be so interpreted, because it
speaks of something as past, when as
yet Christ was not born; and though
the conception was already past,and we
translate it so, which is conceived ; yet
St. Basil rejects that interpretation ;
vyevviv is one thing, cvAAeuBdvew an-
other. Seeing then the nativity was
not yet come, and yevrnféy speaks of
something already past, therefore the
old translation is not good, quod in ea
natum est. Seeing, though the concep-
tion indeed were past,. yet yervay signi-
fieth not ¢o conceive, and so is mot pro-
perly to be interpreted, that which s
conceived ; seeing yevvav is most pro-
perly to beget, as # yevymruch the genera-
tive faculty : therefore I conceive the
fittest interpretation of those words, 1
év abrfi yevonBéy, that which is begotten
in her. And because the angel in St.
Luke speaks of the same thing, there-
fore I interpret 7d yervdpevov ék god, in
the same manner, that whick 3¢ begotten
of thee.
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by the testimony of an angel, is of ¢he Holy Ghost; and because
of him, therefore the Son of God. For so spake the angel to
106 the Virgin ; The Holy Ghost shall come wpon thee, and the power Lukei. 3s.
of the Highest shall overshadow thee: therefore also that holy thing
which shall be born of thee (or, which is begotten of thee) shall be
called the Son of God. And the reason is clear, because that the
Holy Ghost is God. TFor were he any creature, and not God
himself, by whom our Saviour was thus born of the Virgin, he
must have been the Son of a creature, not of God.
Secondly, it is as undoubtedly true, that the same Christ, thus
born of the Virgin by the Spirit of God, was designed to so high
an office by the special and immediate will of God, that by virtue
thereof he must be acknowledged the Son ¢of God. He urgeth
this argument himself against the Jews ; Is i¢ not written in your Jobn x. 34,
Law, I said, Ye are gods? Are not these the very words of the 3% 36.
eighty-second Psalm? If ke called them gods, if God himself so
spake, or the Psalmist from him, if this be the language of the
Scripture, if they be called gods, unto whom the word of God
came, (and the Scripture camnot be brokem, nor the authority
thereof in any particular denied,) say ye of him whom the Father
hath sanctified and sent into the world, whom he hath consecrated
and commissioned to the most eminent and extraordinary office,
say ye of him, Thou &lasphemest, because I said, I am the Son of
God ?
Thirdly, Christ must therefore be acknowledged the Son of
God, because he is raised immediately by God out of the earth
unto immortal life. For God hath fulfilled the promise unto us, Acts xiii.
in that ke hath raised up Jesus again ; as it is also written in the 3%
second Psalm, Thow art my Son, this day have I begotten thee.
The grave is as the womb of the earth; Christ, who is raised
from thence, is, as it were, begotten to another life: and God,
who raised him, is his Father. So true it must needs be of him,
which is spoken of others, who ave the ckildren of God, being the Luke xx.
children of the resurrection. Thus was he defined or constituted, 36-
and appointed the Son of God with power by the resurrection from Rom.i. 4.
the dead ; neither is he called simply the first that rose, but with
a note of generation, ke first-born from the dead.
Fourthly, Christ, after his resurrection from the dead, is made
actually heir of all things in his Father’s house, and Lord of all
the Spirits which minister unto him, from whence he also hath

the title of the Son of God. He is set down at the right hand of Heb. i. 3,
4, 5.

Col. i, 18.
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the Maojesty on high; being made so muck betler than the angels,
as ke hath by inkeritance obtained a more excellent name than they.
For unto whick of the angels said ke ot any time, Thou art my Son,
this day have I begotten thee ? From all which testimonies of the
Scriptures it is evident, that Christ hath this fourfold right
unto the title of the Son of God: by generation, as begotten of
God; by commission, as sent by him; by resurrection, as the
first-born ; by actual possession, as heir of all.

But beside these four, we must find yet a more peculiar
ground of our Saviour’s filiation, totally distinet from any which
belongs unto the rest of the sons of God, that he may be clearly

and fully acknowledged the only-begotten Son. For although to 107

be born of a Virgin be in itself miraculous, and justly entitles
Christ unto [the name of] the Son of God; yet it is not so far
above the production of all mankind, as to place him in that
singular eminence which must be attributed to the only-begotten.
We read of Adam fhe son of God, as well as Seth the son of
Adam : and surely the framing Christ out of a woman cannot so
far transcend the making Adam out of the earth, as to cause so
great a distance as we must believe between the first and second
Adam. Beside, there were many while our Saviour preached
on earth who did believe his doctrine, and did confess him to
be the Son of God, who in all probability understood nothing
of his being born of a Virgin; much less did they foresee his
rising from the dead, or inheriting all things. Wherefore sup-
posing all these ways by which Christ is represented to us as
the Son of God, we shall find out one more yet, far more proper
in itself, and more peculiar unto him, in which no other son
can have the least pretence of share or of similitude, and con-
sequently in respect of which we must confess him the only-
begotten. ‘

To which purpose I observe, that the actual possession of his
inheritance, which was our fourth title to his Sonship, presup-
poseth his resurrection, which was the third: and his commis-
sion to his office, which was the second, presupposeth his gene-
ration of a Virgin, as the first. But I shall now endeavour to
find another generation, by which the same Christ was begotten,
and consequently a Son, before he was conceived in the Virgin’s
womb. Which that I may be able to evince, I shall proceed
in this following method, as not only most facile and perspi-
cuous, but also most convincing and conclusive, First, I will
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clearly prove out of the Holy Scriptures, that Jesus Christ, born
of the Virgin Mary, had an actual being or subsistence before
the Holy Ghost did come upon the Virgin, or the power of the
Highest did overshadow her. Secondly, I will demonstrate
from the same Secriptures, that the being which he had ante-
cedently to his conception in the Virgin’s womb was not any
created being, but essentially Divine. Thirdly, we will shew
that the Divine essence which he had, he received as commu-
nicated to him by the Father. Fourthly, we will declare this
communication of the Divine nature to be a proper generation,
by which he which communicateth is a proper Father, and he
to whom it is communicated, a proper Son. Lastly, we will
manifest that the Divine essence was never communicated in
that manner to any person but to him, that never any was so
begotten besides himself, and consequently, in respect of that
Divine generation, he is most properly and perfectly tZe only-
begotten Son of the Father.

As for the first, that Jesus Christ had a real being or exist-
ence, by which he truly was, before he was conceived of the
Virgin Mary, I thus demonstrate. He which was really in
heaven, and truly descended from thence, and came into the
world from the Father, before that which was begotten of the
Virgin ascended into heaven or went unto the Father, he had a
real being or existence before he was conceived in the Virgin,
and distinet from that being which was conceived in her. This
is most clear and evident, upon these three suppositions not
to be denied. First, that Christ did receive no other being or
nature after his conception, before his ascension, than what was
begotten of the Virgin. Secondly, that what was begotten of
the Virgin had its first being here on earth, and therefore could
not really be in heaven till he ascended thither. Thirdly, that
what was really in heaven, really was; because nothing can be
present in any place, which is not. Upon these suppositions
certainly true, the first proposition cannot be denied. Where-
fore I assume; Jesus Christ was really in heaven, and truly

"descended from thence, and came into the world from the
108 Father, before that which was begotten of the Virgin ascended

into heaven, or went unto the Father; as I shall particularly
prove by the express words of the Scripture. Therefore I con-
clude, that Jesus Christ had a real being or existence before he
was conceived in the Virgin; and distinet from that being which
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was conceived in her. Now that he was really in heaven before
he ascended thither, appeareth by his own words to his disciples ;
What and if you shall see the Son of man ascend up where ke
was before? For he speaketh of a real ascension, such as was to
be seen or looked upon, such as they might view as spectators.
The place to which that ascension tended was truly and really
the heaven of heavens. The verb substantive, not otherwise
used, sufficiently testifieth, not a figurative but a real being,
especially considering the opposition in the word defore. Whe-
ther we look upon the time of speaking, then present, or the
time of his ascension, then to come, his being or existing in
heaven was defore. Nor is this now at last denied, that he was
in heaven before the ascension mentioned in these words, but
that he was there before he ascended at all. We shall therefore
farther shew that this ascension was the first; that what was
born of the Virgin was never in heaven before this time of
which he speaks: and being in heaven before this ascension, he
must be acknowledged to have been there before he ascended
at all, If Christ had ascended into heaven before his death, and
descended from thence¥, it had been the most remarkable action
in all his life, and the proof thereof of the greatest efficacy
toward the disseminating of the Gospel. And can we imagine so
divine an action of so high concernment could have passed, and
none of the Evangelists ever make mention of it? Those which
are so diligent in the deseription of his nativity and circumeision,
his oblation in the temple, his reception by Simeon, his adora-
tion by the wise men; those which have described his descent
into Egypt; would they have omitted his ascent into heaven ?
Do they tell us of the wisdom which he shewed when he dis-
puted with the doctors ? and were it not worthy our knowledge
whether it were before he was in heaven or after ? The diligent
seeking of Joseph and Mary, and her words when they found
him, Son, why hast thou dealt so with us? shew that he had not
been missing from them till then, and consequently not ascended
into heaven. After that he went down to Nazareth, and was
subject to them: and I understand not how he should ascend

* [This remark is made in refutation of the extraordinary notion of the Soci-
nians, that Jesus was taken up into heaven some time before his ministry began.
In this way they explained John i. 18. iii. 13, &c. See Socinus, Op. vol. i. p. 146.
ed. 1656. Schlichtingius, in Joan. iii. 13. Mosheim refuted it in a Dissertation,
¢ De raptu Christi in ccelos.’]
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into heaven, and at the same time be subject to them ; or there
receive his commission and instructions as the great legate of
God, or ambassador from heaven, and return again unto his old
subjection ; and afterwards to go to John to be baptized of him,
and to expect the descent of the Spirit for his inauguration.
Immediately from Jordan he is carried into the wilderness to be
tempted of the Devil; and it were strange if any time could
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then be found for his ascension: for ke was forty days in the Marki.13.

wilderness, and certainly heaven is no such kind of place; he
was all that time with #he beasts, who undoubtedly are none of
the celestial hierarchy; and tempted of Satan, whose dominion
reacheth no higher than the air. Wherefore in those forty days
Christ ascended not into heaven, but rather heaven descended

unto him; for the angels ministered unto him. After this ke Marki. r3.
returned in the power of the Spirit into Galilee, and there exer- Lukeiv.14.

cised his prophetical office: after which there is not the least
pretence of any reason for his ascension. Beside, the whole
frame of this antecedent or preparatory ascension of Christ is
not only raised, without any written testimony of the word, or
unwritten testimony of tradition, but is without any reason in
itself, and contrary to the revealed way of our redemption. For
what reason should Christ ascend into heaven to know the will
of God, and not be known to ascend thither? Certainly the
Father could reveal his will unto the Son as well on earth as in

109 heaven. And if men must be ignorant of his ascension, to what

purpose should they say he ascended, except they imagine either
an impotency in the Father, or dissatisfaction in the Son? Nor
is this only asserted without reason, but also against that rule to
be observed by Christ as he was anointed to the sacerdotal office.

For the holy of holies made with hands was the figure of the Heb.ix.24.
true, (that is, heaven itself,) into which the High Priest alone Heb,ix. 7.
went once every year: and Christ as our High Priest entered in Heb.ix. 12

once tnto the holy place. 1If then they deny Christ was a Priest
before he preacked the Gospel, then did he not enter into heaven,
because the High Priest alone went into the type thereof, the
holy of holies. If they confess he was, then did he not ascend
till after his death, because he was to enter in but once, and
that not without blood. Wherefore being Christ ascended not
into heaven till after his death, being he certainly was in heaven
before that ascension, we have sufficiently made good that part
of our argument, that Jesus Christ was in heaven before that
PEARSON. )
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which was begotten of the Virgin ascended thither. Now that
which followeth will both illustrate and confirm it: for as he wag
there, so he descended from thence before he ascended thither.
Johnvi.33. This he often testifieth and inculcateth of himself: Tke bread of
st God is ke whick cometh down from heaven ; and, I am the living
bread which came down from heaven. He opposeth himself unto
the manna in the wilderness, which never was really in heaven,
Johnvi.z2, or had its original from thence. Moses gave you not that bread
Jrom heaven, but the Father gave Christ really from thence.
Johnvi.38. Wherefore he saith, I came down from heaven, not to do mine
own will, but the will of kim that sent me. Now never any
person upon any oceasion is said to descend from heaven, but
such as were really there before they appeared on earth, as the
Father, the Holy Ghost, and the angels: but no man, however
born, however sanctified, sent, or dignified, is said thereby to
descend from thence; but rather when any is opposed to Christ,
the opposition is placed in this very origination. John the Bap-
Lukei. x5. tist was filled with the Holy Ghost even from his mother's womb ;
born of an aged father and a barren mother, by the power of
God; and yet he distinguisheth himself from Christ in this:
Johniii.zr. He that cometh from above is above all: ke that is of the earth is
earthy, and speaketh of the earth ; he that cometh from heaven is
above olf. Adam was framed immediately by God, without the
intervention of man or woman: and yet he is so far from being
thereby from heaven, that even in that he is distinguished from
1 Cor. xv. the second Adam. For the first man is of the earth, earthy : the
47 second man is the Lord jfrom hkeaven. Wherefore the descent of
Christ from heaven doth really presuppose his being there, and
Eph. iv. 9. that antecedently to any ascent thither. For that ke ascended,
what is it but that ke also descended first 7 So St. Paul, asserting
a descent as necessarily preceding his ascension, teacheth us
never to imagine an ascent of Christ as his first motion between
heaven and earth*; and consequently, that the first being or
existence which Christ had, was not what he received by his
‘conception here on earth, but what he had before in heaven, in
respect whereof he was with the Father, from whom he came.
His Disciples believed that he came out from God: and he com-

* |Pearson therefore understood eis 7& kardrepa péom viis s in Eph. iv. 0. to
refer to Christ’s coming upon earth, and not to his descent into the grave. See
more in his remarks upon Art, V.]
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mended that faith and confirmed the object of it by this asser-

tion: I came forth from the Father, and am come into the world ; iOh;lsXVi'
again, I leave the world, and go to the Father. Thus having, by 735
undoubted testimonies, made good the latter part of the argu-
ment, I may safely conclude, that being Christ was really in
heaven, and descended from thence, and came forth from the
Father, before that which was conceived of the Holy Ghost
ascended thither ; it cannot with any show of reason be denied,

that Christ had a real being and existence antecedent unto his
conception here on earth, and distinet from the being which he
received here.

110 Secondly, we shall prove not only a bare priority of existence,

but a preexistence of some certain and acknowledged space of
duration. For whosoever was before John the Baptist and be-
fore Abraham, was some space of time before Christ was man.
This no man can deny, because all must confess the blessed
Virgin was first saluted by the angel six months after Elizabeth
conceived, and many hundred years after Abraham died. But
Jesus Christ was really existent before John the Baptist, and
before Abraham, as we shall make good by the testimony of the

" Scriptures. Therefore it cannot be denied but Christ had a real

being and existence some space of time before he was made man.
Tor the first, it is the express testimony of John himself; 7%is Johni. 15,
is he of whom I spake, he that cometh after me is preferred before
me, for he was before me. In which words, first, he taketh to
himself a priority of time, speaking of Christ, Ze that cometh after
me : for so he came after him into the womb, at his conception ;
into the world, at his nativity ; unto his office, at his baptism;
always after John, and at the same distance. Secondly, he at-
tributeth unto Christ a priority of dignity, saying, 4e is preferred
Before me, as appeareth by the reiteration of these words : IHe it Johni. 27,
is, who coming after me is preferred before me, whose shoe’s latchet
T am not worthy to unloose. The addition of which expression of
his own unworthiness sheweth, that fo &e preferred before kim*
is the same with being worthier than he ; to which the same ex-
pression is constantly added by all the other three Evangelists.
Thirdly, he rendereth the reason or cause of that great dignity
which belonged to Christ, saying for, or rather, because, he was

* [Tt will be observed that ke is preferred before me is in the Greek Zumpootéy
pov yéyovey ; but ke was before me, in ver. 3o. is mp@Tds wov fv.]
02
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before me. And being the cause must be supposed different and
distinet from the effect, therefore the priority last mentioned
cannot be that of dignity. For to assign any thing as the cause
or reason of itself, is a great absurdity, and the expression of it
a vain tautology. Wherefore that priority must have relation
to time or duration (as the very tense, ke was before me, suffi-
ciently signifieth), and so be placed in opposition to his coming
after him. As if John the Baptist had thus spoke at large:
¢ This man Christ Jesus, who came into the world, and entered
on his prophetical office six months after me, is notwithstanding
of far more worth and greater dignity than I am; even so
much greater, that I must acknowledge myself unworthy to
stoop down and unloose the latchet of his shoes: and the reason
of this transcendent dignity is from the excellency of that nature
which he had before I was; for though he cometh after me, yet
he was before me.”

Now as Christ was before John, which speaks a small, so was
he also before Abraham, which speaks a larger time. Jesus
himself. hath asserted this preexistence to the Jews; Verily,
verily, I say unto you, Before Abrakam was, I am. Which words,
plainly and literally expounded, must evidently contain this
truth. For, first, Abraham in all the Seriptures never hath any
other signification than such as denotes the person called by that
name ; and the question to which these words are directed by
way of answer, without controversy, spake of the same person.
Beside, Abraham must be the subject of that proposition, 4bre-
ham was ; because a proposition cannot be without a subject,
and if Abraham be the predicate, there is none. Again, as we
translate dbrakam was, in a tense signifying the time past, so it
is most certainly to be understood; because that which he
speaks unto, is the preexistence of Abraham, and that of long
duration ; so that whatsoever had concerned his present estate
or future condition, had been wholly impertinent to the precedent
question. Lastly, the expression, I am, seeming something un-
usual or improper to signify a priority in respect of any thing
past, because no present instant is before that which precedeth,
but that which followeth, yet the use98 of it sufficiently main-

98 So Nonnus here more briefly and  dudv elu, kal odx Eyvords pe; Have I
plainly than usual, [viii. 187]: been so long time with you, and yet hast
*ABpap wply yévos Eaxev, Eydb wéhov. thou not known me? And St.John xv. 27.
So St. John xiv. 9. Togoitor xpdvor uel “Ore én’ &pxiis pet’ duod éore, because ye

e

HIS ONLY SON.

111 taineth, and the nature of the place absolutely requireth, that it

should not here denote a present being, but a priority of exist~
ence, together with a continuation of it till the present time.
And then the words will plainly signify thus much: « Do you
question how I could see Abraham, who am not yet fifty years
old? Verily, verily, I say unto you, Before ever Abraham, the
person whom you speak of, was born%, T had a real being and
existence (by which I was capable of the sight of him), in which
I have continued until now.” In this sense certainly the Jews
understood our Saviour’s answer; as pertinent to their question,
but in their opinion blasphemous; and therefore they took up
stones to cast at kim.

This literal and plain explication is yet farther necessary ;
because those which once recede from it, do not only wrest and
pervert the place, but also invent and suggest an answer unwor-
thy of and wholly mishecoming him that spake it. For (setting
aside the addition of the light of the world, which there can be
no show of reason to admit';) whether they interpret the former

have been (or continued) with me from
the beginning. Thus Nonnus, [xv. 111]:
"E¢ dpxiis yeyadres §hoy Ouyhropes Epywy.
8t. John vi. 24. “Ore ofv <lder & SxAos
87’ Inoobs bk Loy exei, When the people
saw that Jesus was not there. Nor only
doth St. John use thus the present tense
for that which is past, but as frequently
for that which is to come. For as be-
fore, Togobrov xpdvov ued Spdv eiw, so
on the contrary, #ri mkpdy xpdvov et
budy elt, St. John vii. 33..and Frov-elul
éyd, kel kal & Bidroves & uds Eorau, St.
John xii. 26, xiv. 3. xvii. 24. Where-
fore it is very indifferent whether (John
vil. 34.) we read, §mov elul &y, or dmov
elue. For Nonnus seems to have read
it efp: by his translation, [vii. 130.]
els arpamdy v wep 6dedow*
and the Jews’ question, TTod of7os péAre
wopedeofar ; shews they understood it
so: for this efu, though of a present
form, is of a future signification. He-
sych. Elui, wmopeboopar. And so it
agreeth with that which follows, St.
John vill. 21, “Owov dyd Srdyew, Suets od
divage éNBeiv. 1f we read eluf, as the
old translation, ubi ego sum, it will have
the force of &ropas, and agree with the
other, “Iva &rov elul éyd, ral duels fre.

Howsoever it is clear, St: John useth
the present elu{ either in relation to
what is past, or what is to come, and is
therefore to be interpreted as the mat-
ter in hand requireth. And certainly
the place now under our consideration
can admit no other relation but to the
time already past, in which Abraham
lived. And we find the present tense
in the same manner joined with the
aorist elsewhere : as Pgal. xc. 2. TIpd
Tob 3pn yernbivas, kal mAaotivas THy yiv
Kkal Ty olkovuévny, Kkal &md Tob aidvos Ews
7o aiivos ob €. What can be more
parallel than, Mpd 705 &py yevnbiva, to
mply "ABpadp yevéoOus, and ob €, to éyid
€iu? in the same manner, though by
another word, Tpd Tob py Epacbijva,
w.p.b 8¢ mdvrwr Bowwdy yevug pe.  Prov.
viii, 25.

99 So the Althiopic version, Amen
dico vobis, priusquam Abraham nascere-
tur, fui ego; and the Persian, Vere,
vere vobis dico, quod nondum Abraham
Jactus erat, cum ego eram.

1 This is the shift of the Socinians,
who make this speech of Christ ellipti-
cal, and then supply it from the twelfth
verse, I am the light of the world. *Quod
vero ea verba, Ego sum, sint ad eum
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part (Before dbrakam was) of something to come, as the calling
of the Gentiles, or the latter (I am) of a preexistence in the
divine foreknowledge and appointment; they represent Christ
with a great asseveration highly and strongly asserting that
which is nothing to the purpose to which he speaks, nothing
to any other purpose at all; and they propound the Jews sense-
lessly offended and foolishly exasperated with those words, which
any of them might have spoken as well as he. For the first
interpretation makes our Saviour thus to speak: ¢ Do ye so
much wonder how I should Zave secen Abraham, who am not yet
Jifty years old? Do ye imagine so great a contradiction in this?
I tell you, and be ye most assured that what I speak unto you at
this time is most certainly and infallibly true, and most worthy
of your observation, which moves me not to deliver it without
this solemn asseveration (Verily, verily, I say unto you), Before
Abraham shall perfectly become that which was signified in his
name, e father of many nations, before the Gentiles shall come
in, I am. Nor be ye troubled at this answer, or think in this I
magnify myself: for what I speak is as true of you, as it is of
me; before Abraham be thus made Abraham, ye are. Doubt
ye not therefore, as ye did, nor ever make that question again,
whether I Zave seen Abraham.” The second explication makes
a sense of another nature, but with the same impertinency. ¢ Do
ye continue still to question, and that with so much admiration ?
Do ye look upon my age, and ask, Hast thou seen Abrakam? 1

confess it is more than eighteen hundred years since that Patri- 112

arch died, and less than forty since I was born at Bethlehem :
but leok not on this computation ; for before Abraham was born,
I was. But mistake me not, I mean in the foreknowledge and
decree of God. Nor do I magnify myself in this, for ye were so.”
How either of these answers should give any reasonable satisfac-

modum supplenda, ac si ipse subjecisset
iis, Ego sum lux munds, superius e prin-
cipio ejus orationis, ver. 12. et hinc
quod Christus bis seipsum iisdem, Ego
sum, lucem mundi vocaverit, ver. 24 et
28.—deprehendi potest.” Cateck. Racow.
{de Coguitione Dei, c.i.p. 44.] Where-
as there is no ground for any such
connexion. That discourse of the light
of the world was in the treasury, ver.
20; that which followeth was not, at
least appeareth not to be so, Therefore
the ellipsis of the 24th and 28th verses

is not to be supplied by the 12th, but
the 24th from the 23d, ’Ey® éx vév dvw-
0év €iui, and the 28th either from the
same, or that which is most general, his
office, *Evé eiut § Xpiords. Again, verse
31, it is very prebable that a new dis-
course is again begun, and therefore if
there were an ellipsis in the words al-
leged, it would have no relation to either
of the former supplies, or if to either,
to the latter ; but indeed it hath to nei-
ther,
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tion to the question, or the least occasion of the Jews’ exaspera-
tion, is not to be understood. And that our Saviour should
speak any such impertinencies as these interpretations bring
forth, is not by a Christian to be conceived. Wherefore being
the plain and most obvious sense is a proper and full answer to
the question, and most likely to exasperate the unbelieving
Jews; being those strained explications render the words of
Christ not only impertinent to the occasion, but vain and use-
less to the hearers of them ; being our Saviour gave this answer
in words of another language, most probably uncapable of any
such interpretations: we must adhere unto that literal sense
already delivered, by which it appeareth Christ had a being, as
before John, so also before Abraham (not only before Abram
became Abraham, but before Abraham was Abram), and conse-
quently that he did exist two thousand years before he was born,
or conceived by the Virgin,

Thirdly, weé shall extend this preexistence to a far longer
space of time, to the end of the first world, nay to the beginning
of it. TFor he which was before the flood, and at the creation of
the world, had a being before he was conceived by the Virgin.
But Christ was really before the flood, for he preached to them
that lived before it; and at the creation of the world, for he
created it. That he preached to those before the flood, is evident
by the words of St. Peter, who saith, that Christ was put fo
death in the flesh, but quickened by the Spirit ; by whick also ke
went and preached unto the spirits in prison, whick sometime were
disobedient, when once the longsuffering of God waited in the days
of Noak, while the ark was a preparing®. From which words it
appeareth, that Christ preached by the same Spirit by the virtue
of which he was raised from the dead: but that Spirit was not
his soul, but something of a greater power. Secondly, that
those to whom he preached were such as were disobedient.
Thirdly, that the time when they were disobedient was the time
before the flood, while the ark was preparing. It is certain then
that Christ did preach unto those persons which in the days
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1 Pet. iii.
18, 19, 20.

*Aredhoaci
ToTE, OTeE

dmaf éfedé-

of Noah were disobedient all that time tZe lomgsuffering of God xero 5 mod

waited, and, consequently, so long as repentance was offered.

Ocob uarpo-
Ovula v -

And it is as certain that he never preached to them after they népais Nae.

died ; which I shall not need here to prove, because those,

* [ Another interpretation of this text is considered in Art. V. He descended into
Hell.]
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against whom I bring this argument, deny it not. It followeth
therefore, that he preached to them while they lived, and were
disobedient ; for in the refusing of that mercy which was offered
to them by the preaching of Christ, did their disobedience prin-
cipally consist. In vain then are we taught to understand
St. Peter of the promulgation of the Gospel to the Gentiles after
the Holy Ghost descended upon the Apostles, when the words
themselves refuse all relation to any such times or persons. For
all those of whom St. Peter speaks were disobedient in the days
of Noah. But none of those to whom the Apostles preached
were ever disobedient in the days of Noah. Therefore none of
those to which the Apostles preached, were any of those of
which St. Peter speaks. It remaineth therefore that the plain
interpretation be acknowledged for the true, that Christ did
preach unto those men which lived before the flood, even while
they lived, and consequently that he was before it. For though
this was not done by an immediate act of the Son of God, as if
he personally had appeared on earth, and actually preached to
that old world ; but by the ministry of a Prophet?, by the send-
ing of Noah, ke eighth Preacher of righteousness3: yet to do any

2 ¢ Prophete ab ipso habentes do-
num in illum prophetaverunt.” Barna-
be Epist. [Vet. Int. c. 5. p. 60.]

3 I have thus translated this place of
8t. Peter, because it may add some ad-
vantage to the argument: for if Noah
were the eighth preacher of righteous-
ness, and he were sent by the Son of
God; no man, I conceive, will deny
that the seven before him were sent by
the same Son: and so by this we have
gained the preexistence of another roco
years. However those words, *AAN
Fydoov Nide Sicarootvns whpuka épiAate,
may be better interpreted than they
are, when we translate them, but saved
Noakh, the eighth person, a preacher of
righteousness. For, first, if we look
upon the Greek phrase, #ydoos Nae may
be, not the eighth person, but one of
eight, or Noah with seven more; in
which it signifieth not the order in
which he was in respect to the rest, but
only consignifieth the number which
were with him. As when we read in
the Supplices of Aschylus, ver. 715.

Tb yap Tekbyrwy oéBas
Tpitov 168 &y Beaulois
Alkas yéypantar peyiororiuov,

we must not understand it, as if honour
due to parents were the third command-
ment at Athens, but one of the three
remarkable laws left at Eleusis by
Triptolemus. So Porphyrius, ®act 8¢
ral Tpirtéheuor *Abqralors vopoberfoa,
kal T@v véuwy adrob Tpeis &1 Eevorpdrys
6 pinboodos Aéyer Siauévery *EAevoint
Todode: Tovels Ty Ocods kapwols dydA-
Aew: Zida uh olvecbar. De Abstinent.
Uh. iv. [§.22.] Which words are thus
translated by St. Jerom, who hath
made use of most part of that fourth
book of Porphyrius : ¢ Xenocrates Philo-
sophus de Triptolems legibus apud Athe-
nienses trie tomtum precepta in templo
Eleusine residere scribit ; Homorandos
Parentes, Venerandos Deos, Carnibus
non vescendum.” Adv. Jovinian. Ith. ii.
[§. 14. vol. ii. p. 344 B.] Where we see
honour due to parents the first precept,
though by Aschylus called the third,
not in respect of the order, but the
number. Thus Dinarchus the Orator,
Kal Tas Seuvds Oeas als éxeivos iepomoids
koraoThs déxaros abrés. From whence
we must not collect that the person of
whom he speaks was the tenth in order
of that office, so that nine were neces-
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thing by another not able to perform it without him, as much
demonstrates the existence of the principal cause, as if he did it
of himself without any intervening instrument.

The second part of the argument, that Christ made this world,
and consequently had a real being at the beginning of it, the
Scriptures manifestly and plentifully assure us. TFor the same

Son, by whom i these last days God spake unto us, is he, by whom Heb. i. 2.

also ke made the worlds.
that the worlds were framed by the word of God, so must we also
believe that they were made by the Son of God4. Which the
Apostle doth not only in the entrance of his Epistle deliver, but
in the sequel prove. For shewing greater things have been
spoken of him than ever were attributed to any of the angels,
the most glorious of all the creatures of God; amongst the rest,

So that as through faith we understand Heb.xi. 3.

he saith, the Seripture spake wnto the Som, Thy throne, O God, is Heb. . 8,

Jor ever and ever. And not enly so, but also, Thou, Lord, in the
beginning hast laid the foundation of the earth, and the heavens are
the work of thine hands. They shall perish, but thou remainest :
and they all shall wax old as doth a garment; and as a vesture
shalt thow fold them wup, and they shall be changed : but thou art the
same, and thy years shall not fuil. Now whatsoever the person
be to whom these words were spoken, it cannot be denied but
he was the Creator of the world. For he must be acknow-
ledged the Maker of the earth, who laid the foundation of it ;
and he may justly challenge to himself the making of the hea-

vens, who can say they are the work of his hands.

words were spoken to the Son

sarily before or above him, and many
more might be after or below him : but
from hence it is inferred, that there
were ten lepowo:of waiting on the Seural
0eaf, and no more, of which number
that man wag one. After this manner
speak the Attic writers, especially Thu-
cydides. And so we may understand
St. Peter, that God preserved Noah (a
preacher of righteousness) with seven
more, of which he deserveth to be
named the first, rather than the last or
eighth, But, secondly, the ordinal
dydoor may possibly not belong to the
name or person of Noah, but to his title
or office ; and then we must translate
&ydoov Nae ducarootvns xhpvra, Noah the
eighth preacher of righteousness. For
we read at the birth of Enos, that men

But these
of God, as the Apostle himself

began to call upon the name of the Lord,
Gen. iv, 26. which the ancients under-
stood peculiarly of his person: as the
LXX. Obres #Amoer émxalelofar Td
dvopa Kvplov 10D ®eod, and the vulgar
Latin, Iste cepit invocare momen Do-
mini. The Jews have a tradition, that
God sent in the sea upon mankind in
the days of Enos, and destroyed many.
From whence it seems Enos was a
preacher or prophet, and so the rest
that followed him ; and then Noah is
the eighth,

4 It being in both places expressed
in the same phrase by the same author,
A7 oD kal Tobs ai@vas émoinoer, Heb. i. 2.
IlloTer vooiuey wkarnpricfar Tobs aldvas
phuat: Ocod. xi. 3.

10, 11, 12.
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acknowledgeth, and it appeareth out of the order and series of
the chapter ; the design of which is to declare the supereminent
excellency of our Saviour Christ. Nay, the conjunction and
refers this place of the Psalmist plainly to the former %, of which
he had said expressly, but wnto the Son ke saith. As sure then as
Thy throme, O God, is for ever and ever, was said unto the Son:
so certain it is, Thow, Lord, hast laid the foundation of the earth,

was said unto the same. Nor is it possible to avoid the Apostle’s 114

connexion by attributing the destruction of the heavens, out of
the last words, to the Son, and denying the creation of them,
out of the first, to the same. For it is most evident that there
is but one person spoken to, and that the destruction and crea-
tion of the heavens are both attributed to the same. Whoso-
ever therefore shall grant that the Apostle produced the Scrip-
ture to shew that the Son of God shall destroy the heavens, must
withal acknowledge that he created them : whosoever denieth
him to be here spoken of as the Creator, must also deny him to
be understood as the destroyer. Wherefore being the words of
the Psalmist were undoubtedly spoken of and to our Saviour
(or else the Apostle hath attributed that unto him which never
belonged to him, and consequently the spirit of St. Paul mistook
the spirit of David); being to whomsoever any part of them
belongs, the whole is applicable, because they are delivered unto
one; being the literal exposition is so clear, that no man hath
ever pretended to a metaphorical : it remaineth as an undenia-
ble truth, grounded upon the profession of the Psalmist, and the
interpretation of an Apostle, that the Son of God created the
world. Nor needed we so long to have insisted upon this testi-
mony, because there are so many which testify as much, but
only that this is of a peculiar nature and different from the rest.
For they which deny this truth of the creation of the world by
the Son of God, notwithstanding all those Seriptures produced
to confirm it, have found two ways to avoid or decline the force
of them. If they speak so plainly and literally of the work of
creation, that they will not endure any figurative interpretation,
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then they endeavour to shew that they are not spoken of the
Son of God. If they speak so expressly of our Saviour Christ,
as that by no machination they can be applied to any other per-
son, then their whole design is to make the creation attributed
unto him appear to be merely metaphorical. The place before
alleged is of the first kind, which speaketh so clearly of the
creation or real production of the world, that they never denied
it: and T have so manifestly shewed it spoken to the Son of
God, that it is beyond all possibility of gainsaying.

Thus having asserted the creation acknowledged real unto
Christ*, we shall the easier persuade that likewise to be such,
which is pretended to be metaphorical. In the Epistle to the
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Colossians we read of the Son of God, in whom we have redemp- Col. i. 14.

tion through his blood ; and we are sure those words can be
spoken of none other than Jesus Christ. He therefore it must

be, who was thus described by the Apostle; who is the image of Col.i. s,

the invisible God, the first-born of every creature.
were all things created that are in heaven and that are in ecarth,
visible and invisible ; whether they be thrones, or dominions, or
principalities, or powers: all things were created by him, and for
him. - And ke is before all things, and by kim all things consist. In
which words our Saviour is expressly styled the firs¢-born of every
creatureS, that is, begotten by God, as the Son of Ais love7, ante-
cedently to all other emanations, before any thing proceeded from
him, or was framed and created by him. And that precedency
is presently proved by this undeniable argument, that all other
emanations or productions came from him, and whatsoever re-
ceived its being by creation, was by him created. Which asser-
tion is delivered in the most proper, full, and pregnaht expres-
sions imaginable. TFirst, in the vulgar phrase of Moses, as most
consonant to his deseription; for by him were all things created

For by kim'*

5 The answer of Socinus to this con-
junction is very weak, relying only
upon the want of a comma after xaf in
the Greek, and et in the Latin. And
whereas it is evident that there are dis-
tinctions in the Latin and Greek copies
after that conjunction, he flies to the

ancientest copies, which all men know
were most careless of distinctions, and
urgeth that there is no addition of rur-
sum or the like after ¢f, whereas in the
Syriac translation we find expressly
that addition, 1yn9.

6 The first-born of every creature is
taken by Origen for an expression de-
claring the Divinity of Christ, and used
by him as a phrase in opposition to his
humanity to express the same. ’EAéyo-
pev 8 kal & Tols dwwrépw, Y1t al péy
Tiwes elol pwval Tob v 7§ ‘Inool mpwTo-
Téov wdons rricews, &s 7, ‘Eyé eipe
530s, xal 1) GAfBeta, xal §) (wh, xal al Tol-

Tois maparAioiar al 8¢ Tob Kar’ adrdv
voovuévov dvbpémov, &s ) Toi, Nov 8¢ ue
(nreire dmorteivas, dvbpwmoy ds THY &AY-
Oeiav Sutv AexdAnxa. Lib. ii. cont. Cels.
[§. 25. p. 409 F.]

7 In relation to the precedent words,
Tob viot 7is &ydmwns adrob, for that vids
&yamnrds was the vids mpwrdroros.

* [% Having asserted unto Christ” means ‘“having asserted it to belong to

¢ Christ.”]

6, 17.
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Jesus unto good works, which God hath before ordained that we

should walk in them. TFrom whence 1t is evident, that a new
creature is such a person as truly believeth in Christ, and mani-

festeth that faith by the exercise of good works; and the new
creation is the reforming or bringing man into this new condi-

tion, which by nature or his first creation he was not in. And
therefore he which is so created is called a new man, in opposi-

tion to the old man, which is corrupt according to the deceitful lusts : Bpb. iv.
from whence the Apostle chargeth us to be renewed in the spiret *® 3 24+
of our mind, and to put on that nmew man, whick after God is Col.iii. 10,
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that are in heaven, and that are in earth ; signifying thereby, that
he speaketh of the same creation. Secondly, by a division which
Moses never used, as deseribing the production only of corporeal 115
substances: lest therefore those immaterial beings might seem
exempted from the Son’s creation, because omitted in Moses his
description, he addeth visible and invisible ; and lest in that in-
visible world, among the many degrees of the celestial hierarchy,
any order might seem exempted from an essential dependence
upon him, he nameth those which are of greatest eminence,

whether they be thrones, or dominions, or principalities, or powers,
and under them comprehendeth all the rest. Nor doth it yet
suffice, thus to extend the object of his power by asserting all
things to be made by him, except it be so understood as to
acknowledge the sovereignty of his person, and the authority of
his action. For lest we should conceive the Son of God framing
the world as a mere instrumental cause which worketh by and
for another, he sheweth him as well the final as the efficient
cause; for all things were created by him and for kim. Lastly,
whereas all things first receive their being by creation, and when
they have received it, continue in the same by virtue of God’s
eonservation, in whom we live, and move, and have our being ; lest
in any thing we should be thought not to depend immediately
upon the Son of God, he is described as the Conserver, as well
as the Creator; for ke is before all things, and by him all things
consist. If then we consider the two last cited verses by them-
selves, we cannot deny but they are a most complete description
of the Creator of the world; and if they were spoken of God
the Father, could be no way injurious to his majesty, who is
nowhere more plainly or fully set forth unto us as the Maker of
the world.

Now although this were sufficient to persuade us to interpret
this place of the making of the world, yet it will not be unfit to
make use of another reason, which will compel us so to under-
stand it. For undoubtedly there are but two kinds of creation
in the language of the Scriptures, the one literal, the other
metaphorical ; one old, the other new; one by way of formation,
the other by way of reformation. Jf any man be in Christ, je is
@ new creature, saith St. Paul, and again, In Christ Jesus neither
curcumeision availeth any thing, nor wncircumcision, but a new
creature. Instead of which words he had before, Jaith working

Eph.ii. 10. by love. For we are the workmanskip of God, created in Christ

o e e e

created in righteousness and true holiness ; and which is renewed
wn knowledge, after the image of him that created him. The new
creation then is described to us as consisting wholly in reno-
vation®, or a translation from a worse unto a better condition by
way of reformation; by which those which have lost the image
of God, in which the first man was created, are restored to the
image of the same God again, by a real change, though not sub-
stantial, wrought within them. Now this being the notion of
the new creation in all those places which undoubtedly and con-
fessedly speak of it, it will be necessary to apply it unto such
Scriptures as are pretended to require the same interpretation.

116 Thus therefore I proceed. If the second or new creation cannot

be meant by the Apostle in the place produced out of the
Epistle to the Colossians, then it must be interpreted of the first.
For there are but two kinds of creation mentioned in the Serip-
tures, and one of them is there expressly named. DBut the place
of the Apostle can no way admit an interpretation by the new
creation, as will thus appear: The object of the creation, men-
tioned in this place, is of as great latitude and universality as
the object of the first creation, not only expressed, but implied,
by Moses. But the object of the new creation is not of the
same latitude with that of the old. Therefore that which is
mentioned here cannot be the new creation. For certainly if
we reflect upon the true notion of the new creation, it neces-

8 *Avavéwois or dvakalvwois as, the for it, which is, *Avdirioist & §f yivera
new man, véos &vfpwmos, or kawds Hv- vy Tdv év dvbpdmors kard ThHY Yuxhy
8pwmos. The first, § dwaveoluevos, the kal kark Tb 0dua raxdv 7 dvalpeos. S,
last, 6 &vaxwwoluevos, both the same. Justin. Mart. Queest. et Resp. ad Grecos.
Suidas, ’Avakalviois, % Gvavéwois® Aé- [p. 513 A.] This new creation doth so
yera 3¢ kal dwakalvwois® which is the necessarily infer an alteration, that it is
language of the New Testament. This called by St. Paul a metamorphosis;
renovation being thus called wawd rri- Merapoppeiofe 17 dvakawboe Tol vobs
ots, the ancients framed a proper word ¢udv. Rom. xii. 2.
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sarily and essentially includes an opposition to a former worse
condition, as the new man is always opposed to the old; and if
Adam had continued still in innocency, there could have been
no such distinction between the old man and the new, or the old
and new creation. Being then all men become not new, being
there is no new creature but such whose faith worketh by love,
being so many millions of men have neither faith nor love;
it cannot be said that by Christ all things were created anew that
are in heaven, and that are in earth, when the greatest part
of mankind have no share in the new creation. Again, we
cannot imagine that the Apostle should speak of the creation in
a general word, intending thereby only the new, and while he
doth so, express particularly and especially those parts of the
old creation which are incapable of the new, or at least have no
relation to it. The angels are all either good or bad: but
whether they be bad, they can never be good again, nor did
Christ come to redeem the devils; or whether they be good,
they were always such, nor were they so by the virtue of
Christ’s incarnation, for ke ook not on him the nature of angels.
We acknowledge in mankind a new creation, because an old
man becomes a new; but there is no such notion in the celestial
hierarchy, because no old and new angels: they which fell, are

fallen for eternity ; they which stand, always stood, and shall

stand for ever. Where then are the regenerated thromes and
dominions? Where are the recreated principalities and powers?
All those angels of whatsoever degrees were created by the Son
of God, as the Apostle expressly affirms. But they were never
created by a new creation wunfo frue holiness and righteousness,
because they always were truly righteous and holy ever since
their first creation. Therefore except we could yet invent
another creation, which were neither the old nor the new,
we must conclude, that all the angels were at first created by
the Son of God; and as they, so all things else, especially
man, whose creation all the first writers of the Church of
God expressly attribute unto the Son9, asserting that those
words, Let us make man, were spoken as by the Father unto
him.

9 ¢ Ad hoc Dominus sustinuit pati pro ginem et similitudinem nostram.” Bar-
anima nostra, cum sit orbis terrarum nabe Epist. cap. 5. [Vet. Int. p. 60.]
Dominus, cui dixit die ante constitutio- And again, Aéye: vap § ypagdl wepl Huwv
nem seculi, Faciamus hominem ad tma- &s Aéye 7§ Tif, Hodfowuer rar' eirova,
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Nor need we doubt of this interpretation, or the doctrine

arising from it, seeing it is so clearly delivered by St. John: In John1i. 1,
the beginning was the Word, and the Word was with God, and > %

the Word was God. The same was in the beginning with God.
Al things were made by him, and without kim was not any thing
made that was made. Whereas we have proved Christ had a
being before he was conceived by the Virgin Mary, because he
was at the beginning of the world; and have also proved that
he was at the beginning of the world, because he made it; this
place of St. John gives a sufficient testimony to the truth of both

117 the last together. In the beginning was the Word ; and that

Word made flesh is Christ; therefore Christ was in the begin-
ning. A/l things were made by him : therefore he created the
world. Indeed nothing can be more clearly penned, to give full
satisfaction in this point, than these words of St. John, which
seem with a strange brevity designed to take ofl’ all objections,
and remove all prejudice, before they teach so strange a truth.
Christ was born of the Virgin Mary, and his age was known to
them for whom this Gospel was penned. St. John would teach
that this Christ did make the world, which was created at least
four thousand years before his birth: the name of Jesus was
given him since at his circumeision ; the title of Christ belonged
unto his office, which he exercised not till thirty years after.
Neither of these with any show of probability will reach to the
creation of the world. Wherefore he produceth a name of his,
as yet unknown to the world, or rather not taken notice of,
though in frequent use among the Jews, which belonged unto
him who was made man, but before he was so. Unto that
name he shews at first that he had a being in the beginning1°;
when all things were to be created, and consequently were not
yet, then in the beginning was the Word, and so not created.
This is the first step, the Word was not created when the world
was made. The next is, that the same Word which then was,

&c. cap. 6. 'Eyrarotuev oy ‘Tovdalots
TovTov ul) vouloas: Ocdy Imd Tav wpopn-
TGV WOAAax oD meuapTUpnpévoy &s peyd-
Ay Bvra Slvouw kal Ocdy, kard TOV TV
@y @edy kal Tarépa: Tobry yap pauty
& 7f katé Mwoéa koopowoiy xpooTdr-
Tovra Tov Tatépa elpnrévar Td, TevnbiTw
¢as, kal, Tenbhrw orepéwpa, kal T&
Aowd, oo wpogéraley & Oeds yevéobar®
xal TobTe elpyrévar Td, Tefowuer Hy-

Opwmov kar’ eindva kal Spolwaw Huerépav.
Orig. cont. Cels. lib. ii. [§. 9. p. 393 B.].

10 °Ev apx7, the first word of Moses ;
whence the Syriac translation, nvoa.
So Solomon, yIR-"07pN VRN "Ev dpxi
wpd Tob THw iy worfoar. Prov. viil. 23.
‘In principio erat Sermo; in quo princi-
pio scilicet Deus fecit ccelum et terram.’
Tertul. adv. Hermog. cap. 20. [p.240D.]
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and was not made, at the same time, was witk God'!, when he
made all things: and therefore well may we conceive it. was
he to whom God said, Let us make man in our tmage, after our
likeness ; and of whom those words may be understood, Bekold,
the man is become as one of us. After this, lest any should con-
ceive the creation of the world too great and divine a work to be
attributed to the Word; lest any should object, that none can
produce any thing out of nothing but God himself; he addeth,
that the Word, as he was with God, so was he also God. Again,
lest any should divide the Deity, or frame a false conception of
different Gods, he returns unto the second assertion, and joins
it with the first, T%he same was in the beginning with God: and
then delivers that which at the first seemed strange, but now,
after those three propositions, may easily be accepted ; Al things
were made by him, and without kim was not any thing made that
was made. For now this is no new doctrine, but only an inter-
pretation of those Scriptures which told us, God made all things
by his word before. For God said, Let there be light; and
there was light. And so, By the word of the Lord were the
heavens made, and all the host of them by the breath of kis moutk.
From whence we wnderstand that the worlds were framed by the
word of God. Neither was it a new interpretation, but that
which was most familiar to the Jews, who in their synagogues,
by the reading of the paraphrase!2 or the interpretation of the

11 Tpbs Tdv @edv, that is, mapd 7§ general opinion of that nation. Now it

©¢, that is, by God. As Nonnus, [i. 4.]
Hatpds &qv auépiaros, &réppove atv-
Opovos %dpn.

As Wisdom speaketh, Prov. viii. 30.
Then I was by him, 5ex Ry funy
map’ adrg. Chald. 1123 Y o eram
in latere ejus, Moschopulus, TTepl oxe-
8av. Hpds Tdv Ocdy, TouTéaTt, pett ToD
@cov. As Matth. xiil. §6. Al &derdal
adrod obx! waoar wpds Huds elgl; Mar.
xiv. 49. Kab fuépar funy mpds uds.
1 Cor. xvi. 6. TIpbs fuds 8¢ Tuxdy wapa-
uevd. Hemorevuévorv Siaxoviav ’Inood
Xpioros, bs mpd aidvwy mapé Matpl v,
wal év 7érer Epdvn. 8. Ignat. ad Magnes.
{§.6.p. 19.]

12 T conceive this Chaldee Paraphrase
to represent the sense of the Jews of
that age, as being their public inter-
pretation of the Scripture. Wherefore
what we find common and frequent in
it, we cannot but think the vulgar and

is certain that this paraphrast doth often
use "1 pon the word of God, for
M God himself, and that especially
with relation to the creation of the
world. As Isa. xlv. 12. fvoy C0in
Ny hY oy iy I made the
earth, and created man wupon @, saith
the Lord, the Holy One of Israel; which
the Chaldee translateth i s
[rma by wweaRy] wyaR nrray 7 by
my word made the earth, and created man
upon 4. In the same manner, Jer.
xxvil. 5. I made the earth, and men and
beasts on the face of the earth; the Tar-
gum RPIN N NIV 0N NIR. And
Tsa. xlviil. 13. y 770 AR My
hand also founded the earth ; the Chaldee
NYIN DHHI0 001 AR Etiam in verbo
meo fundavi terram. And most clearly
Gen. i 27, we read, Bt creavit Deus
hominem ; the Jerusalem Targum, Ver-
bum Domini ereawit hominem, And Gen,

ST
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Hebrew text in the Chaldee language, were constanfly taught,
that the Word of God was the same with God, and that by that

Word all things were made,

Which undoubtedly was the cause
118 why St. John delivered so great a mystery in so few words, as

speaking unto them who at the first apprehension understood

iii. 8. Awudierunt wocem Domini Dei:
the Chaldee Paraphrase 5p-nv vnvy
D Y R B audierunt vocem
verbt Domini Dei. Now this which the
Chaldee Paraphrase called nnn1p the
Hellenists named Adyor* as appeareth by
Philo the Jew, who wrote before St.John,
and reckons in his Divinity, first, Iarépa
Ty Awv, then Sedrepoy Ocdy, 8s éorw
éielvov Adyos. Quast. et Solut. [Fragm,
i vol. ii. p.625.] Whom he calls *Op6d»
@coil Adyow, mpwréyovoy vidy. DeAgricult.
[vol. i. p. 308.] He attributes the crea~
tion of the world to this Adyes, whom
he terms *Opyavor @cod, 8’ of (5 kdouos)
rareoretasras. De Flammeo Gladio. [p.
162.] Sk 3¢ @eob 6 Adyos adrob éotuw,
@ kabdmep dpydvy mpoaxpnoduevos éxor-
powoler, Idem, Allegor. lib. ii. [lib. iii.
vol. i. p. 106.] Where we must observe,
though Philo makes the Adyos, of whom
he speaks, as instrumental in the crea-
tion of the world ; yet he taketh it not
for a bare expression of the will of God,
but for a God, though in the second de-
gree, and expressly for the Son of God.
Nor ought we to look on Philo Judeus
in this as a Platonist, but merely as a
Jew, who refers his whole doctrine of
this Adyos to the first chapter of Genesis.
And the rest of the Jews before him,
who had no such knowledge out of Plato’s
school, used the same notion. For as
Isa. xlviil. 13. the hand of God is by the
Chaldee Paraphrast translated the Word
of God : so in the book of Wisdom, ‘H
wavrodlvapds cov xelp kal kricaca TO¥
kdéopov, Sap. xi. 17. is changed into é

mavTodlvauds cov Adyos &n’ odpaviy, xviii,
15. and Siracides xliii. 26. & Adyyp adrod
olycarar mdvra. Nay, the Septuagint *
hath changed Skhaddat, the undoubted
name of the omnipotent God, into Adyos
the Word, Ezek. i. 24. >10-51p3 ‘quast
vox sublimis Det, quod Hebraice appel-
latur *1w et juxta LXX. ¢wrl 1ot Adyov,
id est, vox verbi, ut universa quee preedi-
cantur in mundo vocem Filii Dei esse
dicamus.” S. Hieron. [Comm. in Ezek.
vol. v. p. 20 B.] And therefore Celsus,
writing in the person of a Jew, acknow-
ledgeth that the Word is the Son of God.
EY ve 6 Adyos éoriy Duiv vids 1ot Ocop,
kol Tueis émawovper. Orig. cont. Cels,
Ub. ii. [§. 31. vol. . p. 413 C.] And
although Origen object that in this
Celsus makes the Jew speak improperly,
because the Jews which he had con-
versed with did never acknowledge that
the Son of God was the Word ; yet Celsus
his Jew did speak the language of Philo:
but between the time of Celsus and that
of Origen, (I guess about threescore
years,) the Jews had learnt to deny
that notion of Adyes, that they might
with more colour reject St. John. If
then all the Jews, both they which
understood the Chaldee exposition, and'
those which only used the Greek trans-
lation, had such a notion of the Word
of God ; if all things by their confession
were made by the Word; we have no.
reason to believe St. John should make
use of any other notion than what they
before had, and that by means whereof
he might be so easily understood.f

* [In the Alexandrian MS. but not in the Vatican.]
*f [Other persons have contended, that the Christian writers did not borrow.

their use of the term Logos from the Chaldee Paraphrasts. Writers on both sides
of the question are referred to in Wolf’s Bibliotheca Hebrea, vol.ii. p. 1186-1189.
Though it is true that the later Platonists and the Alexandrian Jews had taken
to speak of the Word of God, as a distinct Being, yet if all the passages in Philo
are examined, it will be seen that he did not really understand by the Logos a
distinctly existing Being, i. e. a person, but merely an attribute of God. St. John
may have borrowed the term Logos from the Platonists or the Gnostics, but his
object was to shew that the Logos of the Christians was totally different from the
Platonic Logos.] .
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him. Only that which as yet they knew not, was, that this
Word was made flesh, and that this Word made flesh was Jesus
Christ. Wherefore this exposition being so literally clear in
itself, so consonant to the notion of the Word, and the appre-
hension of the Jews; it is infinitely to be preferred before any
such interpretation as shall restrain the most universals to a
few particulars, change the plainest expressions into figurative
phrases, and make of a sublime truth, a weak, useless, false
discourse. For who will grant that in the beginning must be
the same with that in St. John’s Epistle, from the beginning,
especially when the very interpretation involves in itself a con-
tradiction ? For the beginning in St. John’s Epistle is that in
which the Apostle saw, and heard, and touched the Word: t/e
beginning in his Gospel was that in which #ke Word was with
God, that is, not seen nor heard by the Apostles, but known as
yet to God alone, as the new exposition will have it. Who will
eonceive it worthy of the Apostle’s assertion, to teach that the
‘Word had a being in the beginning of the Gospel, at what time
John the Baptist began to preach, when we know the Baptist
taught as much; who therefore came baptizing with water, that
ke might be made manifest unto Israel? when we are sure that
St. Matthew and St. Luke, who wrote before him, taught us
more than this, that he had a being thirty years before? when
we are assured, it was as true of any other then living as of
the Word, even of Judas who betrayed him, even of Pilate who
condemned him? Again, who can imagine the Apostle should
assert that the Word was, that is, had an actual being, when
as yet he was not actually the Word? For if the beginning be
when John the Baptist began to preach, and the Word, as they
say, be nothing else but he which speaketh, and so revealeth
the will of God; Christ had not then revealed the will of God,
and consequently was not then actually the Word, but only
potentially or by designation. Secondly, it is a strange figura-
tive speech, the Word was with God, that is, was known to God,
especially in this Apostle’s method. In the beginning was the
Word; there was must signify an actual existence; and if so,
why in the next sentence (fhe Word was with God) shall the same
verb signify an objective being only ? Certainly though to be
in the beginning be one thing, and to be with God, another ;
yet %o be in either of them is the same. But if we should
imagine this deing understood of the knowledge of God, why we

HIS ONLY SON.

should grant that thereby is signified, he was known to God
alone, I cannot conceive. For the proposition of itself is plainly
affirmative, and the exclusive particle only added to the expo-
sition maketh it clearly negative. Nay more, the affirmative
sense is certainly true, the negative as certainly false. For

119 except Gabriel be God, who came to the Virgin; except every

one of the heavenly host which appeared to the shepherds be
God; except Zachary and Elizabeth, except Simeon and Anna,
except Joseph and Mary be God; it cannot be true that he was
known to God only, for to all these he was certainly known.
Thirdly, to pass by the third attribute, and the Word was God,
as having occasion suddenly after to handle it; seeing the
Apostle hath again repeated the circumstance of time as most
material, tke same was in the beginning with God, and immediately
subjoined those words, all things were made by him, and without
kim was not any thing made that was made ; how can we receive
any exposition which referreth not the making of all these things
to him in the beginning ? But if we understand the latter part
of the Apostles, who after the ascension of our Saviour did
pothing but what they were commanded and impowered to do
by Christ, it will bear no relation to the beginning. If we inter-
pret the former of all which Jesus said and did in the promulga-
tion of the Gospel, we cannot yet reach to the beginning assigned
by the new expositors: for while John the Baptist only preached,
while in their sense the Word was with God, they will not affirm
that Jesus did any of these things that here are spoken of. And
consequently, according to their grounds, it will be true to say,
In the beginning was the Word, and that Word in the beginning

was with God, insomuch as in the beginning nothing was done

by him, but without him were all things done which were done
in the beginning. Wherefore in all reason we should stick to
the known interpretation, in which every word receiveth its
own proper signification without any figurative distortion, and
is preserved in its due latitude and extension without any cur-
tailing restriction. And therefore I conclude from the unde-
niable testimony of St. John, that in the beginning, when the
heavens and the earth and all the hosts of them were created,
all things were made by the Word, who is Christ Jesus being
made flesh; and consequently, by the method of argument, as
the Apostle antecedently by the method of nature, that in
the beginning Christ was, He then who was in heaven and
P2
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descended from thence, before that which was begotten of the
Virgin ascended thither, he who was before John the Baptist
and before Abraham, he who was at the end of the first world,
and at the beginning of the same; he had a real being and
existence before Christ was conceived by the Virgin Mary.
But all these we have already shewed belong unto the Son
of God. Therefore we must acknowledge, that Jesus Christ
had a real being and existence before he was begotten by the
Holy Ghost: which is our first assertion, properly opposed to

the Photinians?3,

13 The Photinians were heretics, so
called from Photinus, Bishop of Sirmium,
but born in Gallogracia, and scholar to
Marcellus Bishop of Ancyra. ¢ Photinus
de Gallogrecia, Marcelli discipulus, Sir-
mii Episcopus ordinatus, Hebionis he-
resin instaurare conatus est.” S. Hieron.
Catal. Eccles. [c. 107. vol. ii. p. 923.]
¢ Photinus Sirmiensis Episcopus fuit a
Marcello imbutus. Nam et Diaconus
sub eo aliquandiu fuit.” S. Hilar. Frag.
[ 19. p. 1295 D.] Wherefore when
Epiphanius speaketh thus of him, OFres
Gpudte &wd Zipufov, it hath no relation
to the original of his person, but his
heresy ; of which St. Hilary, ¢Pesti-
fere, natum Jesum Christum ex Maria,
Pannonia defendit.” De Trin. [vIL 3.
p. 916 E.] He was a man of singular
parts and abilities, ddgews Exwr b Aé-
e, xal melbew ikavds, says Sozomen,
Ieb. iv. cap. 6. [p. 135.] Téyove 8¢ ofiros &
Pw-ewds AdAos Tdv Tpdrov, kal dlvpudvos
THY YAGTTAY, ToANoYs 8¢ Suvduevos &ma-
T8y T Tob Adyov mpoopg Kal érotporayla.
8. Epiph. Heres. 71. [vol. L §. 1. p. 829
B.] fErat et ingenii viribus valens, et
doctrin®e opibus excellens, et eloquio
prapotens, quippe qui utroque sermone
copiose et graviter disputaret et scribe-
ret.” Vincent. Lirin. adv. Heres. cap.
16. [p. 241 C.] He is said by some to
follow the heresy of Ebion. ¢ Hebionis
haresin instaurare conatus est,’ says St.
Jerome ; and St. Hilary ordinarily un-
derstands him by the name of Hebion,
and sometimes expounds himself, ¢ He-
bion, qui est Photinus.” [ De T'rin. viL. 3.
p- 916.c. 7. p. 919 D.] Baut there is no
similitude in their doctrines, Hebion
being more Jew than Christian, and
teaching Christ as much begotten by

Joseph, as born of Mary. Philaster
will have him agree wholly with Paulus
Samosatenus ¢ in omnibus. Epiphanius
with an &md uépovs, and emékewa. So-
crates and Sozomen, with him and with
Sabellius : whereas he differed much
from them both, especially from Sabel-
lins, as being far from a Patripassian.
¢ Marcellus Sabellianse heeresis assertor
extiterat : Photinus vero novam haresin
jam ante protulerat, a Sabellio quidem
in unione dissentiens, sed initium Christi
ex Maria preedicabat,” Sever. Hist. Sacr.
[lib. ii. ¢. 37. vol. ii. p. 201.] Where-
fore it will not be unnecessary to collect
out of antiquity what did properly be-
long unto Photinus, because I think it
not yet done, and we find his heresy, in
the propriety of it, to begin and spread
again. ‘ Photinus mentis cmcitate de-
ceptus in Christo verum et substantie
nostree confessus est hominem, sed eun-
dem Deum de Deo ante omnia smeula
genitum esse non credidit.” Leo de Nativ.
Chiisti, Serm. 1v. [vol. i. p. 155.] “Etiam
Photinus hominem tantum profitetur
Dei Filium ; dicit illum non fuisse ante
beatam Mariam.” Lucifer Calarit. [De
non parcendo in Deum deling. p. 203.]
“Si quis in Christo sic veritatem praedicat
anims et carnis, ut veritatem in eo nolit
accipere Deitatis, id est, qui sic dicit
Christum hominem, ut Deum neget, non
est Christianus Catholicus, sed Photini-
anus Hewmreticus.” Fulgent. ad Donat.
[e. xvi. p. 206.] Swrewds Yrdy &vdpwmop
Aéyer Tov yeyevwnuévoy, Ocob uy Adyawy
€lvar 7dy Tdrov, kal Td¥ e pihTpas wpo-
ebdvra, Uvbpwmoy moriferan dippmuévon
©cod. Theodot. Homil. de Nativ. Ephes.
Congil. p. 3. cap.10. [Mansi, v. p. 205 E.]
‘ Anathematizamus Photinum, qui He-

N
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120 The second assertion, next to be made good, is, that the being

which Christ had before he was conceived by the Virgin, was

bionis' heeresim instaurans, Dominum
Jesum Christum tantum ex Maria Vir-
gine confitetur.” Damas. Profess. Fidei.
[Ep. iii. p. 326 B.] ®doke: 3¢ obros, ar'
doxis Tov Xpiordy i) elvas, ard 8¢ Maplas
kal Bedpo adrdy wdpxew, étére, pnal, T
Tivebua 74 Gyiov enfAber &x adrdy, Kal
éyevviiOy & Tivebuparos aylov.. S. Epiph.
Heeres. 71, [vol. i. p. 829 A.] “EAeye 8¢
ds ©cds pév éomi mavrokpdrwp €ls, & 1§
iy Adyew T& mdura Snuovpyhoast Thy §¢
wpd T aidvwy yévrnaly Te kal UrapEw Tod
viob od wpoaieto, GAN’ éx Mapias yeyevi-
‘ofar dv XpioTdy elonyeiro. Sozomen. Ub.
iv. éap. 6. [p. 135.] ¢ Photini ergo secta.
hwxc.est. Dicit Deum singulum esse et
solitarium, et more Judaico confitendum,
Trinitatis plenitudinem mnegat, neque
ullam Dei Verbi, aut ullam Spiritus
Sancti putat esse personam. Christum
vero hominem tantummodo solitarium
asserit, cui principium adscribit ex Ma-
ria ; et hoc omnibus modis dogmatizat,
solam nos personam Dei Patris, et solum
Christum hominem colere debere.” Vin-
cent, Lirin, adv. Heres. cap.17. [p. 241E.]
In the disputation framed by Vigilius
out of the seventh book of St. Hilary,
ag T conceive, Photinus rejecting the
opinion of Sabellius (whom Socrates and
Sozomen said he followed) as impious,
thus declares his own: ¢Unde magis
ego dico, Deum Patrem Filium habere

Dominum Jesum Christum, ex Maria

Virgine initium sumentem, qui per
sanctz conversationis excellentissimum
atque inimitabile beatitudinis meritum,
a Deo Patre in Filium adoptatus. ef
eximio Divinitatis honore donatus.’ [Dial.
I.iv. p. 122.] And again, ‘ Ego Domino
nostro Jesu Christo initium tribuo, pu-
rumque hominem fuisse affirmo, et per
beatee vite excellentissimum meritum
Divinitatis honorem fuisse adeptum.’
[c. x. p. 128.] Vide eundem, lib. ii. adv.
Eutych. *Ignorat etiam Photinus mag-
num pietatts, quod Apostolus memorat,
sacramentum, qui Christi ex Virgine fate-
tur exordium—E#$ propterea non credit
gine initio substantialiter Deum natum
ex Deo Patre, in quo carnis veritatem
confitetur ex Virgine.! Fulgent. ad
Thrasim. Vb, i, [c. 6. p. 74.] Gregory

Nazianzen, according to his custom,
gives a very brief, but remarkable ex-
pression ; dwrewod Tov kdrw XptoTdy kal
&rd Maptas apxduevov.. Orat. 26. [Orat.
xxxiii. 16. p. 614 D.] But the opinion
of Photinus cannot be better understood
than by the condemnation of it in the
Council of Sirmium ;. which having set
out the confession of their faith in brief,
addeth many and various anathemas,
according to-the several heresies then
apparent, without mentioning their
names, Of these the fifth aims clearly
at Photinus. *8i quis secundum pre-
scientiam vel preedestinationem a Maria
dicit filinm esse, et non ante sazcula ex
Patre natum, apud Deum- esse, et per
eum facta esse omnia, anathema sit.
[Mansi iii. p. 259D.] The thirteenth,
fourteenth, and fifteenth also were parti-
culars directed against him, as St. Hilary
hath observed: but the last of all is
most material. ¢Siquis Christum Deum,
Filium Dei, ante secula subsistentem, et
ministrantem Patri ad omnium perfec-
tionem, non dicat, sed ex quo de Maria
natug est, ex eo et Christum et Filium
nominatum esse, et initium accepisse ut
sit Deus, dicat, anathema sit.” [p. 260E.]
Upon which the observation of St. Hilary
ig this: ¢ Concludi damnatio ejus hewre-
sis, propter quam conventum erat, (that
is, the Photinian,) expositione totius fidei
cui adversabatur, oportuit, quee initium
Dei Filii ex partu Virginis mentiebatur.’
S. Hilar. de Syn. cont. Ariancs. [c. 61.
p. 1185D.] Thus was Photinus, Bishop
of Sirmium, condemned by a Council
held in the same oity. They all agreed
suddenly in the condemnation of him,
Arians, Semi-Arians, and Catholics ;
Kafeiror ebfis, says Socrates, kai Toiro
v &s kaAds kal Sucalws yevduevov, mdvTes
énfveoay kal Tére kal perd Tabra. lib. ii.
cap. 29. [p. 124.] And because his his-
tory is very obseure and intricate, take
this brief catalogue of his condemnations,
We read that he was condemned at the
Council of Nice, and at the same time
by a Council at Rome under Sylvester :
but this is delivered only in a forged
Epilogus Concilis Romani. He was then
first condemned with Marcellus his
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Heb. iii. 4. much that he was God, as that he was.

Prov. viil. Therefore in the beginning,

23.

ARTICLE 1L

not any created, but the Divine essence, by which he always
was truly, really, and properly God. This will evidently and
necessarily follow from the last demonstration of the first asser-
tion, the creating all things by the Son of God; from whence
we inferred his preexistence, in the beginning, assuring us as

For ke that built all

things was God. And the same Apostle which assures us, 4
things were made by him, at the same time tells us, In the begin-
ning was the Word, and the Word was with God, and the Word
was God. Where in the beginning must not be denied unto the
third proposition, because it cannot be denied unto the second.

or ever the earth was, the Word was
God, the same God with whom he was.

For we cannot with

any show of reason either imagine that he was with one God,
and was another, because there can be no more supreme Gods
than one; or conceive that the Apostle should speak of one kind
of God in the second, and of another in the third proposition :
in the second, of a God eternal and independent, in the third,
of a made and depending God !4, Especially, first considering

master, as Sulpitius Severus relates, pro-
bably by the synod at Constantinople ; for
in that Marcellus was deprived. Sozomen.
Lb. ii. cap. 33. [p. 91.] Socrat. lib. i.
cap. 36. [p. 72.] Secondly, his heresy
1s renounced in the second synod at
Antioch. Atkanas. de Syn. [§. 5, 6.
vol. i. p. 740.] Socrat. lib. ii. cap. 19.
Thirdly, he was condemned in the Coun-
cil of Sardes. S. Epiphan. et Sulpit. Sever.
Fourthly, by a council at Milan. S. Hilar.
Frag. {1 xix, p. 1296 A.] Fifthly, in
a synod at Sirmium he was deposed by
the Western bishops ; but by reason of
the great opinion and affection of the
people he could not be removed. S. Hi-
lar. Frag. [IL xxi. p. 1299 A.] Sixthly,
he was again condemned and deposed
at Sirmium by the Eastern bishops, and
being convicted by Basil Bishop of An-
cyra, was banished from thence. S..Hilar,
8. Epiph. Socrat. Sozomen. Vigil. Indeed
he was so generally condemned not only
then, but afterwards under Valentinian,
as St. Jerome testifies, and the Synodic
Epistle of the Aquileian Council, that
his opinion was soon worn out of the
world. “H37 ydp kal Sieoneddotn eis
SAfyoy xplvey % Tobrov Tob Amaryuévoy
alpeois, says Epiphanius, who lived not

long after him. [Heeres. Izxi. §. 6. vol. i,
p- 833 C.] So suddenly was this opinion
rejected by all Christians, applauded by
none but Julian the heretic, who railed
at St. John for making Christ God, and
commended Photinus for denying it ; as
appears by an epistle written by Julian
unto him, as it is (though in a mean
translation) delivered by Facundus, ‘Tu
quidem, O Photine, verisimilis videris,
et proximus salvare, bene faciens nequa-
quam in utero inducere, quem credidisti
Deum.” Facund. ad Justinian. 4b. iv.
[e. 2. Galland. xi. p. 706 B.]

14 And that upon so poor a ground
as the want of an article, because in the
first place it is v wpds 7bv Oedp, in the
second, @eds v & Adyos, not § Oeds* from
hence to conclude, 6 ®eds is one God,
that is, kar’ &ox#v, the supreme God ;
@eds another, not the supreme, but one
made God by him. Indeed they are
beholden to Epiphanius for this obser-
vation, whose words are these: 'Ed
elmwper, Oeds, vev Tob Hpbpov, Tdy Ty-
X6vTa efmapey Ocdy @y 0vadv, § Ocdy oy
vra (or rather obk Jvra) éuw B! efmw-
Hev, & @cds, Bikoy bs amd Tob & Hpbpov
Tov Svra onuatvouey, GAnOR Te Kal ywvw-

akbuevor. Samarit. Heres. [§. 4. vol. i.

rerszn

e
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that the eternal God was so constantly among the Jews called

p. 27 A.] But whosoever shall apply
this rule to the sacred Scriptures will
find it most fallacious. In the beginning
énoinoev & Ocds Tdv obpavdy kal Thy i,
undoubtedly belongs to the true and
supreme God: but it does not thence
follow, that wvedua Ocod erepépero emd-
vw 700 Ydaros should be understood of
the Spirit of another or inferior God.
Certainly St. John, when he speaks of
the Baptist, éyévero ¥vbpwmos dwerrar-
uévos mapd Oeov, meant, he had his com-
mission from heaven ; and when it is
spoken of Christ, @wkev adrols éovalav
Tékva @cob yevésbu, and again, ék Ocod
éyevvhfnoay, it must be understood of
the true God the Father. In the like
manner, ®cdy oddels édpare wdmore, if it
were taken TuxdrTws of any ever called
God, nay, even of Christ Jesus as man,
it were certainly false. How can then
any deny the Word to be the supreme
God, because he is called simply @eds,
when St. John in the four next places,
in which he speaketh of the supreme
God, mentioneth him without an arti-
cle? This criticism of theirs was first
the observation of Asterius the Arian;
Odk elrev & paxdpios HMairos Xpiordy
knpbogew Thy Tol Ocol dbvauw, A Tihw
Tob @cotr goplav, GAAL Sixa THs mpogdh-
Kns, dtvauw Ocod, xal Peob goplay' A~
Ay uty elvar Ty Blay adrod Tob Oeod
Shvauy Thy Euputor adrov wal ocuvy-
wdpxovoay adT§ &yevvhitws, knploowy.
These are the words of Asterius re-
corded by Athanasius, Orat. 2. cont.
Arianos. [Orat. 1. 32. vol. i. p. 436 B.]
In which place, notwithstanding, none
can deny but ©cob is twice taken with-
out an article for the true and supreme
God. Thus Didymus of Alexandria de
Spiritu Sancto would distinguish be-
tween the person and the gift of the
Holy Ghost, by the addition or defect
of the article; < Apostoli quando intel-
ligi volunt personam Spiritus Sancti
addunt articulum, 7d wretua, sine quo
Spiritus Sancti dona notantur.’ [See
8. Jerome, vol. ii. p. 123 D.] And Atha-
nasius objects against his adversaries

121 the Word, the only reason which we can conceive why the

denying the Holy Ghosi to be God,
that they produced places out of the
Prophets to prove him a creature,
where wvetpe had not so much as an
article prefixed, which might give some
colour to interpret it of the Holy Spirit.
0d3¢ yap obde why 70 &pbpov Exer Td Tapd
700 mpodhiTov Aeybuevoy viv myedua, a
wby wpbpaay Exyre. Epist. ad Serapio-
nem [i. 7. vol. i. p. 655 C.] Whereas we
find in the same place of St.John, the
same Spirit in the same sense mentioned
with and without an article. *Edav uf 7is
yevvn0ji é Udaros kal wyeduaros, St.John
iii. 5. and, Td yeyevwnuévov &k Tod wved-
patos, ver. 6. So 1 Johniv. 1. MY wavtl
wveduaTt WoTeveTe, GAAL DokiudeTe Ta
wmvebpare. And again, *Ev Tolite ywd-
oKere TO mretua Tov @eod: WAV WreD-
pa, &c.  And beside, according to that
distinction, & wyetua certainly stands
for the gift of the Spirit, 1 Thess. v. 19.
Td myebua uy oBévwvre. In the like
manner, it is so far from truth, that the
Scriptures observe so much the articles,
as to use é @eds always for the true and
supreme God, and @eds for the false or
inferior ; that where the true is pro-
fessedly opposed to the false, even there
he is styled simply @eds. As,’AAAG TéTe
utv ol eiddres Oedy, EovAeloaTe Tols ul
pioer odor Oeols Niv 3¢ yvévres Ocdy,
pEAAov B¢ yywobBévres Imd Oeod. Gal. iv.
8, 9. And where the supreme is dis-
tinguished from him whom they make
the inferior God, he is called likewise
@eds, without an article : as, AovAoes’In-
god XpioTod, dpwpiopévos els ebayyéaioy
@eob, and, Tob Spiobévros viot Ocoi év
Suvdper, Rom. 1. 1, 4. *Awmdororos *Ingod
Xpiorot 810 feAfparos Ocod, 1 Cor. i, 1 ;
2 Cor.i.1; Eph.i. 1; Col.i. 1. Andif
this distinction were good, our Saviour’s
argument to the Pharisees were not so:
Ei 3¢ .éyd & mveduart Ocob ekBdAAw Td
dapbvia, dpa pbagev ép’ Suds 7 Bacirela
Toi ©eob. Matth, xii. 28. For it doth
not follow, that if by the power of an
inferior or false God he cast out devils,
that therefore the kingdom of the true
and supreme God is come upon them™,

* [It is perhaps almost superfluous to refer to the admirable work of Bishop

Middleton upon the Greek Article.]
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Johni. 4,5.

Phil. ii. 6, 7.

ARTICLE II.

Apostle should thus use this phrase: and then observing the
manner of St. John’s writing, who rises strangely by degrees,
making the last word of the former sentence the first of that
which followeth : As, In Zim was life, and the life was the light
of men ; and the light shineth in darkness, and the darkness com-
prekended it not: so, In the beginning was the Word, and the
Word, which so was in the beginning, was with God, and the
Word was God; that is, the same God with whom the Word
was in the beginning. But he could not be the same God with
him any other way, than by having the same Divine essence.
Therefore the being which Christ had before he was conceived
by the Virgin, was the Divine nature, by which he was properly
and really God.

Secondly, he who was subsisting in the form of God, and
thought himself to be equal with God (in which thought he
could not be deceived, nor be injurious to God), must of neces-
sity be truly and essentially God; because there can be no
equality between the Divine essence, which is infinite, and any
other whatsoever, which must be finite. But this is true of
Christ, and that antecedently to his conception in the Virgin’s
womb, and existence in his human nature. For, deing (or rather
subsisting?) in the form of God, ke thought it not robbery to &e
equal with God: but emptied himself, and took upon kim the form
of @ servant, and was made in the likeness of men. Out of which
words naturally result three propositions fully demonstrating
our assertion. First, that Christ was in the form of a servant
as soon as he was made man. Secondly, that he was in the
form of God before he was in the form of a servant. Thirdly,
that he was as much in the form of God, that is, did as truly
and really subsist in the Divine nature, as in the form of a
servant, or in the nature of man. It is a vain imagination, that
our Saviour then first appeared a servant, when he was appre-
hended, bound, scourged, crucified. For they were not all slaves
which ever suffered such indignities, or died that death; and
when they did, their death did not make, but find them or sup-
pose them servants. Beside, our Saviour in all the degrees of
his humiliation never lived as a servant unto any master on
earth. It is true, at first he was subject, but as a son, to his
reputed father and undoubted mother. When he appeared in

15 ¢In effigie Dei constitutus.’” Tertul.

Dei constitutus.” 8, Cyprian., [Testim. ii.
[adv. Marcion.v.20.p. 486B.] ‘In figura

13. P- 290.]
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public, he lived after the manner of a Prophet and a Doctor
sent from God, accompanied with a family, as it were, of his
Apostles, whose master he professed himself, subject to the com-
mands of no man in that office, and obedient only unto God.
The form then of a servant, which ke took upon him, must consist
in something distinet from his sufferings, or submission unte
men; as the condition in which he was, when he so submitted
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and so suffered. In that he was made flesk, sent in the likeness John i. 14.

of sinful flesh, subject unto all infirmities and miseries of this "
life, attending on the sons of men fallen by the sin of Adam: in

Rom. viii.

that he was made of & woman, made under the law, and so obliged Gal. iv. 4.

to perform the same; which Law did so handle the children of
God, as that they differed nothing from servants: in that he
was born, bred, and lived in a mean, low, and abject condition;

as a root out of o dry ground, he had no form nor comeliness, and Isa. lii. 2,

when they saw him, there was no beauty that they should desire *
kim ; but was despised and rejected of men, a man of sorrows,
and acquainted with grief: in that he was thus made man, he
took upon him the form of a servant. Which is not mine, but
the Apostle’s explication; as adding it not by way of conjunc-
tion, in which there might be some diversity, but by way of
apposition, which signifieth a clear identity. And therefore it
is necessary to observe, that our translation of that verse is not
only not exact, but very disadvantageous to that truth which is
contained in it. For we read it thus; He made himself of no
reputation, and took wupon him the form of a servant, and was
made in the likeness of men. Where we have two copulative
conjunctions, neither of which is in the original text's, and
three distinct propositions, without any dependence of one upon
the other; whereas all the words together are but an expression
of Christ’s exinanition, with an explication shewing in what it
consisteth : which will clearly appear by this literal translation,
But emptied himself, taking the form of a servant, being made in
the likeness of men. Where if any man doubt how Christ emptied
himself, the text will satisfy him, by taking the form of a servant ;
if any still question how he took the form of a servant, he hath
the Apostle’s resolution, by being made in the likeness of men.
16 AAN’ autdy exévwoe, popdhy Bod-
Aov AaBov, & duoiduart Gvlpdmwy yevd-
uevos, which is also exactly observed by

the vulgar Latin, Sed semetipsum exina-
nivit, formam servi accipiens, in simili-

tudine hominum factus; where <yevd-
pevos is added by apposition to AaBdy,
and have both equal relation to ékévwae
or, which is all ene, ékévwoe AaBdy,
E\afBe yevduevos,
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Exod. xxi.
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ARTICLE I

Indeed after the expression of this exinanition, he goes on with
a conjunction, to add another act of Christ’s humiliation; 4nd
being found in fashion as a man, being already by his exinanition
in the form of a servant or the likeness of men, e Aumbled him-
self, and became (or rather becoming'?) obedient unto death, even the
death of the cross. As therefore his humiliation consisted in his
obedience unto death, so his exinanition consisted in the assump-
tion of the form of a servant, and that in the nature of man.
All which is very fitly expressed by a strange interpretation in
the Epistle to the Hebrews. For whereas these words are
clearly in the Psalmist, Sacrifice and offering thou didst not desire,
mine ears hast thow opened: the Apostle appropriateth the sen-
tence to Christ ; When ke cometh into the world, ke saith, Sacrifice
and offering thou wouldest not, but a body hast thou prepared me.
Now being the boring of the ear under the Law was a note of
perpetual servitude, being this was expressed in the words of the
Psalmist, and changed by the Apostle into the preparing of a
body; it followeth that when Christ’s body first was framed,
even then did he assume the form of a servant.

Again, it appeareth out of the same text, that Christ was in
the form of God before he was in the form of a servant, and con-
sequently before he was made man. For he which is presupposed
to be, and to think of that being which he hath, and upon that
thought to assume, must have that being before that assumption :
but Christ is first expressly said to be in the form of God, and,
being so, to think it no robbery to be equal with God, and not-
withstanding that equality, to take upon him the form of a ser-
vant: therefore it cannot be denied, but he was before in the
form of God. Beside, he was not in the form of a servant, but
by the emptying himself, and all exinanition necessarily presup-
poseth a precedent plenitude; it being as impossible to empty
any thing which hath no fulness, as to fill any thing which hath
no emptiness. But the fulness which Christ had, in respect
whereof assuming the form of a servant he is said to empty
himself, could be in nothing else but in the form of God, in
which he was before. 'Wherefore, if the assumption of the form
of a servant be contemporary with his exinanition; if that ex-

17 *Erawelvwoer éavrdy, yevduevos Smfi- mition, or éxévwoe, and his farther humi-
xoos. For in both these verses there is liation, or érawelvwoe : the rest are all
but one conjunction, joining together participles added for explication to the
two acts of our Saviour, his first exina- verks,
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inanition necessarily presupposeth a plenitude as indispensably
antecedent to it; if the form of God be also coxval with that
precedent plenitude; then must we confess, Christ was in the
form of God before he was in the form of a servant: which is

the second proposition.

Again, it is as evident from the same Secripture, that Christ
was as much in the form of God, as the form of a servant; and
did as really subsist in the Divine nature, as in the nature of
man. For he was so in the form of God, as thereby to be equal

with God's.

18 T elvac loa @ed. Pariart Deo.
Tertul. [adv. Marcion. v. 20. de Resur,
Carnis, c. 6.] Esse se awqualem Deo. 8.
Cyprian. [Testim. ii. 13. p. 290.] Esse
equalis Deo. Leporius. [Gall, ix. p.
398 B.] Thus all express the notion of
equality, not of similitude : nor can we
understand any less by 7o elvas loa, than
7hv lebryra, loov and Ioa being indiffer-
ently used by the Greeks, as Pindarus,
Olymp. Od. 2. 109.

*Ioov 8¢ vixTeaow alel,

“Ioa & & auépars G-

ov ¥xovres, dmovéoTepoy

*EoAol véuovras BloTov,
So whom the Greeks call iocdfeov, Ho-
mer loa fed.

Tov viw loa O "10axfioior elropdwat,

’08. o'. 520.
Where Ira has not the nature of an ad-
verb, as belonging to elgopdwo:, but of a
noun referred to the antecedent Tdw, or
including an adverb added to a noun,
Tov viv &s lob0eov. The collection of
Grotius from this verse is very strange;
elvar loa Oeg, est spectari tangquam Deum.
Ag if he should have said, eigopbwo: sig-
nities spectant, therefore elva: signifies
spectari. 'This he was forced to put off
thus, because the strength of our inter-
pretation, rendering an equality, lies in
the verb substantive td efvai. As Dio-
nysius of Alexandria very anciently,
Kevdoas éavrdy, kal Tarewdoas €ws favd-
Tov, BavdTov 3¢ gravpod, loa e dmdpyer.
Epist. ad Poulum Samosat. [p. 211.] For
we acknowledge that Toa by itself oft-
times signifieth no more than énstar, and
so inferreth nothing but a similitude : as
we find it frequently in the book of
Job. Where it sometimes answereth
to the inseparable particle 5; as, 1753

But no other form beside the essential, which is

quasi in nocte, o vvrrl, v. 14. 713°22)
sicut casewm, loa Tupd, X. To. 1pI3
quasi putredo, Sym. bSuolws onmweddve,
LXX. loa dorg, xiii. 28. D©'n3 sicut
aquam, loa wor@, xv. 16, ¥¥3 tanquam
lignum, Toa Eorg, xxiv. 20. Y0NS sicut
lutum, Toa myAd, xxvii. 16, 5913 sicut
vestimento, loa dimAoldy, xxix, 14. " pad
quast bos, loa Bovaly, x1. 15. [10.] Where
we see the vulgar Latin useth for the
Hebrew 3, quasi, sicut, tanquam, the
LXX. lsa. Sometime it answereth to
no word in the original, but supplieth a
similitude understood, not expressed, in
the Hebrew: as vy tanquam pullum,
foa dvg, xi. 12. 1287 ¢ lapis, Toa Alfy,
xxviil. 2. wnY luto, Toa mA$, xxX.
19. Once it rendereth an Hebrew word
rather according to the intention, than
the signification ; voR-"5wn, comparabi-

twr cineri, ad verbum proverbia cineris,

{oa omod, xiii. 12. So that in all these
places it is used adverbially for instar,
and in none hath the addition of rd elvar
to it. As for that answer of Socinus,
that Christ cannot be God, because he
is said to be equal with God, ‘Tantum
abest ut ex eo quod Christus sit equalis
Deo sequatur ipsum esse sternum et
summum Deum, ut potius ex hoc ipso
necessario consequatur, non esse wmter-
num et summum Deum. Nemo enim
sibi ipsi ®equalis esse potest.” Socin. ad
8. ¢. Vujek. [Arg. iii. p. 576.] as if there
could be no predication of equality where
we find a substantial identity: it is most
certainly false, because the most exact
speakers use such language as this is.
There can be no expressions more exact
and pertinent than those which are used
by geometricians, neither can there be
any better judges of equality than they
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Isa.xl. 255 the Divine nature itself, could confer an equality with God. 7o

xlvi. 5.

whom will ye liken me, and make me equal? saith the Holy One.
There can be but one infinite, eternal, and independent Being ;
and there can be no comparison between that and whatsoever
is finite, temporal, and depending. He therefore who did truly
think himself equal with God, as being in the form of God, must
be conceived to subsist in that one infinite, eternal, and inde-
pendent nature of God. Again, the phrase, in the form of God,
not elsewhere mentioned, is used by the Apostle with a respect

unto that other, of the form of a servant, exegetically continued 124

in the likeness of man ; and the respect of one unto the other is
s0 necessary, that if the form of God be not as real and essential
as the form of a servant, or the likeness of man, there is no force
in the Apostle’s words, nor will his argument be fit to work any
great degree of humiliation upon the consideration of Christ’s
exinanition. But by the form is certainly understood the true
condition of a servant, and by the lifeness infallibly meant the
real nature of man : nor doth the fushion, in which he was found,
destroy, but rather assert the truth of his humanity. And
therefore, as sure as Christ was really and essentially man, of
the same nature with us, in whose similitude he was made; so
certainly was he also really and essentially God, of the same
nature and being with him, in whose form he did subsist.
Seeing then we have clearly evinced from the express words of
St. Paul, that Christ was in the form of a servant as soon as he
was made man, that he was in the form of God before he was in
the form of a servant, that the form of God in which he subsisted
doth as truly signify the Divine, as the likeness of man the
human nature; it necessarily followeth, that Christ had a real
existence before be was begotten of the Virgin, and that the

are ; but they most frequently use that
expression in this notion, proving an
equality, and inferring it from identity.
As in the fifth proposition of the first
Element of Euclid, two lines are said to
contain an angle equal to the angle
contained by two other lines, because
they contained the same angle, or ywviay
xowfv: and the basis of one triangle is
supposed equal to the basis of another

triangle, because the same line was basis
to both, or Bdois xows. In the same
manner certainly may the Son be said
to be equal to the Father in essence or
power, because they both have the same
essence and power, that is odolav kal
dtvauw oy, Ocell. de Universo. *AAX’
el kard 7 adrd kal boadTes SaTelel kal
loov kel Suotoy abrd éavroi®. [c. L § 6.]

* [Tt may be added, that there is a particular force in the form b elvou Ira Ocg,
which should be translated, the being equal with God: it implies, not that Christ
was about to become equal with God, but that he was so already.]
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being which he had was the Divine essence, by which he was
truly, really, and properly God.

Thirdly, he which is expressly styled 4/pia and Omega, the
first and the last, without any restriction or limitation, as he is
after, so was before any time assignable, truly and essentially
God. For by this title God describeth his own being, and
distinguisheth it from all other. I the Lord, the first, and with Tsa. xli. 4.
the last, I am he. I am ke, I am the first, I also am the last. I xlviii. 12
am the first, and I am the last, and beside me there is no God. But xliv. 6.
Christ is expressly called 4lpha and Omega, the first and the
last. He so proclaimed himself by a great voice, as of a trumpet, Rev. .
saying, I am Alpha and Omega, the first and the last. Which & **
answereth to that solemn call and proclamation in the Prophet,
Hearken unto me, O Jacob, and Isracl my called. He comforteth Tsa. xlviii.
St. John with the majesty of this title, Fear not, I am the first Bov i1 ..
and the last. "Which words were spoken by one like unto the Son Rev 1. x 3.
of man, by him that liveth, and was dead, and is alive for evermore ; Rev. i. 18.
that is undoubtedly, by Christ. He upholdeth the church of
Smyrna in her tribulation by virtue of the same description,
These things saith the first and the last, whick was dead and is alive. Rev.ii. 8.
He ascertaineth his coming unto judgment with the same asser-
tion, I am Alpha and Omega, the beginning and the end, the first Rev. xxii.
and the last. And in all these places, this title is attributed '%
unto Christ absolutely and universally, without any kind of
restriction or limitation, without any assignation of any particular
in respect of which he is the first or last; in the same latitude
and eminence of expression!?, in which it is or can be attributed

‘to the supreme God. There is yet another Scripture, in which

the same description may seem of a more dubious interpretation :
Iam Alpha and Omega, the beginning and the ending, sailh the Rev.i.s.
Lord, whick is, and whick was, and whick is to come, the Almighty.
For being it is ¢he Lord who so calls himself, which title belong-
eth to the Father and the Son, it may be doubted whether it be
spoken by the Father or the Son; but whether it be understood

19 With the article so much else-
where stood upon, Tb a xal 10 w, 6 mpd-
Tos, kat 6 Eoxaros, The Alpha and the
Omega, the first and the last. For we
must not take 7 a as the grammarians
do, by which they signify only the letter
written in that figure, and called by
that name. As appeareth by Erato-
sthenes, who was called Bjra, not 7d

Bhuara, as Suidas corruptly. Hesy-
chius Tllustrius, from whom Suidas had
that passage: 'Eparocévns 8i1& 75 Sdevre-
petew & wavrl elda wadelas Tols Hrposs
éyyloavra Bita émexMify. And Mar-
tianus Heracleota in Periplo, Kal per’
éxelvov Epatoctévys, dv Bira exdAcsay
of 7ol Movoelov mpoordyvres. [Hewmsch.

Geogr. p. 95.]
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of the one or of the other, it will sufficiently make good what we
intend to prove. For if they be understood of Christ, as the
precedent and the following words imply, then is he certainly
that Lord, whick is, and whick was, and which is to come, the
Almighty ; that is, the supreme eternal God, of the same Divine

essence with the Father, who was before described by Aim whick 125

is, and which was, and whick is to come, to whom the six-winged
beasts continually cry, Holy, koly, koly, Lord God Almighty, whick
was, and is, and is to come: as the familiar explication of that
name which God revealed to Moses. If they belong unto the
supreme God, the Father of our Lord Jesus Christ ; then did he
so describe himself unto St. John, and express his supreme Deity,
that by those words, I am dipkha and Omega, the beginning and the
ending, he might be known to be the one Almighty and Eternal
God; and econsequently, whosoever should assume that title,
must attribute as much unto himself. Wherefore being Christ
hath so immediately, and with so great solemnity and frequency,
taken the same style upon him, by which the Father did express
his Godhead ; it followeth, that he hath declared himself to be
the Supreme, Almighty, and Eternal God. And being thus
the dipfa and the first, he was before any time assignable,
and consequently before he was conceived of the Virgin; and
the being which then he had was the Divine essence, by
which he was truly and properly the Almighty and Eternal
God.

~ Fourthly, he whose glory Isaiah saw in the year that king
Uzziah died, had a being before Christ was begotten of the Vir-
gin, and that being was the Divine essence, by which he was
naturally and essentially God: for he is expressly called ¢ie
Lord, Holy, koly, koly the Lord of hosts, whose glory filleth the
whole earth ; which titles can belong to none beside the one
and only God. But Christ was he whose glory Isaiah saw, as
St. John doth testify, saying, ZThese things said Esaias, when ke
saw kis glory; and spake of kim : and he whose glory he saw, and
of whom he spake, was certainly Christ; for of him the Apostle
treateth in that place, and of none but him. Zkese things spake
Jesus and departed. But though ke (that is, Jesus) kad done so
many miracles before them, yet they believed not on kim, that is,
Christ who wrought those miracles. The reason why they
believed not on him was, that the saying of Esaias the Prophet
might be jfulfilled, whick ke spake, Lord, who hath believed our
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report ? and as they did not, so they could not believe in Christ, John xii,
because that Tsains said again, He hath blinded their eyes, and 39 40-

hardened their hearts; that they should not see with their eyes, nor
understand with their hearts, and be converted, and I should heal
them. Tor those who God foresaw, and the Prophet foretold,
should not believe, could not do it without contradicting the
prescience of the one, and the predictions of the other. But the
Jews refusing to assent unto the doctrine of our Saviour, were

those of whom the Prophet spake: for these things said Esaias John xii.

when ke saw his glory, and spake of kim. Now if the glory which +*
Isaias saw were the glory of Christ, and he of whom Isaias
in that chapter spake were Christ himself; then must those
blinded eyes and hardened hearts belong unto these Jews, and

then their infidelity was so long since foretold. Thus doth the

fixing of that prophecy upon that people, which saw our Saviour’s
miracles, depend upon Isaiah’s vision, and the appropriation of

" it unto Christ. Wherefore St. John hath infallibly taught us,

that the Prophet saw the glory of Christ; and the Prophet

hath as undoubtedly assured us, that he, whose glory then

he saw, was the one omnipotent and eternal God; and con-
sequently both together have sealed this truth, that Christ
did then subsist in that glorious majesty of the eternal God-
head.

Lastly, he who, being man, is frequently in the Scriptures
called God, and that in such a manner, as by that name no
other can be understood but the one only and eternal God, he
bhad an existence before he was made man, and the being which
then he had was no other than the Divine essence; because all
novelty is repugnant to the Deity, nor can any be that one God,

126 who was not so from all eternity. But Jesus Christ, being in

the nature of man, is frequently in the sacred Scriptures called
God ; and that name is attributed unto him in such a manner,
as by it no other can be understood but the one Almighty and
Eternal God.

Which may be thus demonstrated. It hath been already
proved, and we all agree in this, that there can be but one
Divine essence, and so but one supreme God. Wherefore, were

it not said in the Secriptures, there are many gods ; did not he  Cor. viii.

himself who is supreme, call others so; we durst not give that &
name to any but to him alone, nor could we think any called.
God to be any other but that one. It had been then enough to
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have alleged that Christ is God, to prove his supreme and eternal two rules they have raised unto themselves this observation, that
Deity: whereas now we are answered, that there are gods many, whensoever the name of God absolutely taken is placed as the
and therefore it followeth not from that name that he is the one. subject of any proposition, it is not to be understood of Christ :
eternal God. But if Christ be none of those many gods, and yet and wheresoever the same name is spoken of our Saviour by way
be God ; then can he be no other but that one. And that he is of predicate, it never hath an article denoting excellency annexed
not to be numbered with them, is certain, because he is clearly to it; and consequently leaves him in the number of those gods
distinguished from them, and opposed to them. We read in the who are excluded from the majesty of the eternal Deity.

Ps. lxxxii, Psalmist, I kave said, Ye are gods ; and all of you are children of Now though there can be no kind of certainty in any such
the most Iligh. But we must not reckon Christ among those observations of the articles, because the Greeks promiscuously
gods, we must not number the only-begotten Son among those often use them or omit them, without any reason of their usurpa-

Ps. Ixxxii. children. For they knew nof, neither would they understand, they tion or omission (whereof examples are innumerable) ; though if

5 walked on in darkness: and whosoever were gods only as they 127 those rules were granted, yet would not their conclusion follow,
were, either did, or might do so. Whereas Christ, in whom because the supreme God is often named (as they confess) with-

Col.il. 9. alone dwelt all the fulness of the Godhead bodily, is mnot only out an article, and therefore the same name may signify the same
distinguished from, but opposed to, such gods as those, by his God when spoken of Christ, as well as when of the Father, so

John xvi. Disciples saying, Now we are sure that thou knowest all things ; far as can concern the omission of the article: yet to complete

§3im viit. Py himself proclaiming, I am the light of the world : ke that fol- my demonstration, I shall shew, first, that the name of God

12, loweth me shall not walk in darkness. St. Paul hath told us, taken subjectively is to be understood of Christ; secondly, that

;0601‘. viii, there be gods many, and lords many ; but withal hath taught us, the same name with the article affixed is attributed unto him ;

that fo ws there is but ome God, the Father, and one Lord Jesus
Christ. In which words as the Father is opposed as much unto
the many lords as many gods, so is the Son as much unto the
many gods as many lords ; the Father being as much Lord as
God, and the Son as much God as Lord. Wherefore being we
find in Seripture frequent mention of one God, and beside that
one an intimation of many gods, and whosoever is called God,
must either be that one, or one of those many; being we find

our blessed Saviour to be wholly opposed to the many gods, and

consequently to be none of them, and yet we read him often
styled God, it followeth, that that name is attributed unto him
in such a manner, as by it no other can be understood but the
one Almighty and Eternal God.

Again, those who deny our Saviour to be the same God with
the Father, have invented rules to be the touchstone of the
eternal power and Godhead. First, where the name of God is
taken absolutely, as the subject of any proposition, it always
signifies the supreme Power and Majesty, excluding all others
from that Deity. Secondly, where the same name is any way

thlrdly, that if it were not so, yet where the article is wanting,
there is that added to the predicate, which hath as great a
virtue to signify that excellency as the article could have.

St. Paul, unfolding the mystery of godliness, hath delivered
six propositions together, and the subject of all and each of them
is God. Without conﬂoversy great is the mystery of godliness :
God was manifested in the flesh, justified in the Spirit, seen of ™
angels, preached unto the Gentiles, believed on in the world, received
up into glory. And this God, which is the subject of all these
propositions, must be understood of Christ, because. of him each
one is true, and all are so of none but him. He was the Word
which was God, and was made flesh, and consequently God
manifested in the flesh. Upon him the Spirit descended at his
baptism, and after his ascension was poured upon his Apostles,
ratifying his commission, and confirming the doctrine which they
received from him: wherefore he was God justified in the Spirit.
His nativity the angels celebrated, in the discharge of his office
they ministered unto him, at his resurrection and ascension they
were present, always ready to confess and adore him: he was

1 Tim, iii.

therefore God seen of angels. The apostles preached unto all Actsviil. s,
nations, and he whom they preached was Jesus Christ. The 3} 2(‘)"’ 203
Father separated St. Paul from kis. mother’s womb, and called lim xvii. 3,18;

i‘ xix, 13.
, PEARSON. Q

used with an article, by way of excellency, it likewise signifieth
the same supreme Godhead as admitting others to a communion
of Deity, but excluding them from the supremacy. Upon these
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by kis grace, to reveal his Som unto him, that he might preack kim
among the heathen : therefore he was God preached unto the Gen-
tiles. John the Baptist spake wnto the people, that they should
believe on him which should come after kim, that is, on Christ
Jesus. We have believed in Jesus Christ, saith St. Paul, who so
taught the gaoler trembling at his feet, Belicve in the Lord Jesus
Christ, and thow shalt be saved : he therefore was God believed on
in the world. When he had been forty days on earth after his
resurrection, he was taken visibly up into heaven, and sat down
at the right hand of the Father: wherefore he was God received
wp into glory. And thus all these six propositions, according to
the plain and familiar language of the Scriptures, are infallibly
true of Christ, and so of God, as he is taken by St. John, when
he speaks those words, the Word was God. But all these cannot
be understood of any other, which either is, or is called, God.
For though we grant the Divine perfections and attributes to
be the same with the Divine essence, yet are they never in the
Scriptures called God ; nor can any of them with the least show
of probability be pretended as the subject of these propositions,
or afford any tolerable interpretation. When they tell us that
God, that is the will20 of God, was manifested in the flesh, that
is, was revealed by frail and mortal men, and received up in glory,
that is, was received gloriously on earth?!, they teach us a
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never used ; and as no attribute, so no person but the Son can
be here understood under the name of God : not the Holy Ghost,
for he is distinguished from him, as being justified by the Spirit;
not the Father, who was not manifested in the flesh, nor re-
ceived up in glory. It remaineth therefore that, whereas the
Son is the only person to whom all these clearly and undoubtedly
belong, which are here jointly attributed unto God, as sure as the
name of God is expressed universally in the copies of the original
language?3, so thus absolutely and subjectively taken must it be

language which the Scriptures know not??, and the Holy Ghost 128

20 ¢Deus, i. e. voluntas ipsius de ser-
vandis hominibus, per homines infirmos
et mortales perfecte patefacta est, &e.’
Catech. Racov. ad Quest. 59. [p. 77.]

21 ¢Insignem in modum et summa
cum gloria recepta fuit.” Ibid. 16.

22 For Oeés is not §éAnua Beov, much
less is dveArfipdn received or embraced.
Elias speaketh not of his reception, but
his ascension, when he saith to Elisha,
Ti worfiow dot mply § dvarngOival pe dmd
dot ; 2 Kings #i. 9; and, ver. 11, ’Ed»
ps pe GrarauBavduevov &wd oob, xal
&rrar ool ofrws. When he actually as-
cended, as the original, Y»", it is no
otherwise translated by the Septuagint,
than averdipfn *HAwd év ovegewoud bs
€is Tov obpavdy. Which language was
preserved by the Hellenizing Jews: ‘O
GvarngBels &v Aaiiam: mupds. Sirac.xlviii.
9 ; and again, 'AveAfipln Ews eis TOV ob-
pavdy. 1 Mac. ii. 58. Neither did they
use it of Elias only, but of Enoch also,

03¢ els éxrlofn olos *Evidy,—kal yip ad-
Tds GveAigpln &md s ~is. Sirac. xlix.
14. The same language is continued
in the New Testament of our Saviour’s
ascension, ‘Averfipfn els Tdv odpaviv.
Mark xvi. 19. ‘O dvaAnpfels &’ dudv
eis Tov odpavdv. Acts i. 11; and singly,
dveigpfn. Acts i, 2 ; and éverfigpln &g’
fudy. Acts i. 22. As therefore dvd-
Anus Tob Mwoéws, in the language of
the Jews, was mnot the reception of
Moses by the Israelites, but the as-
sumption of his body ; so dvdAnyis 7od
XpioTot is the ascension of Christ, Luke
ix. 51. Wherefore this being the con-
stant notion of the word, it must so be
here likewise understood, &vefipdn év
34tp* as the vulgar Latin, (whose au-
thority is pretended against us,) as-
sumptum est in gloria ; rendering it here
by the same word by which he always
translated érerfipdn.

understood of Christ.

23 For being the epistle was written
in the Greek language, it is enough if
all those copies do agree. Nor need
we be troubled with the observation of
Grotius on the place: ¢ Suspectam no-
bis hanc lectionem faciunt interpretes
veteres, Latinus, Syrus, Arabs et Am-
brosius, qui omnes legerunt, 9 épave-
pébn.’ I confess the vulgar Latin reads
it otherwise than the Greek, Quod mani-
Jestatum est in carme; and it cannot be
denied but the Syriac, however trans-
lated by Tremellius, agreeth with the
Latin ; and both seem to have read §
instead of @eds. But the joint consent
of the Greek copies and interpreters is
above the authority of those two trans-
lators, and the Arabic set forth in the

Bidlia Polyglotta agreeth expressly with -

them. But that which Grotius hath
farther observed is of far greater consi-
deration : ‘Addit Hinemarus opusculo
585, illud @eds hic positum a Nestorianis.’
[Comm. ad loc. vol. ii. p. 969.] For if
at first the Greeks read d épavepdon,
and that § were altered into @eds by
the Nestorians, then ought we to cor-
rect the Greek copy by the Latin, and
confess there is not only no force, but
not so much as any ground or colour
for our argument. But first, it is no
way probable that the Nestorians should
find it in the original, 8, and make it
@eds, because that by so doing they had
overthrown their own assertion, which
was, that God was not incarnate, nor
born of the Virgin Mary ; that God did
not ascend unto heaven, but Christ by
the Holy Ghost remaining upon him,
kal THy vdAqyw adrg xapioduevor. Con-
cil. Ephes. par. i. cap. 17. [Mansi, iv.
1009 B.] Secondly, it is certain that
they did not make this alteration, be-

cause the Catholic Greeks read it @eds
before there were such heretics, so
called ‘Nestoriani a Nestorio Episcopo,
(Patriarcha Constantinopolitano).’ 8. 4 u-
gust. Heeres. [see 8. Aug. vol. viii. p. 28,
note.] Nestorius, from whom that heresy
began, was patriarch of Constantinople
after Sisinnius, Sisinnius after Atticus,
Atticus after Nectarius, who succeeded
Joannes, vulgarly called Chrysostomus.
But St. Chrysostom read not §, but
@eds, as appears by his commentaries
upon the place ; @ebs épavepddn év oap-
«l, TovréoTw, 6 Snmovpyds. [Hom. xi,
¢. 3. vol. xi, p. 606 A.] And St. Cyril,
who by all means opposed Nestorius
upon the first appearance of his heresy,
wrote two large epistles to the queens
Pulcheria and Budocia, in both which
he maketh great use of this text. In
the first, after the repetition of the
words as they are now in the Greek
copies, he proceedeth thus; Tés 6 év gap-
Kl pavepwlels ; § dHAov, 81t wdvTy Te KAl
wdvrws 6 & Ocol watpds Adyos: olrw yip
Eorar péya 10 s edoeBelas pvorhpiov,
Oeds épavepdln év gaprl. [Cyril. Alex.
de Recta Fide, vol. v. pt. ii. p. 224 C.]
Wherefore in St. Paul he read @eds
God, and took that God to be the Word,
In the second, repeating the same text
verbatim, he manageth it thus against
Nestorius ; Ei @eds dv § Adyos évavfpw=
whcar Aéyorto, kal ob Sfmov uelels Td
elvar Oeds, GAN &y ols fiv &el diauévey,
péya 8 Tére Kal Suoroyovuévws uéya
eorl Td Ths ebogeBelas pvorhpiov: €l 3¢
dwlpwmos voetrar xowds & Xpiords,—niss
év gaprl mepovépwras; kal Tor Tds oby
Gracw evapyts, b1 wis ¥vbpwmos &y gap-
kf Te &oml, kal odx By érépws Sp@Té Tiow

[Ibid. p.153 D.] And in the explana-

tion of his second Anathematism, he

Q2

227



228

ARTICLE II.

Again, St. Paul speaketh thus to the elders of the Church of
Actsxx.28. Ephesus; Tuke heed unto yourselves, and to all the flock over the
which the Holy Ghost hath made you overseers, to feed the Church
of God, which ke hath purchased with his own blood. In these
words this doctrinal proposition is clearly contained; God hath
purchased the Church with his own blood. For there is no
other word either in or near the text which can by any gram-

maketh use of no other text but this,
to prove the hypostatical union, giving
it this gloss or exposition: T éort 7d,
épavepdbn év oapkl; TovTéomi, ~Yéyove
odpt 6 éx ©cob warpds Adyos, &e. [vol. vi.
p- 148 C.] The same he urgeth in his
Scholion in Unigeniti Incarnatione. So
also Theodoret, contemporary with
St. Cyril: @cbs vdp dv kal @cob vids,
kal &dpatoy Exwv Thy ¢low, Sires dra-
ow évavbpwnficas éyévero, capds 3¢ Huas
S0 pioes &dldakev, &v capkl vyip Thy
Oclay Epn Pavepwdivar pbow. Thirdly,
Hinemarus does not say that the Nes-
torians put @eds into the Greek text,
but that he which put it in was cast
out of his bishopric for a Nestorian :
his words are these ; ‘Quidam nimirum
ipsas Scripturas verbis illicitis impostu-
raverunt : sicut Macedonius Constanti-
nopolitanus Episcopus, qui ab Anasta-
sio Imperatore ideo a civitate expulsus
legitur, quoniam falsavit Evangelia, et
illum Apostoli locum ubi dicit, quod
apparuit in carne, justificatum est in
Spiritu, per cognationem Grazcarum
literarum, O et ®, hoc modo mutando
falsavit. Ubi enim habuit Qui, hoc est
OZ, monosyllabum Gracum, litera mu-
tata O in ® vertit; et fecit ©3, id est
ut esset, Deus apparuit per carnem.
Quapropter tanquam Nestorianus fuit
expulsus.” Hinem. Opuse. lv. cap. 18,
[vol. ii. p. 449.] Now whereas Hine-
marus says expulsus legitur, we read
not in Euagrius, or the Excerpta of
Theodorus, or in Joannes Malala, that
Macedonius was cast out of his bishopric
for any such falsation, It is therefore
probable that he had it from Liberatus,
& deacon of the Church of Carthage,

who wrote a Breviary, collected partly
out of the Ecclesiastical Histories and
Acts of the Councils, partly out of the
relations of such men as he thought
fit to believe, extant in the fourth tome
of the Counecils. In which, chap. xix.
[p. 134] we have the same relation,
only with this difference, that O is not
turned into @, but into Q, and so O3
becomes not @3, but 0. So that first
the Greek copies are not said to have
read it §, but &s, and so not to have
relation to the mystery, but to the per-
son of Christ ; and therefore this makes.
nothing for the vulgar Latin. Secondly,
whereas Hinemarus says there was but
one letter changed, no such mutation
can of OF make ®EO3Z, it may O3, as
we read in Liberatus ; and then this is
nothing to the Greek text. Thirdly,
Macedonius was no Nestorian, but Ana-
stasius an Eutychian ; and he ejected
him* ag he did other Catholic Bishops
under the pretence of Nestorianism,
but for other reasons. Howsoever Ma-
cedonius could not falsify all the Greek
copies, when, as well those which were
before his time, as those which were
written since, all acknowledge ©eds.
And if he had been ejected for sub-
stituting @eds, without question Ana-
stasius would have taken care for the
restoring ¥s, which we find not in any
copy. It remaineth therefore that the
Nestorians did not falsify the text by
reading ©Ocds épavepddyn, but that the
ancient Greek Fathers read it so; and
consequently, being the Greek is the
original, this lection must be acknow-
ledged authentical 1,

- * [The fifth and following editions read not as he did.]

* [The fullest information upon the various readings in this passage is given by
Berriman, in hiy Critical Dissertation. He sums up the evidence by saying that
pinety-one Greek MSS. read @eds. Four MSS. have been said to read 8, but not
one reads it : five have been said to read &s, but only three do so for certain.]

\
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matical construction be joined with the verb, except the Holy

129 Ghost, to whom the predicate is repugnant, both in respect of

the act, or our redemption, and of the means, the blood. If
then the Holy Ghost hath not purchased the Church; if he
hath not blood to shed for our redemption, and witkout blood- Heb.ix.22.
shed there is no remission ; if there be no other word to which,
according to the literal construction, the act of purchasing can
be applied; if the name of God, most frequently joined to his
Church?4, be immediately and properly applicable by all rules of
syntax to the verb which followeth it: then is it of necessity to
be received as the subject of this proposition, then is this to be
embraced as infallible Seripture truth, God hath purchased the
Church with his own blood. But this God may and must be
understood of €hrist : it may, because he hath ; it must, beeause
no ether person which is called God hath so purchased the
Church. We were not redeemed with corruptible things, as silver 1Pet.i. 18,

and gold, but with the precious blood of Christ. With this price '9

were we bought; and therefore it may well be said, that Christ
our God %ath purchased us with kis own blood. But no other
person which is, or is ealled, God, can be said so to have pur-
chased us, because it is an act belonging properly to the Medi-
atorship; and #here is but one Mediator between God and men : 1Tim. ii. 5.
and the Church is sanctified through the offering of the body of Heb. x. 1o.

Jesus Christ once for all.

Nor can the expression of this act,

peculiar to the Son, be attributed to the Father, because this
blood signifieth death; and though the Father be omnipotent,

and can do all things, yet he cannot die.

And though it might

be said that he purchased us, because he gave his Son to be a

24 Ty uxAnoiav Tob @eod. For
though the Church be properly the
Church of Christ, Matt. xvi. 18. Col. i.
24, and in the plural we read once: ai
exxAnolar Tob Xprtod, Rom. xvi. 16, as
we do of the Churches of God, 1 Cor. xi.
16. 2 Thess. i. 4. and 1 Thess. ii. 14; yet
% eexAnoia Tob @cod is frequently used ;
as 1 Cor. i. 2. and %, 32. and xv. ¢. and
xi. 22. 2 Cor. 1. 1. 1 Tim. iii. 5. 15 ; but
# éxrAncia Tod Xpiorod not once named.
And therefore we have no reason to
alter it in this text, orto fancy it first
written xof, and then made 807, when

it is 8o often written @eod, not Xpiorod.
Some MSS., as the Alexandrian, Can-
tabrigian, and New Coll. MSS., read it
Tob Kuplov, and the interpreter of Ire-
nwus, Regere Ecclesiom Doming, Ib. iii.
cap. 14. Others represent Kuvplov ral
®eof), followed by the Arabic interpreter;
which makes not at all against our ar-
gument ; but, because in this particular
unusual, not like to be true. The Sy-
riac translating it Christd, (R 0DT DOt
Pomino, as it is in the Latin transla-
tion,) gives rather an exposition than a
version *,

* [It is stated by Professor Lee, that the oldest MSS, of the Syriac version read
Dei and not Christi, The Vatican MS, reads ©eot.]
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ransom for us, yet it cannot be said that he did it &y Zis own
olood ; for then it would follow, that he gave not his Son, or
that the Son and the Father were the same person. Beside, it
is very observable, that this particular phrase of 4is own blood,
is in the Scripture put by way of opposition to the blood of
another 25 : and howsoever we may attribute the acts of the Son
unto the Father, because sent by him; yet we cannot but
acknowledge, that the blood and death was of another than the
Heb.ix.12. Father. Not by the blood of goats and calves, but by his own blood
Heb. ix.25, ke entered in once into the holy place ; and whereas the high priest
2. entered every year with the blood of others, Christ appeared ounce to
put away sin by the sacrifice of himself. He then which purchased
us wrought it by his own blood, as an High Priest opposed to
the Aaromical, who made atonement by the blood of others.
But the Father taketh no priestly office, neither could he be
opposed to the legal priest, as not dying himself, but giving
another. Wherefore wheresoever the Father and the Son are
described together as working the salvation of man, the blood
by which it is wrought is attributed to the Son, not to the
Rom.iii.2¢, Father: as when St. Paul speaketh of the redemption that is in
25 Jesus Christ, whom God hath set forth to be a propitiation through

“Ov mpo-

g’ebfo 6 fuith in his blood, to declare his righteousmess ; his, that is, Ais
,:,,:,,“,);“&a own righteousness, hath reference to God the Father; but Zis,

Tiis wlotews that is, 4is own blood, must be referred to Christ the Son. When

EV 1'!4) a‘U’l’OU

a[[u.q'n, eis he glorifieth the God and Father of our Lord Jesus Christ,
;ﬁ’f:i;’v;zz attributing unto him, that he hath blessed, elected, predesti-
abrob. nated, adopted, accepted us, made known unto us the mystery

of his will, and gathered us together in one; in the midst of

Eph.i.6, 7. this acknowledgment he brings in ¢ie Beloved, in whom we have 130

redemption through his blood, as that which cannot be attributed
to the Father. Christ hath blessed us; and the Apostle saith,
Actsiii, 26. the Father hath blessed us; which 1s true, because Ze sent fis
Son to bless ws. Christ hath made known unto us the will of
Eph.i 9. his Father; and the Apostle saith, the Father hath made Znown
unto us the mystery of kis will ; because he sent his Son to reveal

25 “1510v alua is opposed to afua AAG-
rpov.  And therefore it is observable
that the author of the Racovian Cate-
chism, in his answer to this place of
Scripture, doth never make the least
mention of 5wy or proprium, but only
affirms that the blood of Christ may be
called the blood of God the Father;

and tofidem wverbis did Socinus answer
to Wiekus [Vujekius] before, but in his
whole answer concealed the force of
v, whereas the strength of our argu-
ment, lies in those words, 3:& oD idiov
aluaros, or, as the Alexandrian MS.
and one mentioned by Beza, 5id Tob al-
patos Tobf idlov,
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it. Christ hath delivered us; and the Father is said to defiver Col. . 13.
us from the power of darkness: not that we are twice delivered,
but because the Father delivereth us by his Son. And thus
these general acts are familiarly attributed to them both; but
still a difference must be observed and acknowledged in the
means or manner of the performance of these acts. For though
it is true, that the Father and the Son revealed to us the will of
God; yet it is not true that the Father revealed it by himself to
us; but that the Son did so, it is. They both deliver us from
sin and death: but the Son gave Aimself for our sins, that he Gal.i. 4
might deliver us ; the Father is not, cannot be, said to have given
himself, but his Son: and therefore the Apostle giveth thanks
unto the Father, wko Aath delivered us from the power of darkness, Col. i. 13,
and hath tramslated us into the kingdom of kis dear Son, in whom '*
we have redemption through his blood. Now this blood is not
only the blood of the new covenant, and consequently of the
Mediator, but the nature of this covenant is such, that it is also
a Testament, and therefore the blood must be the blood of the
Testator : for where a Testament* is, there must also of necessity Heb.ix.16.
be the death of the Testator. But the Testator which died is not,
cannot be, the Father, but the Son; and consequently the blood
is the blood of the Son, not of the Father. It remaineth there-
fore that God, who purchased the Church with his own blood,
is not the Father of our Lord Jesus Christ, or any other which
is called God, but only Jesus Christ the Son of God, and God.
And thus have I proved the first of the three assertions, that
the name of God, absolutely taken and placed subjectively, is
sometimes to be understood of Christ.

The second, that the name of God invested by way of excel-
lency with an article is attributed in the Scriptures unto Christ,
may be thus made good. He which is called Emmanuel, is
named God by way of excellency: for that name, saith St.
Matthew, being interpreted is, God with us, and in that interpre- Matt. . 23.
tation the Greek article is prefixed. But Christ is called Emma-
nuel; that it might be fulfilled which was spoken of the Lord by the Matt. 1. 22,
Prophet, saying, Behold a Virgin shall be with child, and shall }3 aoﬁ;‘} el
bring forth a Son, and they shall call kis name Emmanuel. There- 8 roua abToi
fore he is that God with us, which is expressed by way of excel- ,,a,,,/,A 8

* [The word 8:a04ky, which is here translated a testament, is rendered in almost
every other passage of the New Testament, and even in this chapter, a covenant,
and so it perhaps ought to be rendered here.]
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o ;f‘eeep- lency, and distinguished from all other who are any way honoured
Vo e 5 With that name : for it is a vain imagination to think that Christ
v 6 @eds. ig called Emmanuel, but that he is not what he is called: as

Exod.xvil. Moses built an altar, and called the name of it Jehovak Nissi, and

jﬁag_ vi. Gideon another called Jehovak Shalom, and yet neither altar was
3‘; _— Jehovah; as Jerusalem was called, Zhe Lord ouwr righteousness,
16. " and yet that city was not the Lord. Because these two notions,

which are conjoined in the name Emmanuel, are severally true

of Christ. First he is Ewmmanu, that is, with us, for he hath

Jobni. 14. dwelt among us: and when he parted from the earth, he said to
Mat, xxviii. his Disciples, I am with you alway, even to the end of the world.
fjé, i"g:, Secondly, he is Z/, and that name was given him, as the same
;;;: e P'rophet testifieth, For unto us a child is born, unto us a Son is
"o e given:  and kis name shall be called Wonderful, Counsellor, the
mighty God. Te then who is both properly called £, that is,
God, and is also really Bmmanu, that is, with us, he must infal-
libly be that Emmanuel, who is God with us. Indeed if the name
Emmanuel were to be interpreted by way of a proposition, God
is with us, as the Lord owr righteousness, and the Lord s there,
must be understood where they are the names of Jerusalem,
then should it have been the name not of Christ, but of his
Church; and if we under the Gospel have been called so, it
could have reeeived no other interpretation in reference to us.
But being it is not ours, but our Saviour’s name, it bears no
kind of similitude with those objected appellations, and is as pro-
perly and directly to be attributed to the Messias, as the name of
Jesus. Wherefore it remaineth that Christ be acknowledged God
with us, according to the evangelical interpretation, with an ex-
pression of that excellency which belongeth to the supreme Deity.
Again, he to whom St. Thomas said, My Lord and my God, or
rather, The Lord of me, and the God of me, he is that God before
whose name the Greek article is prefixed, which they require, by
way of excellency. But St. Thomas spake these words to Christ26,

Ezek.
xlviii. 33.

John xx.
28,

26 Indeed it hath been answered,
that these words are not to be referred
to Christ, but to God the Father. So
Theodorus Mopsuestenus in his Com-
mentary on St. John ; ‘Thomas quidem,
cum sic credidisset, Dominus meus et
Deus meus dicit, non ipsum Dominum
et Deum dicens (non enim resurrectio-
nis scientia docebat et Deum esse eum
qui resurrexit) sed quasi pro miraculoso
facto Deum collaudat.” Sya. V. Collat. 4.

[xv. Mansi ix. p. 209 B.] As if Thomas
had intended only to have praised God
for raising Christ. But first, it is plain
that Thomas answered Christ; secondly,
that he spake unto Aém, that is, to Christ,
and consequently that the words which
he spake belong to Christ ; thirdly, that
the words are a confession of his faith
in Christ, as our Saviour doth acknow-
ledge. And whereas Franciscus Davi-
dis did object, that in a Latin Testament
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For Jesus spake uwnto Thomas, and Thomas answered and said unto
kim, My Lord and my God. And in these words he made con-

fession of his faith?7; for our Saviour replied, Thomas, because thow John xx.

he found not et dixit et, but et dixit with-
out ei, it is sufficiently discountenanced
by Socinus in his epistle, affirming that
all the Greek and Latin copies had it,
except that one which he had found:
and therefore the omission must be
imputed to the negligence of the prin-
ter.

27 ‘0O Kiépds pov xal § Oeds pov.
Either in these words there is an ellipsis
of el v, Thou art my Lord, thow art my
God ; or an antiptosis, the nominative
case used for the vocative, as ’Erwl,
’Erwl, 6 ®eds pov, 6 ®eds pov, Mark xv.
34; 'ABB& é mathp, Mark xiv. 36 ; and
Xaipe 6 Baoireds Tév 'lovdalwy, John
xix. 3. Ifit be an ellipsis of the verb
¢f, so frequent in the Scriptures, and
of the person sufficiently understood in
the preceding pronoun, then is it evi-
deut that 6 @eds, is attributed unto
Christ, for then St. Thomas said unto
him, Thou art 6 Beds pov. If it be an
antiptosis, though the construction re-
quire not a verb, yet the signification
virtually requireth as much, which is
equivalent ; for he acknowledgeth him
as much God while he calleth him so,
as if he did affirm him to be so. Nei-
ther can it be objected that the article é
gerveth only in the place of &, as signi-
fying that the nominative is to be taken
for the vocative case; because the no-
minative may as well stand vocatively
without an article, as Iwah¢p vids AaBid.
Matt. i. 20. and *EAégoov fuds, Kipee,
vids AaBid. Matt. xx. 30, 31; and there-
fore when the vocative is invested with
an article, it is as considerable as in a no-
minative. And being these words were
an expression of the Apostle’s faith, as
Christ understood and approved them,
they must contain in them, virtually at
least, a proposition; because no act of
our faith can be expressed, where the
object is not at least a virtual proposi-
tion. And in that proposition, é ®eds
must be the predicate, and Christ, to
whom these words are spokem, must
also be the subject. It cannot there-
fore be avoided, but that St. Thomas
did attribute ‘the name of God to our
Saviour with an article. “ Indeed to me

there is no doubt but St. Thomas in
these words did make as true and real
a confession of his faith concerning the
Person of Christ, as St. Peter did, when
he answered and said, Thow art the Christ,
the Son of the living God, Matt. xvi.
16; and consequently, that & Kipios
and 6 @¢ds do as properly belong unto
him, as St. Peter's 6 Xpords and &
vids. As therefore Christ said to his
Disciples, Vos vocatis me é Siddoraros,
xal 6 Kipios, et bene dicitis, sum etenim,
John xiii. 13; so he might have replied
to Thomas, You eall me 6 Kipios and 6
Ocds, and you say well, for I am so. As
for the objection of Socinus, that though
@ebs be bere spoken of Christ, and that

29.

with an article §, yet that article is of

no force, because of the following pro-
noun pov, it is most groundless : for the
article § cannot have relation to the
following pronoun mov. ‘Ewel wds 7
amapddextos Gvrwyvvpla Tdv Upbpwy év
yevwfi wrdaer ebbelas &pbpoy mapadéxerar
as that great critic Apollonius Alexan-
drinus observes, lib. i. de Syntaxi, cap.
30. And if for pov it were & éuds, yet
even that article would belong to ®eds,
for in these words, 6 ©ebs 6 éuds, neither
article belongs to éuds, but both to @eds
for, as the same critic observes in the
same case, 7o b0 Hplpa eis plav Thy eb-
Bciav dvagpépetar obk Bpa év T, & maTyp
& euds, karydyraoTar TO Erepoy T@v Hp-
Opwy éml v dwrwvuplar ¢épecbur. So
that if 6 ®eds be the supreme God, then
6 ©@eds pov must be my supreme God : as
when David speaks to God ‘O @ebs, &
©eds pov, mpds o€ Spbplilw, Psal. Ixii,
1, the latter is of ag great importance
as the former. So again, Psal. xlii. 4.
*Efopooyhooual oou év kibdpg, 6 @els. &
@eds pov: and xlix. 3. ‘O Oeds éuda-
vis Hiter, 6 Oeds uav: and lxx. 12. ‘O
Ocds uh paxpbvps &n’ éuod, & Oeds uov.
I dare not therefore say to any person,
that he is 6 @eds uov, except I do believe
that he is § @eds, Wherefore I conclude
that the words. of St. Thomas, ‘O Kipids
pov kal 8 ®eds pov, are as fully and highly
significative as those of David, Mpdoxes
TH Qwrii Tis defoeds pov, 6 Baothevs pov
kal & @eds pov, Psal. v. 2. or those, ‘O
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hast seen me, thow hast believed. And let him be the Lord of me,
and the God of me, who was the Lord and the God of an Apostle.

Nor have we only their required testimony of Christ’s supreme
Divinity, but also an addition of verity asserting that supremacy.
For he is not only termed #ie God, but, for a further certainty,
the true God: and the same Apostle, who said the Word was
God, lest any cavil should arise by any omission of an article,
though so frequently neglected by all, even the most accurate
Authors, hath also assured us that he is the true God. For, we

know, saith he, that the Son of God is come, and hath given us 132

an wnderstanding that we may know kim that is true: and we
are in kim that is true, even in his Son Jesus Christ. This is
the true God, and eternal life?s. As therefore we read in the
Acts of the word whick God sent unto the children of Israel,
preaching peace by Jesus Christ ; ke is Lord of all: where
it is acknowledged that the Lord of all is by the pronoun /e29
joined unto Jesus Christ, the immediate, not unto God, the
remote antecedent : so likewise here the #rue God is to be referred
unto Christ, who stands next unto it, not unto the Father, spoken
of indeed in the text, but at a distance. There is no reason
alleged why these last words should not be referred to the Son
of God, but only this, that in grammatical construction they
may be ascribed to the Father. As, when another king arose
whick knew not Joseph, the same dealt subtilly with our kindred;
the same referreth us not to Joseph, but to the king of Egypt.
‘Whereas, if nothing else can be objected but a possibility in
respect of the grammatical construction, we may as well say that
Joseph dealt subtilly with his kindred as the king of Egypt;
for whatsoever the incongruity be in history, it makes no sole-
cism in the syntax. Wherefore being Jesus Christ is the imme-
diate antecedent to which the relative may properly be referred ;
being the Son of God is he of whom the Apostle chiefly speak-
eth; being this is rendered as a reason why we are in him that is
true, by being in his Son, to wit, because that Son is ¢te tiue God;

Oeds uov xal & Kipds pov, els thy Blkny  Oeds, & urds Tob Ocob enénaov fuds.
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being in the language of St. John the constant title of our
Saviour is efernal life; being all these reasons may be drawn
out of the text itself, why the title of the true God should be
attributed to the Son, and no one reason can be raised from
thence why it should be referred to the Father; I can conclude
no less, than that our Saviour is the frue God, so styled in the

"Scriptures by way of eminency, with an article prefixed, as the

first Christian writers which immediately followed the Apostles

wov, Psal. xxxv. 23. or those, T& Ouoia-
arfipud gov, Kipie Tév Suvduecwy 6 Baoiheds
pou, kal & @eds pov, Psal. Ixxxiv. 3. or
those of St. John in the Revelation [iv.
11.] as they lie in the Alexandrian and
Complutensian copies ; *Atiwos €I, 6 Kipios
ral 6 Oebs nudv 6 dyios, AaBeiv, &e. or that
lastly in the most ancient hymn, Képee 6

28 Obrés dorw & dAnfwds Oeds, kal #
(wh aidwios. ¢ Hic agitur non solum de
vero Deo, sed de illo uno vero Deo, ut
articulus in Graco additus indicat.’ Ca-
tech. Racov. [e. 1. §. 1. p. 52.]

29 Obros for s, as Acts viii. 26. *Amd
‘Tepovoariu els Tafay* abiry éoriv Epmuos.
quee est deserta.

did both speak and write3o,

But, thirdly, were there no such particular place in which the
article were expressed, yet shall we find such adjuncts fixed to
the name of God when attributed unto Christ, as will prove
equivalent to an article, or whatsoever may express the supreme
Majesty. As when St. Paul doth magnify the Jews, ot of Rom.ix.s.

whom, as concerning the flesh, Christ came, who is over all, God

blessed for ever, Amen, First, it is evident that Christ is called
God31, even he who came of the Jews, though not as he came

30 Aotd{w 'Incody Xpiotdy 1dr @edv.
8. Ignat. Epist. ad Smyrn. [c. 1. p. 33.]
’Ev BeAfpar: Tov Hatpds, kal *Incod Xpi-
eTob ToU Ocod nudv. Idem, Epist. ad
Ephes. [c. 1. Procem. p. 11.] ‘O 7dp ®cds
Hudy, ‘Ingods & Xpiords ékvodophy dmd
Maplas. Ibid. [c. 18. p. 15.] ‘O vip Oeds
Hudy “Inoots Xpiords év Tatpl by uariov
ooufverar. Epist. ad Rom. [c. 3. p. 27.]
Tot @eod Adyov 78 Aoytkd mAdTUaTa HUEDs.
8. Clem. Alex. ad Gentes. [c. 1. vol. 1. p.
6.] And it was well observed by the
author of the Mupd AaBlpwdos, written
about the heginning of the third cen-
tury, that not only the ancienter Fathers
before him, as Justin, Miltiades, Tati-
anus, Clemens, Irenzus, Melito, &c.
did speak of Christ as God, but that the
hymns also penned by Christians from
the beginning did express Christ’s divi-
nity. WaApol 3¢ oo kal ddal ddeApdy
am &pxfis Owd moTdv ypagpelcar TO¥ Ad-
yov Tob Ocob TOv XpiaTdy Suvoior feoho-
yotrres. [apud Eus. H. E. v. 28. p. 252.]
And the Epistle of Pliny to Trajan tes-
tifies the same : ¢ Quod essent soliti stato
die ante lucem convenire, carmengue
Christo quasi Deo dicere.” 1. x. ep. 97.

31 Though some would leave God out
of the text, upon this pretence, because
St. Cyprian, %b. ii. adv. Judwos, [c. 6.
p. 287.] citing this place, leaves it out.

But that must needs be by the negli-
gence of some of the scribes, as is evi-
dent. First, because Manutius and Mo-
rellius found the word Deus in their
copies, and both the MSS. which Pame-
lius used acknowledge it. Secondly,
because St. Cyprian produceth the text
to prove guod Deus Christus ; and reck-
oneth it ‘among the rest in which he is
called expressly God. Thirdly, because
Tertullian, whose disciple St. Cyprian
professed himself, did both so read it,
and so use it. ¢ Solum autem Christum
potero Deum dicere, sicut idem Apo-
stolus: Ex quibus Christus, qui est,
inquit, Deus super ommia benedictus in
wvum omne.” Adv. Praceam. [c. 13. p.
507 D.] And again, in the same book,
‘ Hunc et Paulus conspexit, nec tamen
Patrem vidit. Nonne, inquit, vidi Je-
sum? Christum autem et ipse Deum
cognominavit : Quorum Palres, et ex qui-
bus Christus secundum carnem, qui est
per (vel super) omnia Deus benedictus in
avum.’ [c. 15.p. 509 A.] Novatian, de
Trinitate [c. 13, 30], useth the same ar-
gument. And another ancient author
very expressly ; ¢ Rogo te, Deum credis
esse Filium, an non? Sine dubio, re-
sponsurus es, Deum ; quia etsi negare
volueris, sanctis Scripturis convinceris,
dicente Apostolo, Ex quibus Christus
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of them, that is, according to the flesh, which is here distin- 133

guished from his Godheads2. Secondly, he is so called God as
not to be any of the many gods, but the one supreme or most
high God; for he is God over alf*. Thirdly, he hath also
added the title of é/essed, which of itself elsewhere signifieth the
supreme God34, and was always used by the Jews to express

secundwm carnem, qui est Super omnia
Deus benedictus in secula.” So also St.
Augustin, ¢ Non solum Pater Deus est,
sicut omnes etiam hwmretici concedunt,
sed etiam Filius; quod, velint nolint,
coguntur fateri, dicente Apostolo, Qui
est super oemmnia Deus benedictus in s-
cula.’ De Trin, Ub. . cap. 13. [§. 23. vol.
viil. p. 786 A.] et cont. Faustum, Ib.
xvi. cap. 1. [ib. p. 292 A.] As for the
oebjection, that St. Chrysostom doth not
signify in his Commentaries that he read
©c¢és in the text: I answer, that neither
does he signify that he read & éml wdo-
Twy, for in his exposition he passeth over
wholly 4 éml wdvrawv @eds, but it doth
not follow that he read not 6 é) wdvrwr
in the text. But when he repeats the
words of the Apostle, he agrees wholly
with the Greek text, 5 d» énm) wdvrwy
©eds edroynTds: [Hom., xvi. §. 1. vol. ix.
P. 604 E.] and Theodoret, who lived
not long after him, doth mot only ac-
knowledge the words, but give a full
exposition of them: *Hpre: uév % 7o
katd odpka wpoobhky mapaSnAdaar Tob
Seamdrov XpioTod Ty Oebryrar AN Bo-
wep év 7§ mpoorule elpnrdss, Tob yevoudvov
éx amépparos AaBld ratd odpra, énfryarye,
70D dptabféyros vied Ocod &y Buvduer ofiTws
évrabba eindiv 75 kaTd odpra, TporTéfeixe
7, &w énl wdyrwy Ocds edAoyyTds els Tobs
ai@vas. [In loc. vol. iii. p. 74 B.] As for
the omission of Deus in St. Hilary on
the Psalms, it must of necessity be at-
tributed to the negligence of the scribe,

969 E.] ‘Non ignorat Paulus Christum
Deum, dicens, Quorum Patres, et ex qui-
bus Christus qui est super omnia Deus.
Non hic creatura in Deum deputatur,
sed creaturarum Deus est, qui super
omnia Deus est.” The pretence there-
fore of Erasmus from the Fathers i
vain; and as vain is that of Grotiug
from the Syriac translation, which hath
in it the-name of Glod expressly, as well
as all the copies of the original, and all
the rest of the translations, *min'n7
92 Hp7 RN,

32 Tb katd odpka opposed unto Tb
kard wvedua. As Rom. i. 3. where rard
odprea is used without an article, because
katd wvedua, to which it is opposed, fol-
loweth, and so the opposition is of itself
apparent. But here being xard wvedua
is not to be expressed in the following
words, the article 74, signifying of itself
a distinction or exception, sheweth that
it is te be understood.

83 ‘0 &v éml wdytwy., Not in omnibus,
as Erasmus, nor super omnes, as Beza,
with reference to the Fathers, which
should have been énl wdyvrwy abrév but
as the vulgar translation, and the ancient
Fathers before that, super omnia, érf for
émdyw, as Jolin iii. 31. ‘O #rwler 2pxd-
#evos émdvw wdvrwy éorl, which signifieth
no less than j1°% the ordinary name of
God, & Wuavos, the Most High, as it is
taken for the supreme God by itself,
Acts vii. 48. and is described, Psalm
xevil, 9. “Ore ob e, Kipie, § WuoTos éml

not to the reading of the Father. For waoar vhv ¥iv, opddpa Smepufiblns Swép
how he read it, he hath clearly expressed wdvras Tods eods.
in his books de Trindtate: [viii. 37. p. 84 As Mark xiv. 61. 3 e 6 Xpiords

* [Teo.the Fathers mentioned in this note we may add Irenzus, 111, 16 3. p. 205.
Hippolytus, cons. Noétum, c. 2, 6. Origen, in Rom. vii. 1 3. vol. iv. p. 612 B. Con-
cil. Antioch. (A.D. 269.) apud Routh. Rel. Sacr. 1r. p- 467. Athanas. Oras. 1v.
cont. Arian. 1. vol. L. p. 617 C. Epist. 1. ad Serap. 2. p. 684 A. Epist. ad Epict.
10. p. 908 E.  Cont. Apol. 1. 10. p. 930 D. Epiphan. Her. Lvi1, [vol. i]p. 487D.
Her. LX31%. 6. p. 894 €. Haer. LXXVL p. 977-8. Theodoret, Her. Fab.
V.hu,. ]vol. iv. p. 287 A, all of whom quote the passage as proving the divinity of
Christ,
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that one God of Israel. Wherefore it cannot be conceived
St. Paul should write unto the Christians, most of which then
were converted Jews or proselytes, and give unto our Saviour
not only the name of God, but also add that title which they
always gave unto the one God of Israel, and to none but him ;
except he did intend they should believe him to be the same
God whom they always in that manner, and under that notion,
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had adored. As therefore the Apostle speaketh of tke God and = Cor. xi.

Father of our Lord Jesus Christ, which is blessed jfor evermore,®"
" of the Creator, wko is blessed for ever, Amen ; and thereby doth Rom.i. 2s.

signify the supreme Deity, which was so glorified by the Israel-
ites; and doth also testify that we worship the same God under
the Gospel which they did under the Law: so doth he speak of

Christ in as sublime a style, who is over all, God blessed for ever, Rom. ix. 5.

Amen ; and thereby doth testify the equality, or rather identity,
of his Deity. If we consider the scope of the Apostle, which is
to magnify the Israelites by the enumeration of such privileges
as belonged peculiarly to that chosen nation (the most eminent
of which was contained in the genealogy of our Saviour), we
shall find their glory did not consist in this, that Christ at first
was born of them a man, and afterwards made a God; for what
great honour could accrue to them by the nativity of a man,
whose Godhead is referred not to his birth, but to his death?
whereas this is truly honourable, and the peculiar glory of that

nation, that the most high God blessed for ever should fake on Heb.ii. 16.

him the seed of Abraham, and come out of the Israelites as con-
cerning the flesh. Thus every way it doth appear the Apostle
spake of Christ as of the one eternal God.

He then who was the Word which in the beginning was with
God, and was God ; he whose glory Isaias saw as the glory of
the God of Isracl; he who is styled 4/pka and Omega without

& vids Tob edhoynrod ; Art thow the Christ answer, Blessed be his name for ever,

the Son of the Blessed # where the vulgar
attribute is taken for God himself, which
is usually added to the name of God, as
2 Cor. xi. 31, ‘O Beds: & dv edAoynTdS
els Tobs aidvas® or to any description of
him ; as ’EAdrpevoay 77 krioger wapd TOv
krloavra, 8s éoTw ebAoynTds els Tods
aidvas, ‘Aufiy. Rom. i, 25. And these
expressions of St. Paul are consonant to
the ancient custom of the Jews, who,
when the priest in the sanctuary re-
bearsed the name of God, were wont to

Insomuch as the Blessed One did signify
in their language as much as the Holy
One ; and both, or either of them, the
God of Israel. Hence are so frequent
in the Rabbins, s 77 T3 W1Ip the
Holy Blessed Ome, and 371 M1 the
Blessed One, that they are written by
abbreviation, n”apn or n”3n; and the
infinite Blessed One, 77’3 0”8 ; Blessed
be God for ever, Amen and amen, YRY'*2,
and I8y’ ",
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any restriction or limitation; he who was truly subsisting in the
form of God, and equal with him,jefore he was in the nature of
man ; he who being man is frequently called God, and that in
all those ways by which the supreme Deity is expressed; he
had a being before Christ was conceived by the Virgin Mary,
and the being which he had was the one eternal and indivisible
Divine essence, by which he always was truly, really, and pro-

perly God. But all these are certainly true of him in whom we 134

believe, Jesus Christ, as hath been proved by clear testimonies
of the sacred Scriptures. Therefore the being which Christ
had before he was conceived of the Virgin was not any created,
but the Divine essence; nor was he any Creature, but the
true eternal God: which was our second assertion, particularly
opposed to the Arian heresy35.

The third assertion, next to be demonstrated, is, that the
Divine essence which Christ had as the Word, before he was
conceived by the Virgin Mary, he had not of himself, but by
communication from God the Father. For this is not to be
denied, that there can be but one essence properly Divine, and
5o but one God of infinite wisdom, power, and majesty; that
there can be but one person 36 originally of himself subsisting
in that infinite Being, because a plurality of more persons so
subsisting would necessarily infer a multiplicity of Gods; that
the Father of our Lord Jesus Christ is originally God, as not

HIS ONLY 8ON.

receiving his eternal being from any other. Wherefore it neces-
sarily followeth that Jesus Christ, who is certainly not the
Father, cannot be a person subsisting in the Divine nature
originally of himself, and consequently, being we have already
proved that he is truly and properly the eternal God, he must
be understood to have the Godhead communicated to him by
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the Father, who is not only eternally, but originally God. A/ John xvi.

things whatsoever the Father hath, are mine 7, saith Christ; be- 15

cause in him is the same fulness of the Godhead, and more than
that the Father cannot have: but yet in that perfect and abso-
lute equality there is notwithstanding this disparity, that the
Father hath the Godhead not from the Son, nor any other,
whereas the Son hath it from the Father: Christ is the true
God and eternal life; but that he is so, is from the Father:

Jor as the Father hath life in kimself, so hath he given to the Son Johnv. 26,

to have life in kimself38, not by participation, but by communi-
cation. It is true, our Saviour was so in the form of God, that
he thought it no robbery to be equal with God: but when the
Jews sought to kill him because he made himself equal with God?39,

nothing of kimself, but what he seeth the Father do: but that

85 This heresy was so called from two
who bare the same name, and fell at the
same time into the same opinion: one
of them being a presbyter, and rector
of a church in Alexandria, the other a
deacon : as Alexander Bishop of Alex-
andria, in his epistle extant in Theo-
doret, Eigl 5¢ of avafepaticbévres aipe-
ci@dTar, &mb wpeaBurépwy pév YApetos, &md
Sardvwr 8¢, *AxiAAds, Ed(dios,—Apetos
&repos, &c. [Theod. H. E. lib. i. ¢. 4. p.
21.] In the epistle of the Arians to
Alexander, he is reckoned amongst the
presbyters ; *Apeos, *Aetfalys, *AxiANGs,
Kopwdvns, Sapuaras,*Apetos, mpesBirepor.
Of these two Phwbadius cons. Arian.
cap. 25. [c. xiii. p. 253 B.] ¢Patrem et
filium non esse unam personam, ut Sa-
bellius, aut duas substantias, ut Arius.’
The heresy is so well known, that it
reeds no explication: and indeed it
cannot be better described than in the
anathematism of the Nicene Council,

Tobs 8¢ Aéyovras Jv mére 8re odr v, xal
wply yevvnbivar odk Ay, kal dri & odk
Bvrwy eyévero, % & érépas dmoardoews §
obolas pdokovtas elvay, | kTioTdY, 3} dA-
AoswTdy, § Tpewrdy TO¥ Vidy Tob O€od, Tov-
Tovus dvalepati(er 7 KaboAwd ral *Amo-
aroAud) 'ExxAyoia. [Socr. H, E. lib. 1. ¢,
8. p. 24.] Thus translated by St. Hi-

lary; ¢Eos autem qui dicunt, erat -

quando non erat, et antequam nasce-
retur non erat, et quod de non extan-
tibus factus est, vel ex alia substantia
aut essentia, dicentes esse convertibilem
et demutabilem Deum, hos anathemati-

zat Catholica Feclesia,’ [De Synod. c.

84.p. 1198 B.]

36 "Eva yap oidauev &yévinrov, kal play
T&v Bvrwy &pxhy, TOV maTépa Tob Kuplov
Huév *Inood Xpiorov. S. Basil. Epist. 8.
[Epist. exxv. 3. vol. iii. p. 216 D.] *Ev
dyévvnTov, & Narhp. Alex. Epist. apud
Theodoretum. [lib. i, ¢. 4.]

37 Ndvra doa €xe § marhp, Tob vied
éoriv, bs Eumarw T8 TOU vioD, Tob maTpds*
obdév olv 1Biov, 871 Kowd, émel kal adrd T
elvar kowdy kal SubTiwov, €l kal v¢ vig
wapd 7ov watpés. 8. Greg. Naz. Orat. 2.
de Filio. [Orat. xxx. 11. p. 547 A.]

38 ‘Hoc dixit, Vitam dedit Filio ut
haberet eam in semetipso, tanquam dice-
ret, Pater, qui est vita in semetipso,
genuit Filium qui esset vita in semet-
ipgo. Pro eo enim quod est genuil,
voluit intelligi dedit, tanquam si cui-
quam diceremus, dedit tibi Deus esse.’
8. August. [Tract. xix. in Joh. §. 13.
vol. iii. pt. il. p. 443 D.] Et paulo post,
‘Quid ergo Filio dedit? dedit ei ub
Filius esset ; genuit ut vita esset ; hoc
est, dedit. habere ei vitam in semetipso,
ut esset vita non egens vita, ne parti-
cipando intelligatur habere vitam. Si
enim participando haberet vitam non in
semetipso, posset et amittendo esse sine
vita : hoc in Filio ne accipias, ne cogites,
ne credas. Manet ergo Pater vita, manet
et Filiug vita. Pater vita in semetipso,
non 3 Filio ; Filius vita in semetipso, sed

aPatre.’ [Tbid.] So again, de Trin. Ib. i.
cap. 12. * Plerumque dicit, Dedit miki
Pater ; in quo vult intelligi quod eum
génuerit Pater: non uf tanquam jam
existenti et non habenti dederit aliquid,
sed ipsum dedisse ut haberet, genuisse
est ut esset.” [§. 26. vol. viiil. p. 766E.]

39 ‘Tamquam diceret, Quid scandali-
zati estis quia Patrem meum dixi Deum,
quia zqualem me facio Deo? Ita sum
sequalis, ut non ille a me, sed ego ab illo
sim. Hoc enim intelligitur in his verbis,
Non potest Filius a se facere quicquam,
&ec. hoc est, quicquid Filius habet ut
faciat, a Patre habet ut faciat. Quare
habet a Patre ut faciat ! quia a Patre
habet ut possit, quia a Patre habet ut
sit. Filio enim hoc est esse quod posse.’
8. August. in locum. [Tract. xx. in Joh.
§. 4. vol. iii. pt. ii. p. 450 C.] Paulo post,
¢ Hoc est, Non potest Filius a se quicquam
facere, quod esset, si diceret, non est
Filius a se. Etenim si Filius est, natus
est; si natus est, ab illo est de quo
natus est.’ [Ibid. §. 8. p. 452 C.]

John v. 18,
he answered them, Verily, verily, I say unto you, the Son can do'
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connexion of his operations, shewing the reception of his es-
sence; and by the acknowledgment of his power, professing his

substance from the Father.

From whence he which was equal,
even in that equality professeth a priority, saying, The Father 135

18 greater than I40: the Son equal in respect of his nature, the
Father greater in reference to the communication of the God-
head. I know kim, saith Christ, for I am from kim. And be-
cause he is from the Father, therefore he is called by those of
the Nicene Council, in their Creed, God of God, Light of Light,

very God of very God*'.

The Father is God, but not of God,

Light, but not of Light; Christ is God, but of God, Light, but

of Light.

There is no difference or inequality in the nature or

essence, because the same in both; but the Father of our Lord
Jesus Christ hath that essence of himself, from none; Christ
hath the same not of himself, but from him.

And being the Divine nature, as it is absolutely immaterial
and incorporeal, is also indivisible, Christ cannot have any part
of it only communicated unto him, but the whole, by which he
must be acknowledged co-essential 42, of the same substance

40 Afrov 8 Td peilov pév &omi Tis
airlas: T 8¢ loov, Ts ¢ploews. S. Greg.
Naz. Orat. 36. [Orat. xxx. 7. p. 544 D.]

41 So St. Augustin hath observed :

Ab ipso, inquit, sum, quia Filius de
Patre, et quicquid est filius, de illo est
cujus est filius: ideo Dominum Jesum
dicimus Deum de Deo; Patrem non
dicimus Deum de Deo, sed tantum
Deum: et dicimus Dominum Jesum
lumen de lumine ; Patrem non dicimus
lumen de lumine, sed tantum lumen :
ad hoc ergo pertinet quod dixit, 46 épso
sum.” [Tract. xxxi, in Joh. §. 4. vol. iii.
p- 521 F.] From hence then did the
Nicene Council gather those words of
their Creed, @cdv éx Qcob, kai Ppds éi
owrds, Ocdy aAnfwdy &k Ocob aAnbivoi.
[Mansi ii. 916 B. Socr.i. 8.p.21.] But
not immediately, for they were partly
in some of the Oriental Creeds before ;
as appeareth by that confession which
Eusebius presented to the Council, as
containing what he had believed and
taught ever since bis baptism, in which
he had these words, Kal eis &a Kipiov
*Inooty Xpiordy, Tov Tob Ocod Adyor, Oedv
e Beod, pas €k Pwrds, (why éx (wis.
[Secr. p. 23.] And as Eusebius calls him
Life of Life, so others Power of Power,

and Wisdom of Wisdom. ¢Ideo Christus
virtus et sapientia Dei, quia de Patre
virtute et sapientia etiam ipse virtus et
sapientia est, sicut lumen de Patre lu-
mine, et fons vite apud Deum Patrem,
utique fontem vitee.” 8. dugust. de Trin.
lib. vii. cap. 3. {§. 4. vol. viil. p. 856 C.]
And not only so, but Essence of Essence.
“Pater et Filius simul una sapientia, quia

una essentia ; et singillatim sapientia.

de sapientia, sicut essentia de essentia.’
Ibid. cap. 2. [§.3.]

42 ‘Opoodaios, which is co-essential or
consubstantial, is not to be taken of a
part of the Divine essence, as if the Son
were a part of the essence of the Father,
and so of the same nature with him,
which was the opinion of the Manichees.
Obx s Obarertivos wpoBorhw Td yév-
ynua Tob watpds édoyudricert odd &s
Mavixaios pépos bpoodaiov Tob marpds Td
yévwnua elonyficaror as Arius in his
epistle to Alexander. [Epipb. Her. LX1X,
§. 7. vol. i. p. 732 D.J: by the interpre-
tation of St. Hilary ; ‘Nec ut Valentinus,
prolationem natum Patris commenta-
tus est—nec, sicut Manichsus, partem
unius substantiz Patris natum exposuit.’
De Trin. lib. vi. cap. 9. [p. 883 A, 884 B.]

¢Quod Hilarius ita Latine reddidit;
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with the Father; as the Council of Nice determined, and the

ancient Fathers before them taught.

Hence appeareth the

truth of those words of our Saviour, which raised a second

motion in the Jews to stone him; I and the Fother are one : Johnx. 30.
where the plurality of the verb,

and the neutrality of the noun,

with the distinction of their persons, speak a perfect identity of

tanquam duootoior id significaret quod
partem substanticehabet ex totoresectam,’
says Dionysius Petavius, without any
reason ; [de Trin. lib. iv. c. 5. §. 8.] for
St. Hilary clearly translates Suootoiopr
barely umius substantie, and it was
in the original uépos duoodaior, which he
expressed by partem wunius substantice.
Under this notion first the Arians pre-
tended to refuse the name dpoodoiow, as
Arius in the same epistle signifieth, lest
thereby they should admit a real com-
position and division in the Deity: El
7d & yaoTpds, kai 74 ék MaTpds étiAboy,—
@s uépos Tob Spoovelov kal &s mpoBord
bmd Tivwy voetray, obvleros ErTar § Marip,
xal Swuperds, ral Tpewrds. [Epiph. vol. i.
p- 733 C.] And St. Jerom testifies thus
much, not only of Arius and Eunomius,
but also of Origen before them. ‘Ha-
betur Dialogus apud Graecos Origenis, et
Candidi Valentinian® hsereseos defen-
goris, in quo duos Andabatas digladi-
antes inter se spectasse me fateor. Dicit
Candidus, Filium de Patris esse sub-
stantia, errans in eo quod wpoBorsy, id
est, prolationem, agserit: e regione
Origenes, juxta Arium et Eunomium,
repugnat eum vel prolatum esse vel
natum, ne Deus Pater dividatur in
partes.” Apol. ii. in Ruffin. [§. 19. vol. ii.
p- 512 A] And therefore Eusebiug
Bishop of Casarea refused not to sub-
scribe to the Nicene Creed, being so
interpreted as that objection might be
taken away. Tb éx Tijs obalas, duordynro
wpds abrdv dnhwTicdy elvar Tob éic pév Tob
matpds elvat, ob uév bs pépos dmdpyew
709 Marpds. [Socr. H.E. i. ¢. 8. p. 25.]
Upon this confession he subscribed to
that clause, Begotten of the substance of
the Father, which was not in his own
Creed. And again, Offrw 8¢ kal 70 Suo-
oboiov elvar Toi mwarpds Tdv vidy éfera-
(buevos & Adyos ovvioTnow, ob katd TEV
cwpdTwv Tpémwoy, otde Tais Gvmrols (dois
napanAnoiws: oire ydp katd delpeosw Tis
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obolas, obre kard dmorouty, &e. [Ibid.]
Upon this acknowledgment he was per-
suaded to subscribe to the other clause
also, (added to that Creed which he
himself gave in to the Council,) Being of
one substance with the Father: which
clause was inserted by the Council at
the instance of Constantine the emperor.
Now as the Manichees made use of the
word éuooboios to express their errors
concerning the nature of God, and the
person of Christ ; so the ancient Fathers,
before the Nicene Council, had used the
same in a true catholic sense, to express
the unity in essence of the Father and
the Son: as appeareth by the confes.
sion of the same Eusebius ; *Ewel xal Tav
TaAaudy Twas Aoylovs kal émipavels émia
oxdmovs ral ovyypadéas Eyvwper émd 1ijs
700 marpds kal viob OeoAoylas TG ToD Suo-
ovslov avyxpnoouévovs vduart. [Ibid.]
‘Wherefore the other Eusebius of Nico-
media, understanding the ancient ca-
tholic sense, confessed that if they be-
lieved Christ to be the true begotten,
and not created, Son of God, they must
acknowledge him Sucodoioy, which the
Arians endeavoured to make so odious,
and therefore the Council in opposition
to them determined it: ¢ Quid est aliud
cur éuooboiey Patri nolint Filium dici,
nisi quia nolunt verum Dei Filium con-
fiteri ? sicut auctor ipsorum KEusebius
Nicomediensis epistola sua prodidit, scri-
bens, Si verum, inquit, Dei Filium et
increatum dicimus, éucodoioy cum Patre
incipimus confiteri, Hee cum lecta
esset epistola in Concilio Niceno, hoc
verbum in tractatn Fidei posuerunt
Patres, quia id viderunt adversariis esse
formidini, ut tanquam evaginato ab
ipsis gladio ipsorum nefandse caput
hereseos amputarent.” 8. Ambros. de
Fide, Ub. iii. cap. 13. [§. 125. vol. ii. p.
518 E.] De voce “‘Ouoodoios vide Dionys.
Petay, de Trin. lb. iv. cap. 5, 6.]

R
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their essence. And though Christ say, The Father is in me, and
I in kim; yet withal he saith, I came out from the Father; by
the former shewing the Divinity of his essence, by the latter
the origination of himself. We must not look upon the Divine
nature as sterile43, hut rather acknowledge and admire the
fecundity and communicability of itself, upon which the creation

of the world dependeth ++; God making all things by his Word, 136

to whom he first communicated that omnipotency which is the
cause of all things. And this may suffice for the illustration of
our third assertion, that the Father hath communicated the
‘Divine essence to the Word, who is that Jesus, who is the
Christ.

The fourth assertion followeth, that the communication of the
Divine essence by the Father is the generation of the Son; and
Christ, who was eternally God, not from himself, but from the
Father, is the eternal Son of God. That God always had a
Son, appeareth by Agur’s question in the Proverbs of Solomon;
Who hath established all the ends of the earth ? what is his
name ? and what is kis Sow’s name, if thou canst tell? And it
was the chief design of Mahomet to deny this truth, because
he knew it was not otherwise possible to prefer himself before
our Saviour. One Prophet may be greater than another, and
Mahomet might persuade his credulous disciples that he was
greater than any of the sons of men; but while any one was
believed to be the eternal Son of God, he knew it wholly impos-
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such Son, nor any equal with him: and his disciples have

corrupted the Psalm of David46, reading (instead of TVhow arf Psalmii. g,

my Son, this day have I begotten thee,) Thou art my Prophet,
I lhave educated thee. The later Jews®’, acknowledging the
words, and the proper literal reading of them, apply them so
unto David, as that they deny them to belong to Christ; and

* that upon no other ground, than that by such an exposition they

may avoid the Christians® confession. But by the consent of
the ancient Jews, by the interpretation of the blessed Apostles,
we know these words belong to Christ, and in the most proper

sense to him alone. For, unto whick of the angels said he at Heb. i s.

any time, Thou art my Son, this day have I begotien thee? as
the Apostle argues. And if he had spoken them unto any other
man, as they were spoken unto him, the Apostle’s argument had
been none at all.

Now that the communication of the Divine essence by the
Father (which we have already proved) was the true and proper

sible to prefer himself before him. Wherefore he frequently
inculcates that blasphemy in his Alcoran 4%, that God hath no

43 *Adivaroy yip TOv @edy elmely Zpnuov
Tiispuawciis yoviudryros. Damasc. de Fide
Orthod. Uib. i. cap. 8. [vol. i, p.133 B.]

44 Ei 8¢ uh kapwoydvos éarlv adrh 4
Ocia odala, GAN’ Epnpos, kat’ adrods, ds
¢ds pY pwtifor, kal myyh Enpd, wis dn-
povpyuchy évépyear Exew abTdy Aéyovres
odk aloxivovrar; 8. Athanas. Orat. il
cont. Arianos. (§. 2. vol.i. p. 470 A.]

45 This is often repeated there, and
particularly in the last chapter but one,
called Alechlas. XEst ipse Deus unus,
Deus =zternus; qui nec genuit, nec ge-
nitus est, et cui nullus est =qualis.’
[Marracio, Ref. Alcorani, i. 831.]7 And
the Saracenica set forth by Sylburgius
[p- 2, L 25.] mention this as the first
principle of Mahometanism, “Ori els @eds
éori, momyTs TAY BAwy, piTe Yevvydels,

whTe yevvhigas. [c. 1. p. 2.] And Joannes
Siculus and Georgius Cedrenus relate
how Mahomet gave command, “Eva pd-
vov wpookvvely @edy, tov 8¢ XpioTdy Ti
péy bs Adyoy @cod ody bs vitw 3¢, [Hist,
Byz. vol. vil. p. 333 C.] And we read
of his ridiculous history, that Christ,
after his ascension into heaven, was ac-
cused by God for calling himself his Son,
and that he denied it, as being so named
only by men without any authority from
him. “O7¢ dverfdvra Tov XpoTdv eis TV
olpavdy ApdTnaer & Ocds, Adywr,”Q ’In.
oob, ab elmes Tdv Adyov ToiTov, “Ort vifs
el Tob Ocod kal Ocls' kal dmexpifn *In-
aobs, ‘Ot obk elmov &yd, oDt alaxivopar
elvar 80BAds gov® AN of Evfpwmor Aéyov-
ow bru elmoy 1oy Adyov Tobrov. [Sylb.
Sarac. p. 5.]

46 Alfirozabadius in his Kamuz : ¢ Dic-
tum Dei omnipotentis ad Jesum, (cui
propitius sit et pacem concedat Deus)
Tu es Nabiya, Propheta meus, ego wal-
ladtoca, fovi te; at dixerunt Christiani,
Tu e8 Bonaiya, Filius meus, ego walad-
toca, te genui. Longe est supra hwc
Deuns. And to the same purpose Ebnol
Athir: In Evangelio dixit Ise, Ego
walladtoca, . e. educavi te; at Christi-
ani, dempta litera Lam altera, ipsum ei
filium statuerunt. Qui longe -elatus
est super ea qua dicunt.’ [Marracio,
Prodromi in Alcoranum, P. iii. §. 15,
P- 49.] Whereas then the Apostles at-
tributed those words of the Psalm to
Christ, the Mahometans, who could not
deny but they were spoken of the Mes-
sias, were forced to corrupt the text:

_and for that they pretend the eminency

and excellency of the Godhead, as if it
were beneath the majesty of God to be-
get a Son, or be a Father: and indeed
whosoever would bring in another pro-
phet greater than Christ, as he was than
Moses, must do so.

47 1 say the later Jews so attribute
those words to David, as if they be-
Jonged not to the Messias ; but the an-
cient Jews understood them of the
Christ; as appeareth not only out of
those places in the Evangelists where

the Christ and the Son of God are gynony-
mous ; but also by the testimony of the
later Jews themselves, who have con-
fessed no less. So Rabbi David Kimchi
in the end of his Commentaries on the
second Psalm, Mo a3 pwapn wn
TWnn o R MenY A by
977 it wve 1Y Some dnter-
pret this Psalm of Gog and Magog,
and the anointed is Messias the King;
and so our doctors of happy memory have
expounded it. And Rabbi Solomon Jar-
chi not only confesseth that the ancient
Rabbins did interpret it of the Messias,
but shews the reason why the later Jews
understood it rather of David, that
thereby they might the better answer
the argument of the Christians deduced
from thence: }"¥9 NR IWIT 12°MIY
NWRY WDWn N wnt 1m by
ey T h b o oann Ouwr
dectors have expounded it of the Messius :
but as to the literal sense, and for the
answering heretics, (that is, in their
language, Christians,) it is rather to
be interpreted of David in his own person.
[The words ©*2*n51 N1YYNY are omitted
in the later Rabbinic Bibles, but are
found in Bomberg’s, 1525, and in the
MS. spoken of above, Opp. 34, f. 243.
R.P.S.]
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generation by which he hath begotten the Son, will thus appear :
because the most proper generation which we know, is nothing

else but a vital production of another in the same nature, with a 187

full representation of him from whom he is produced. Thus
man begetteth a son, that is, produceth another man of the
same human nature with himself; and this production, as a

perfect generation, becomes the foundation of the-relation of

paternity in him that produceth, and of filiation in him that is
produced. Thus after the prolifical benediction, Be fruitful
and multiply, Adam begat in his own lkeness, after kis image:
and by the continuation of the same blessing, the succession
of human generations hath been continued. This then is the
known confession of all men?s, that a son is nothing but
another produced by his father in the same nature with him.
But God the Father hath communicated to the Word the same
Divine essence by which he is God ; and consequently he is of
the same nature with him, and thereby the perfect image and
similitude of him, and therefore his proper Son. In human
generations we may conceive two kinds of similitude; one in
respect of the internal nature, the other in reference to the
external form or figure. The former similitude is essential and
necessary ; it being impossible a man should beget a son, and
that son not be by nature a man: the latter accidental ; not
only sometimes the child representing this, sometimes the other
parent, but also oftentimes neither. The similitude then, in
which the propriety of generation is preserved, is that which
consisteth in the identity of nature49: and this communication
of the Divine essence by the Father to the Word is evidently a
sufficient foundation of such a similitude ; from whence Christ is
called the image of God, the brightness of his glory, and the express
image of kis person.

Nor is this communication of the Divine essence only the
proper generation of the Son, but we must acknowledge it far

48 Kowdy mdpxer wig kal adrodida-
Kktov dpoAbynua, bs dmwas vids Ths adris
eo7l 7§ yeyewrndre obolas kal Pploews.
Phot. Epist. 1. [p. 4.] This is in the lan-
guage of Aristotle [de Anima II. 4. §.3.]
To woifigas érepov olov adrd: (Gov uév (Gov,
¢utdr 3¢ purdy. And St. Basil, b, ii.
cont. Bunom. [§. 22. vol. i. p. 258 D.]
Hathp ptv ydp éorw, 6 érépp Tob elvar
kate Thv Spolay éavrd gplow Ty dpxiw

TAPATX GV,

49 ¢ Etiamsi filiug hominis, homo, in
quibusdam similis, in quibusdam sit
dissimilis patri; tamen quia ejusdem
substantize est, negari verus filius non
potest, et quia verus est filius, negari
ejusdem substantiee non potest.” S. Au-
gust. cont. Maximin. lib. ii. cap. 15. [§.
2. vol. viil. p. 711 A.]
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more proper than any natural generation of the creature, not
only because it is in a more perfect manner, but also because
the identity of nature is most perfect. As in the Divine essence
we acknowledge all the perfections of the creature, subtracting
all the imperfections which adhere unto them here in things
below : so in the communication we must look upon the reality
without any kind of defect, blemish, or impurity. In human
generation the son is begotten in the same nature with the
father, which is performed by derivation, or decision of part
of the substance of the parent: but this decision includeth
imperfection, because it supposeth a substance divisible, and
consequently corporeal: whereas the essence of God is incorpo-
real, spiritual, and indivisible; and therefore his nature is really
communicated, not by derivation or decision, but by a total
and plenary communication. In natural conceptions the father
necessarily precedeth the son, and begetteth one younger than
himself; for being generation is for the perpetuity of the spe-
cies, where the individuals successively fail, it is sufficient if the
parent can produce another to live after him, and continue the
existence of his nature, when his person is dissolved. But this
presupposeth the imperfection of mortality wholly to be removed,.
when we speak of him who inhabiteth eternity: the essence
which God always had without beginning, without beginning
he did communieate; bheing always Father, as always God.
Animals. when they come to the perfection of nature, then
become prolifical ; in God eternal perfection sheweth his eternal

188 fecundity .. And that which is most remarkable, in human

generations the son is of the same nature with the father, and
yet is not the same man ; because though he hath an essence of
the same kind, yet he hath not the same essence; the power
of generation. depending on the first prolifical benediction,
Increase and multiply, it must be made by way of multiplication,
and thus every son becomes another man. But the Divine
essence, being by reason of its simplicity not subject to division,
and in respeet of its infinity uncapable of multiplication, is so
communicated as not to be multiplied ;. insomuch that he which

50 Tldyra 8¢ 80w %09 Téheiw yervd: Td
3¢ el TéAetov del kal &lSiov yevvd. Fuseb.
de Preep. Evang. ex Plotino. [xi. ¢. 17.]
*AvBpdimawy ey yop Wiov b v xpbve yev-
v@v, 8id Tb &rehds Tis Pploews® Beod 5¢
&idtow T yévympa, 16 Td &el TéAewow Tis

ploews. 8. Athanas: Orat. 1. cont. Ari-
anos. [§. 14. vol.i. p. 419 A.] This was
it which so much troubled the Arians,
when they heard the Catholics con-
stantly asserting, del ®ebs, del vids® dua
wariip, dua vids.
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proceedeth by that communication hath not only the same
nature, but is also the same God. The Father God, and the Word
God; Abraham man, and Isaac man: but Abraham one man,
Tsaac another man; not so the Father one God, and the Word
another, but the Father and the Word both the same God.
Being then the propriety of generation is founded in the essen-
tial similitude of the son unto the father, by reason of the same
nature which he receiveth from him; being the full perfect
nature of God is communicated unto the Word, and that more
intimately and with a greater unity or identity than can be
found in human generations: it followeth that this communica-
tion of the Divine nature is the proper generation by which
Christ is, and is called the true .and proper Son of God. This
was the foundation of St. Peter’s -confession, Thou art the Son of
the living God ; this the ground of our Saviour’s distinction®l,
I go unto my Father, and to your Father. Hence did St. John
raise a verity, more than only a negation of falsity, when he
said, we are in the true Son: for we which are in him are true,
not false sons, but such sons we are not as ¢he ¢rue Son. Hence
did St. Paul draw an argument of the infinite love of God toward
man, in that he spared not kis own proper Som. Thus have we
sufficiently shewed, that the eternal communication-of the Divine
essence by the Father to the Word was a proper generation by
which Christ Jesus always was the true and proper Son of God :
which was our fourth assertion.

The fifth and last assertion followeth, that the Divine essence
was so peculiarly communicated to the Word, that there was
never any other person naturally begotten by the Father; and
in that respect Christ is the only-begotten Son of God. For the
clearing of which truth, it will first be necessary to inquire into
the true notion -of the only-degotfen ; and then shew how it be-
longs particularly to Christ, by reason of the Divine nature com-
municated by way of generation to him alone. First, therefore,
we must avoid the vain interpretation -of the ancient hereticss?,
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who would have the restraining term only to belong, not to the
Son, but to the Father; as if the only-begotten were no more
than degotten of the Father only. Which is both contrary to the
language of the Scriptures, and the common custom of men,
who use it not for him who is begotten of one, but for him who
alone is begotten of any.

Secondly, we must by no means admit the exposition of the

139 later heretics®3, who take the only-begotfen to be mnothing else

but the most beloved of all the sons; because Isaac was called
the only son of Abraham, when we know that he had Ishmael
beside; and Solomon said to be the only-begotten before lis
mother, when David had other children even by the mother

51 ¢Multum distat inter dominationem
et conditionem, inter generationem et
adoptionem, inter substantiam et gra-
tiam. Ideoque hic nmon permixte nec
passim dicitur, Ascendo ad Patrem
nostrum aut Deum nostrum : sed, ad
Patrem meum et Patrem vestrum, ad
Deum meum et ad Deum vestrum.
Aliter enim illi Deus Pater est, aliter

nobis. Illum siquidem natura cozquat,
misericordia humiliat: nos vero natura
prosternit, misericordia erigit.’ Capre-
olus Carthag. Epist. [Galland. ix. p. 496
C.

]52 ¢ This was the fallacy which Euno-
mius endeavoured to put upon the
Church, as appears by those words of
his - delivered and answered by St.

Basil, [cont. Eunom. ii. 20. vol. i. p.
255 D.] A& 7olro yap, ¢mal, pove-
yevhs, éredy maph ubvov T Tob dyev-
viitov Suvduer yevrnlels ral wriglels Te-
Aetbratos yéyovey dmovpyds, as if povo-
yevhis were only mapd pdvov, and uni-
genitus were nothing else but genitus ab
uno. This St. Basil refuteth copiously;
first, from the language of the Serip-
tures and the usage of mankind; Ay
Thy wavovpylav, v wepl T Lvoua Tob
povoyevois éxakolpynoe, mapd Te THY TGV
&vbpdrwy ovwhbear, kal mapd Thy eboelh
TV Ypaddy wapdduow éxhauBdray adTob
Thy dudvoiar. Movoyerds yip obx 6 mapa
pbvov yevduevos, &AN’ & udvos ~yevvnbels,
év 17 Kow ) xphoer wposayopederar. [Ibid.
p- 256 A.] Secondly, by a retort pe-
culiar to that heresy, which held the
Son of God might be called wriofels as
well as yevwnfels, created as well as be-
gotten, and consequently might be as
properly named povértioTos as povoyers.
Ei ud) mapa 70 pévos yeyerviofat, aAAL §1d
70 wapd pdvov povoyerhs elpnTar, TabTd 5é
éote katd o€ TO xTioba TG yeyevvijoau,
7l obx! wkal povérrioToy alrdv dvoud(ess ;
Thirdly, by a particular instance shew-
ing the absurdity of such an interpreta-
tion, for that thereby no man could pro-
perly be called povoyevss, because not
begotten of one, but two parents. Mo-
voyerhs 8¢, bs Eowev, dvbpdmwv oddels
kard ye TOv duérepov Adyov, i Td &k
ourduaopod waow smdpxew THY Yévvmow:
obdt % Tdppa uhrnp povoyevovs v waudds,
St odxl péym abrdv, GAAL perd Tob
'ABpady, érexvidoaTo. [Ibid.]

53 The Socinians make very much of
this notion, and apply it so unto Christ,

as that thereby they might avoid all
necessity of an eternal generation. So
the Racovian Catechism: ‘Causa cur
Christo ista attributa (sc. proprium et
unigenttum Det Filium esse) competant,
hac est: quod inter omnes Dei filios
et precipuus sit, et Deo charissimus:
quemadmodum Isaac, quia Abrahamo
charissimus et heeres exstitit, unigenitus
vocatus est, Heb. xi. 14. licet fratrem
Ismaelem habuerit; et Solomon wni-
genitus coram mutre sua, licet plures ex

eadem matre fratres fuerint., 1 Paral.

iil. 1, 2, 3, &c. [sect. iv. ¢. i. p. 84.]
And that this might be applied to the
interpretation of the Creed, Schlichtin-
gius hath inserted it as a material ob-
servation ; ‘ Nam hic unicus seu unigena
filius nominatur, qui ceteris longe carior
est Patri, longeque preestantior; and
confirms the interpretation with those

two testimonies concerning Isaac and’
‘Solomon. But certainly this observation

of theirs is vain, or what else they say
is false. For if Christ be called the Son
of God, because conceived by the Holy
Ghost, and none else was ever so con-
ceived, then is he the only-begotten by
virtue of his generation. And if so,
then is he not the only-begotten, as
Isaac and Solomon were, that is, by the
affection and prelation of their parents.
Or if Christ were the only-begotten as
Isaac and Solomon were, then was he
not conceived after a singular manner,
for the brethren of Solomon no way
differed from him in their generation.
It is plain therefore that this interpre-
tation was invented, that when all the
rest should fail they might stick to this

247



248

Gen. xviii,
14;xxi.12,

Heb.xi. 17.

Marki. 11.

ARTICLE II.

of Solomon. For the only-begotten and the most beloved are not
the same ; the one having the nature of a cause in respect of the
other; and the same cannot be cause and effect to itself. For
though it be true, that the only son is the beloved son; yet with
this order, that he is therefore beloved, because the only, not
therefore the only, because beloved. Although therefore Christ
be the only begotten and the beloved Son of God, yet we must
not look upon these two attributes as synonymous, or equally
significant of the same thing, but as one depending on the
other; his unigeniture being the foundation of his singular love.
Beside, Isaac was called the only son of Abraham for some
other reason than because he was singularly beloved of Abra-
ham ; for he was the only son of the free-woman, the only son
of the promise made to Abraham, which was first this, Seraf
shall have a son, and then, In Isaac skall thy seed be called. So
that Isaae may well be called the only son of Abraham in refer-
ence to the promise, as the Apostle speaks expressly; By fuith
Abrakam, when he was tried, offered up Isanc, and ke that had
recetved the promises offered up his only-begotten som. Avoiding
therefore these two expositions, as far short of the true notion of
the only-begotten ; we must look upon it in the most preper, full,
and significant sense, as signifying a Son so begotten as none
other is, was, or can be: so as the term restrictive only shall
have relation not only to the Father generating54, but also to
the Son begotten, and to the manner of the generation. It
is true, the Father spake from heaven, saying, Thow aré my

beloved Som, in whom I am well pleased ; and thereby we are to .

understand, that whosoever of us are beloved by the Father, are
50 beloved in and through the Son. In the same manner Christ

54 Eunomius would have it only rapd anzen adds to these two a third, in

pérov, in relation to the Father only.
St. Basil shews that no way proper,
and shews that uovoyerds is not he
which wap& udvov but udvos yeyévvyrau.
St. Cyril of Alexandria adds these two
wapd pdvov and udves together, in rela-
tion to the Father and the Son: Move-
yevhs katd plow & ék Oeod warpds dvd-
pacTar Adyos, dri udvos éx pdvov yeyév-
yyTar 7e0 warpds. Epist. 1. ad Regin. as
Ruffinus doth in unicus: ‘Ideo subjun-
git unicum hunc esse Filium Dei—
Unus enim de uno nascitur.” Expos,
Symb. [§. 6. p. cciv.}] St. Gregory Nazi-

respect of the manner: Movoyers 3¢,
obx 1 udvos éx mdvov kal udvor, GAN’
87t nal povorpbrws, obx bs T& oduara.
[Orat. xxx. 20. p. 554 A.] So he some-
thing obscurely and corruptly, but
plainly enough in Damascene, who aims
often to deliver himself in the words of
Nazianzen : Aéyerar povoyerds, §7i udvos
éx pévov Tob warpds pdvws éyervhibn: odde
Yop Spotobrar Exépa yévynais 17 Tob vied
Tob @eob yevrhae, 0dde ydp doTv EAAos
vids 700 @eov. [De ¥ide Orthod. i. 8.
vol. i, p. 135 A]
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is the only-begotten Son of God; and as many of us as God
hath bestowed his love upon, that we should be called the sons
of God, are all brought into that near relation by our fellowship
with him, who is by a far more near relation the natural and
eternal Son.

Having thus declared* the interpretation of the word, that
properly, as primogeniture consisteth in prelation, so unigeniture
in exclusion; and that none can be strictly called the only-
begotten, but he who alone is so begotten: we shall proceed
to make good our assertion, shewing that the Divine essence
was peculiarly communicated to the Word, by which he was
begotten the Son of God, and never any was so begotten
beside that Son.

140  And here we meet with two difficulties: one shewing that

there were ‘other sons of God said to be begotten of him, to
whom either the Divine essence was communicated, and then
the communieation of that to the Word made him not the only-
begotten; or it was not communieated, and then there is no
such communication necessary to found such a filiation: the
other, alleging that the same Divine essence may be communi-
cated to another beside the Word, and not only that it may,
but that it is so, to the person of the Holy Ghost; whence
either the Holy Ghost must be the Son of God, and then the
Word is not the only-begotten; or if he be not the Son, then
is not the communication of the Divine essence a sufficient
foundation of the relation of sonship. These two objections
being answered, nothing will remain farther to demonstrate this
last assertion. ,

For the first, we acknowledge that others are frequently
called the Sons of God, and that we call the same God owr

249

Father, which Christ called his; that &oth he that sanctifieth, Heb.ii. 11,

and they who are sanctified, are all of ome, for whick cause he
15 not ashamed to call us brethren: we confess that those whom

St. Paul Zath begotten through the Gospel may well be termed ! Cor. iv.
the begotten of God, whose seed remaineth in thems: but withal, Igghniﬁ_g_

* [In the first edition, it is cleared.]

5 Ey vdp XpioT$ *Ingod 8 Tob eday- 1John v, 1. Nds & meredowy §7i *Ingobs
yerlov éyd Suas éyévwmoa, 1 Cor.iv. 15. éorw & Xpiorrds, ek Tob @cob yeyévimras
Tas 6 yeyevynuévos éx Tob @cob auaptioy Kol wis & dyamd@y TOV yevvfoavra, dyard
ol wouel, §11 owéppo abTod &y adry péver.  kal Thv yeyevynuévoy é abrod. Quisquis
1 John iii. 9. And more expressly, credit Jesum esse Christum illum, ex Dea
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we affirm that this our regeneration is of a nature wholly
different from the generation of the Son. We are first gene-
rated, and have our natural being 56; after that regenerated,
and so receive a spiritual renovation, and by virtue thereof an
inheritance incorruptible: whereas the generation of Christ
admits no regeneration, he becoming at once thereby God, and
Son, and Heir of all. The state of sonship which we come
into is but of adoption, shewing the generation by which we
are begotten to be but metaphorical: whereas Christ is so
truly begotten, so properly the natural Son of God, that his
generation clearly excludeth the name of adoption®’; and not

genitus est; et quisquis diligit eum qui
genuit, diligit etiam eum gqui ex €0 gemi-
tus est.

56 ¢ Nos genuit Deus ut filii ejus
simus, quos fecerat ut homines essemus.
Unicum autem genuit, non solum ut
filius esset, quod Pater non est, sed
etiam ut Deus esset, quod et Pater est.’
8. August. de Consensu Evang. lib. ii.
cap. 3. {§. 7. vol. iii. part 2. p. 30 A.]
In the book of Celsus there was a Jew
introduced speaking thus to Christ, E
Totiro Aéyets, 81 wis dvpwmos katd Gelav
wpbyciay yeyovs vids éori Ocod, T Bw oV
EAov Biagépys ; who is thus answered
by Origen ; TIpds dv épobuey, d7i wds uév
8, &s & TlatAes dvdpace, unért imd $péBov
radaywyoluevos, GAANG 80 adTd Td KaAdy
aipotevos, vids éoTi Oeod* oTos B¢ TOAAG
kal pokpd BSadéper mwavrds ToU ik THY
&perhy xpnpariovros viot Tob Ocot, doTis
domepel myyh Tis kal Gpxd TGV TowbTwy
Tuyxdve.. Orig. cont. Cels. lib, 1. [§. 57.
p- 371 F.]

57 First, it is most certain that the
Word of God, as the Word, is not the
adopted, but the natural, Son of God.
¢ Non est Dei Filius Deus falsus, nec
Deus adoptivus, nee Deus connuncu-
patus, sed Deus verus.’ S. Hilar. dé
Trin. lb. v.cap. 5.[p. 857D.] ‘Hic etiam
Filius Dei natura est Filius, non adopti-
one.’ Concil. Tolet. xi. [Mansi xi. p.133C.]
Tids Tob Ocob dort Pploe, kal ob Béoer,
yevinbels ek watpés. S. Cyril. Hierosol.
Catech. xi. [§. 7. p. 152 A.] And again,
Obi ek Tob i) vros els T elvar Tov vidy
wapfryayev, odd¢ T7ov ui) Svra els vioBeolay
Hiyayev &AX &idios by & warip, &idlws
eyépynoe kal dvexppdorws vivy &va udvov,

Gleapdy otk Exovra, [Ibid. §. 14. D.

156 A.] This hath been so generally
confessed, that Felix and Elipandus,
who were condemned for maintaining
Christ as man to be the adopted Son of
God, did acknowledge it, as appeareth
by the beginning of their book. ¢Con-
fitemur et credimus Deum, Dei Filium,
ante omnia tempora sine initio ex Patre
genitum, costernum et consubstantia-
lem, non adoptione sed genere.” [Mansi
xiii. p. 884 E.] Secondly, it is also cer-
tain, that the man Christ Jesus taken per-
sonally is the natural, not the adopted,
Son of God: because the man Christ
Jesus is no other person than the Word,
who is the eternal and natural Son, and
by subsisting in the human pature could
not leave off to be the mnatural Son.
The denial of this by Felix and Eli-
pandus was condemned as heretical in
the Council of Francford; [[bid. p.
909 C.] and their opinion was thus ex-
pressed, partly in the words of St. Au-
gustin, partly in their own additions,
< Confitemur et credimus eum factum ex
muliere factum sub lege; non genere
esse Filium Dei, sed adoptione, non na-
tura, sed gratia:’ [p. 885 A.] this they
maintained by forged testimonies of
some Fathers, and by the Liturgy of
the Church of Toledo, composed by
Hildephonsus, as the Roman by Gre-

‘gory ; in the Mass de Cana Domini,

¢ Qui per adoptivi hominis passionem
dum suo non indulsit corpori.’—~And in
the Mass de Ascensione Domini, ¢ Hodie
Salvator noster, per adoptionem earnis,
sedem repetivit Deitatis.’ [p. 886 C.]
To this the Synod opposed their deter-
mination in Sucrosyllabo; * Quod ex te
nascetur sanctum vocabitur filius Det,

141
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only so, but ‘when he becometh the Son of Man, even in his
humanity refuseth the name of an adopted Son.
Julness of time was come, God sent forth his Son made of a woman,
made wnder the Law, to redeem them that were wnder the Law,
(not that he, but) that we might receive the adoption of sons. He
then whose generation is totally different from ours whom he
calleth brethren; he whom in the sacred Scriptures the Spirit
nameth the true Son, the Father sometimes his own, sometimes
his beloved, but never his adopted®® Son; he who by those
proper and peculiar appellations is distinguished from us39, who
can claim no higher filiation than that which we receive by the
privilege of adoption; he is truly the only-begotten Son of God,

notwithstanding the same God hath begotten us by his Word ;
and the reason why he is so is, because the Divine essence was
communicated unto him in his natural and eternal generation,
whereas only the grace of God is conveyed unto us in our adop-
tion. Indeed if we were begotten of the essence* of God as
Christ was, or he were only by the grace of God adopted®, as

non adoptivus sed verus, non alienus
sed proprius.” And again ; ‘ Porro adop-
tivus dici nmon potest, nisi is qui alienus
est ab eo a quo dicitur adoptatus: et
gratis ei adoptio tribuitur, quoniam non
ex debito, sed ex indulgentia tantum-
modo adoptio preestatur : sicut nos ali-
quando cum essemus peccando filii ire,
alieni eramus a Deo, per proprium et
verum Filium, qui non eguit adoptione,
adoptio nobis filierum donata est.” [p.
876.] And of this they give us the true
ground in the Synodic Epistle ; ¢Unitas
personx quz est in Dei filio et filio Vir-
ginis adoptionis tollit injuriam-.” [p.
893 A.]

58 ¢ Legi et relegi Scripturas, Jesum
Filium Dei nusquam adoptione inveni.’
Ambrosiaster Com. tn Ep. ad Rom. ‘Di-
ces mihi, Cur times adoptivam Christum
Dominum nominare? Dico tibi, quia
nec Apostoli eum sic nominarunt, nec
gancta Dei et Catholica Ecclesia con-
suetudinem habuit sic eum appellare.
Synod. Epist. Concil. Francoford. [Mansi
xiii. p. 895 B.] From whence theycharge

all those to whom they write that Sy-
nodic Epistle, that they should be satis-
fied with such expressions as they found
in the Beriptures; ¢ Intelligite, fratres,
quee legitis, et nolite nova et incognita
nomina fingere, sed queze in S. Scriptura
inveniuntur tenete, &ec.’

59 St. Augustin hath observed, that
St. Paul made use of viofecla, that he
might distinguish the filiation of Christ
from eurs. ‘Aut vero etiam nos, quibus
dedit Deus potestatem filios ejus fieri,
de natura atque substantia sua non nos
genuit, sicut unicum Filium, sed utique
dilectione adoptavit. Quo verbo Apo-
stolus szzpe uti non eb aliud intelligitur,
nisi ad discernendum Unigenitum.” De
Consensu Evang. lib. ii. cap. 3. [§. 6. vol.
iii. part 2. p. 29 C.] And St. Ambrose
takes notice that the name of true de-
stroyeth that of adopted: < Adoptivam
filium non dicimus filium esse natura,
sed eum dicimus natura esse qui verus
est filius.” De Incarn. Sacr. cap. 8.
§. 87. [vol.ii. p. y23 A.]

60 ¢Si unicus, quomedo adoptivus,

¥ [In the first edition, it is substance.]

# [The following texts may be quoted as proving Jesus Christ to be the begot-
ten, and not the adopted, Son of God: John iil. 16—18. Rom. viii. 3, 32. Gal,

iv. 4. Heb, iii. 5, 6. 1 John iv. g.]
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we are, then eould he by no propriety of speech be called the
only Son, by reason of so many brethren: but being we cannot
aspire unto the first, nor he descend unto the latter, it remaineth
we acknowledge him, notwithstanding the first difficulty, by
virtue of his natural and peculiar generation, to be the only-
begotien Som.

But though neither men nor angels be begotten of the sub-
stance of God, or by virtue of any such natural generation be
called sons; yet one person we know, to whom the Divine
essence is as truly and really communieated by the Father as to
the Son, which is the third person in the blessed Trinity, the
Holy Ghost. Why then should the Word by that communi-
cation of the Divine essence become the Son, and not the Holy
Ghost by the same? or if, by receiving the same nature, he also
be the Son of God, how is the Word the only Son? To this I
answer, That the Holy Ghost receiveth the same essence from
the Father which the Word receiveth, and thereby becometh
the same God with the Father and the Word: but theugh the
essence be the same which is communicated, yet there is a dif-
ference in the communication; the Word being God by genera-
tion, the Holy Ghost by procession: and though every thing
which is begotten proceedeth, yet every thing which proeeedeth
is not begotten6, Wherefore in the language of the sacred
Scriptures and the Church6?, the Holy Ghost is never said to

dum multi sunt adoptivi filii ¥ Unicus
itaque de multis non potest dici.” Con-
cil. Francoford. [Mansi xiii. p. 893 A.]
¢ Quod si etiam unigenitus Filius factus
dicitur ex gratia, non vere genitus ex
natura, proculdubio nomen et veritatem
unigeniti perdidit, postquam fratres ha-
bere jam coepit : privatur enim hujus
veritate nominis, si in unigenito non est
de Patre veritas naturalis.” Fulgent. ad
Thrasim. Ub. iil. cap. 3. p. 114.] ¢Si
divina illa Filii sempiternaque nativitas
non de natura Dei Patris, sed ex gratia,
creditur substitisse, non debet unige-
nitus vocari, sed tantummodo genitus.

Quoniam sicut el nomen geniti largitas.

adoptionis paternse contribuit, sic eum
ab unigeniti nomine nobis quoque tri-
buta communio paterns adoptionis ex-
clusit. Unigenitus enim non vocatur,
quainvis genitus possit vocari, cum geni-
tis.” Ibid. cap. 4.

61 *Non omne quod procedit nascitur,

quamvis emne procedat quod nascitur,
8. August. cont. Maxim.. b, ii. cap. 14.
[§. 1. vol. viii. p. 703 D.] who gives the
same solution to the same argument:
“Quaris a me, ¢ de substantia Patris
est Filius, de substantia Patris est etiam
Spiritus Sanctus, cur unus Filius sit, et
alius non sit Filius? Ego respondeo,
sive capias,. sive non capias; De Patre
est Tilius, de Patre est Spiritus Sanctus,
sed ille genitus, iste procedens.” [Ib¢d.]
TIoAAG TobTov mifavdTepoy, 7O pdvar ¢
éxelvov ye Tob dyevvhiTov pivar TOv Adyoy
kal 75 wavdyor wyebpa' TOV utv, ©s Ad-
Yov, éx ToD vob ~yevvduevov: TO B¢, &s
Tvebpa, eeropeuduevor: Evpmpbeaat yop TG
Adyp 7d myvedua, ob Evyyervduevor, GANL
Evvdy kal mapopapTody, Kol ekmopevduevoy,
Theodoret. Serm. ii. [vol. iv. p. 504 B.]
62 ¢« Nunquam fuit non Pater, a quo
Filius natus, a quo Spiritus Sanctus
non natus, quia non est Filius.” Gen-
nad. de Eccles. Dogm. [c. i. p. 75 A.]

HIS ONLY SON,

be begotten, but to proceed from the Father; nor is he ever
called the Som, but the gift of God. Eve was produced out of
Adam, and in the same nature with him, and yet was not born
of him, nor was she truly the daughter of Adam: whereas Seth
proceeding from the same person, in the similitude of the same
nature, was truly and properly the Son of Adam. And this dif+
ference was not in the nature produced, but in the manner of

142 production ; Eve descending not from Adam as Seth did, by way

of generation, that is, by natural fecundity. The Holy Ghost
proceedeth from the Father in the same nature with him, the
Word proceedeth from the same person in the same similitude
of nature also; but the Word proceeding is the Son, the Holy
Ghost is not, because the first procession is by way of genera-
tion, the other is not. As therefore the regeneration and adop-
tion of man, so the procession of the Holy Ghost doth no way
prejudice the eternal generation, as pertaining solely to the Son
of God. :

Seeing then our Saviour Jesus Christ had a real being and
existence before he was conceived by the Virgin Mary; seeing
the being which he had antecedently to that conception was not
any created, but the one and indivisible Divine essence; seeing
he had not that Divinity of himself originally, as the Father,
but by communication from him; seeing the communication of
the same essence unto him was a proper generation; we cannot
but believe that the same Jesus Christ is the begotten Son of
God: and seeing the same essence was never so by way of gene-
ration communicated unto any®, we must also acknowledge him
the only-begotten, distinguished from the Holy Ghost, as Son;
from the adopted children, as the natural Son.

The necessity of the belief of this part of the Article, that
Jesus Christ is the proper and natural Son of God, begotten of
the substance of the Father, and by that singular way of gene-
ration the onfly Som, appeareth first in the confirmation of our
faith concerning the redemption of mankind. For this doth shew
such an excellency and dignity in the person of the Mediator,

¢ Deus Pater innascibilis non ex aliquo,
Deus Filius unigenitus ex aliquo hoc
est, ex Patre, Spiritus Sanctus innag-
cibilis ex aliquo, hoc est, ex Patre.
Isaac. Uib. Fidei. [Galland. vii. p. 507 B.]
¢ Quod neque natum neque factum est,
Spiritus Sanctus est, qui a Patre et Filio

procedit,” S. Ambros. ¢n Symb. [sive de
Trinitate, ¢. 3. vol ii. App. p. 323 A.]

63 ‘Os uév ody vids, puaikds KéeryTar
T8 Tob warpds: ds 8¢ povoyerds, da Ixer
év &avt§ guAAaBiv, odderds rarouepifos
wévov wpds E€repov. S. Basil. Homil. de
Fide. [§. 2. vol. ii. p. 132 B.]
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as will assure us of an infinite efficacy in his actions, and
value in his sufferings. We know 4t is not possible that the blood
of bulls and goats should {ake away sins: and we may very well
doubt how the blood of him, who hath no other nature than that
of man, can take away the sins of other men; there appearing
no such difference as will shew a certainty in the one, and an
impossibility in the other. But since we may be bought with a
price, well may we believe the blood of Christ sufficiently precious,
when we are assured that it is the &lood of God: mor can we
question the efficacy of it in purging our conscience from dead
works, if we believe Christ offered up kimself through the eternal
Spirit. If we be truly sensible of our sins, we must acknowledge
that in every one we have offended God; and the gravity of
every offence must needs increase proportionably to the dignity
of the party offended in respect of the offender; beecause the
more worthy any person is, the more reverence is due unto him,
and every injury tendeth to his dishonour: but between God
and man there is an infinite disproportion; and therefore every
offence committed against him must be esteemed as in the
highest degree of injury. Again, as the gravity of the offence
beareth proportion to the person offended ; so the value of repa-
ration ariseth from the dignity of the person satisfying ; because
the satisfaction consisteth in a reparation of that honour which
by the injury was eclipsed; and all honour doth increase pro-
portionably as the person yielding it is honourable. If then
by every sin we have offended God, who is of infinite eminency,
according unto which the injury is aggravated; how shall we
ever be secure of our reconciliation unto God, except the person
who hath undertaken to make the reparation be of the same
infinite dignity, so as the honour rendered by his obedience may
prove proportionable to the offence and that dishonour which
arose from our disobedience? This scruple is no otherwise to
be satisfied than by a belief in such a Mediator as is the only-
begotten Son of God, of the same substance with the Father,
and consequently of the same power and dignity with the God
whom by our sins we have offended.

Secondly, the belief of the eternal generation of the Son, by
which he is the same God with the Father, is necessary for the

confirming and encouraging a Christian in ascribing that honour 14

and glory unto Christ which is due unto him. For we are com-
manded to give that worship unto the Son, which is truly and

-
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properly Divine; the same which we give unto God the Father,

who kath committed all judgment unto the Son, that all men should Johnv. 22,
konour the Som, even as they honour the Father. As it was repre- %
sented to St. John in a vision, when he ZAeard every creature Rev.v. 13
which is in heaven, and on the earth, and under the earth, and

suck as are in the sea, and all that are in them, saying, Blessing,

honour, glory, and power be unto kim that sitteth upon the throne,

and unto the Lamb, for ever and ever. Again, we are com-

manded ¢o fear the Lord our God, and to serve kim©%; and that Deut.x.20,
with such an emphasis, as by 4im we are to understand him

alone, because the Lord our God is one Lord. From whence, Deut. vi. 4.
if any one arose among the Jews, teaching under the title of a

prophet to worship any other beside him for God, the judgment

of the Rabbins was, that notwithstanding all the miracles which Moses

he could work, though they were as great as Moses wrought, he %{::f“m
ought immediately to be strangled, because the evidence of this Seder Ze-
truth, that one God only must be worshipped, is above all evi- .
dence of sense. Nor must we look upon this precept as valid

only under the Law, as if then there were only one God to be
worshipped, but since the Gospel we had another ; for our

Saviour hath commended it to our observation, by making use

of it against the Devil in his temptation, saying, Get thee hence, Matt. iv.
Satan: for it is written, Thou shalt worship the Lord thy God, 1.

and kim only shalt thow serve. 1If then we be obliged to worship

the God of Israel only, if we be also commanded to give the

same worship to the Son which we give to him; it is necessary

that we should believe that the Son is the God of Israel. Wlen Heb.i. 6.
the Scripture bringeth in the first-begotten into the world, it saith,

Let all the angels of God worship kim ; but then the same Serip-

ture calleth that first-begotten Jehovak 63, and the Lord of the Ps.xcviis.
whole earth. For a man to worship that for God which is not

God, knowing that it is not God, is affected and gross idolatry :

to worship that as God which is not God, thinking that it is

God, is not in the same degree, but the same sin: to worship

him as God who is God, thinking that he is not God, cannot be

64 The emphasis appears in this, that striction approved by our Saviour, Matt,
it is not barely Y7ayny ef servies ei, but iv. 10.
939N IR et ipsi servies, with such a 65 El 8¢ uovoyevhis éorw, dowep obv
peculiar restriction as is expressed by éomw, odBeulay dpa Exer mpds T4 KTIOTE
the Chaldee Paraph. nyen *mntpy e  wowwvlav. Theodores, Heret. Fab. lib. V.
in conspectu ¢jus servies; by the LXX. cap. 2. [vol. iv. p. 253 C.]
xal abr¢ wdvy Aatpeboest and that re- )
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thought an act in the formality void of idolatry. Lest there-
fore, while we are all obliged to give unto him Divine worship,
we should fall into that sin which of all others we ought most to
abhor, it is no less than necessary that we should believe that
Son to be that eternal God, whom we are bound to worship, and
whom only we should serve.

Thirdly, Our belief in Christ as the eternal Son of God is
necessary to raise us unto a thankful acknowledgment of the
infinite love of God, appearing in the sending of his only-
begotten Son into the world to die for sinners. This love of
God is frequently extolled and admired by the Apostles. God
so toved the world, saith St. John, ¢kat ke gave his only-begotten
Son.  God commendeth kis love towards us, saith St. Paul, in ¢hat
while we were yet sinners, Christ died jfor us; in that ke spared
not kis own Som, but delivered him up for ws all. In this, saith
St. John again, was manifested the love of God towards us, because

that God sent his only-begotten Son into the world, that we might

live through him. Herein is love, not that we loved God, but that
ke loved us, and sent lhis Son fo be the propitiation for our sins.
If we look upon all this as nothing else, but that God should
cause a man to be born after another manner than other men,
and when he was so born after a peculiar manner, yet a mortal
man, should deliver him to die for the sins of the world; I see
no such great expression of his love in this way of redemption,
more than would have appeared if he had redeemed us any
other way. It is true indeed, that the reparation of lapsed man
is no act of absolute necessity in respect of God, but that he

hath as freely designed our redemption as our creation ; and 144

considering the misery from which we are redeemed, and the
happiness to which we are invited, we cannot but acknowledge
the singular love of God, even in the act of redemption itself;
but yet the Apostles have raised that consideration higher, and
placed the choicest mark of the love of God in the choosing such
means, and performing in that manner our reparation, by send-
ing his only-begotten into the world; by not sparing his own
Son; by giving and delivering him up to be scourged and
crucified for us: and the estimation of this act of God’s love
must necessarily increase proportionably to the dignity of the
Son so sent into the world ; because the more worthy the person
of Christ before he suffered, the greater his condescension unto
such a suffering condition ; and the nearer his relation to the

)
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Father, the greater his love to us for whose sakes he sent him
so to suffer. Wherefore to derogate any way from the dignity
of the person and nature of our Saviour before he suffered, is so
far to undervalue the love of God, and consequently to come
short of that acknowledgment and thanksgiving which is due
unto him for it. If then the sending of Christ into the world
were the highest act of the love of God which could be ex-
pressed ; if we be obliged unto a return of thankfulness some
way correspondent to such infinite love; if such a return can
never be made without a true sense of that infinity, and a sense
of that infinity of love cannot consist without an apprehension
of an infinite dignity of nature in the person sent; then it
is absolutely necessary to believe that Christ is so the only-
begotten Son of the Father, as to be of the same substance with
him, of glory equal, of majesty co-eternal.

By this discourse in way of explication every Christian may
understand what it is he says, and express his mind how he
would be understood, when he maketh this brief confession, I
believe in Christ ZZe only Son of God. For by these words he
must be thought to intend no less than this; I do profess to be
fully assured of this assertion as of a most certain, infallible, and
necessary truth, that Jesus Christ, the Saviour and Messias, is
the true, proper, and natural Son of God, begotten of the sub-
stance of the Father; which being incapable of division or mul-
tiplication, is so really and totally communicated to him, that he
is of the same essence with him, God of God, Light of Light, very
God of very God. And as I assert him so to be the Son, so do
I also exclude all other persons from that kind of sonship,
acknowledging none but him to be begotten of God by that
proper and natural generation : and thereby excluding all which
are not begotten, as it is a generation; all which are said to be
begotten, and are called sons, but are so only by adoption, as it
is natural. And thus I believe in God the Father, and in Jesus
Christ his only Son.

Our Lord.

AFTER our Saviour’s relation founded upon his eternal
generation, followeth his dominion in all ancient Creeds®, as

66 For though in the first rules of in all the Creeds afterward we find
faith mentioned by Ireneus and Tertul- those words; probably inserted because
lizn we find not Dominwm nostrum, yet denied by the Valentinians, of whom

PEARSON. S
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the necessary consequent of his filiation. For as we believe
him to be the Son of God, so must we acknowledge him to be
our Lord, because the only Son must of necessity be heir and
Lord of all in his Father’s house; and all others which bear the
name of sons, whether they be men or angels, if compared to
him, must not be looked upon as sons of God, but as servants

of Christ.
Three things are necessary, and more cannot be, for a plenary 145

explication of this part of the Article. First, the proper nota-
tion of the word Lord in the Scripture-phrase, or language of
the Holy Ghost: Secondly, the full signification of the same
in the adequate latitude of the sense, as it belongs to Christ :
Thirdly, the application of it to the person making confession
of his faith, and all others whom he involves in the same
condition with himself, as saying, not my, nor their, but our
Lord.

First then, we must observe that not only Christ is Z4¢ Lord,
but that this title doth so properly belong unto him, that Zie
Lord alone absolutely taken is frequently used by the Evan-
gelists and Apostles® determinately for Clhrist, insomuch that
the angels observe that dialect®, Come, sce the place where the
Lord lay. Now for the true notation of the word, it will not
be so necessary to inquire into the use or origination of the
Greek®7, much less into the etymology of the correspondent

Trenzus, Awx Tobro Tdv Swrijpa Aéyevaw,
od¢ ydp Kipiov dvoud(ew abrdv Bérovar,
Ub. 1. cap. 1. [§. 3. p- 7.]

67 For whosoever shall consider the
signification of Kdpios in the Scriptures,
I think he will scarce find any footsteps
of the same in the ancient Greeks. In
our sacred Writ it is the frequent name
of God ; whereas I imagine it is not to
be found so used by any of the old Greek
authors. Julius Pollux, whose business is
to observe what words and phrases may
be properly made use of in that lan-
guage, tells us the gods may be called
@eoi or Aafuoves, but mentions not Kv-
pios, as neither proper, nor any name of
God with them at all. Nor did they
anciently use it in their ceconomics;
where their constant terms were, not
kpws, but deamérys and Joires, and
they had then another kind of notion of

it, as appears by the complaint of the
servant in Aristophanes:
Tob aduaros yop ovk €3 Tdv kipioy
Kpateiy & alpar, dANL TV ewrnuévoy.
Plut. v. 7.

In which words, if they were interpreted
by the Scripture usage, x?pios would
signify the master, and éwrnuéves the
person bought, that is, the servant ;
whereas the place requires an interpre-
tation wholly contrary ; for éwrnuéves is
not here #yopacuévos, but &yopdoas, or
avnodusvos, as the Scholiast, Suidas,
and Moschopulus have observed, that
is, not the servant, but the master who
bought him, And though those gram-
marians bring no other place to prove
this active signification beside this of
Aristophanes, by which means it might
be still questionable whether they had
rightly interpreted him without any au-
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Latin, as to search into the notion of the Jews, and the lan-
guage of the Scriptures, according unto which the Evangelists

and Apostles spake and wrote.

And first, it cannot be denied but that the word, which we
translate the Lord, was used by the interpreters of the Old Tes-
tament sometimes for men®, with no relation unto any other

than human dominion.

thority ; yet Phrynichus will sufficiently
secure us of this sense. “Ervyor éwvn-
pévos olxlay ) dypdv, dvraiba obdev éyxw-
pet Tav amd Tob wplachar, péver TO dwvy-
pévos Séripov, ’Ewvnuévos then here is
he which buyeth, that is, the master;
and consequently x?p:os not the master,
but the servant bought, whom he sup-
poseth originally to have power over
his own body. Indeed it was not only
distinguished, but in a manner opposed
to deomdrys, as appears by that obser-
vation of Ammonius, thus delivered by
Eustathius in Odyss. &. [v. 146.] Kipios
yovaukds kal vidy ahp kal matfp® deowd-
T7s 8¢ dpyvpwriTwy.

68 As 13I8 is generally translated
ridpios when it signifieth lord or master
in respect of a servant or inferior. So
Sarah called her husband, Gen. xviii. 12,
1 Pet. iii. 6. so Eliezer his master Abra-
ham, Gen. xxiv. frequently. Thus Ra-
chel saluteth her father Iaban, Gen.
xxxi. 35. and Jacob his brother Esau,
Gen. xxxiii, 8, Potiphar is the ipios
of Joseph whom he bought, Gen. xxxix.
2, &c. and Joseph in power is so saluted
by his brethren, Gen. xlii. 10. and ac-
knowledged by his servant, xliv. s.
The general name in the Law of Moses
for servant and master is wais and «dpios,
Exod. xxi. 2, 4. It is indeed so plain
that the ancient Jews used this word to
signify no more than human power,
that we find ©7x the name of man so
translated, as 1 Sam. xvii, 32. YD b
$19Y DINT1Y My 8% ovuweoérw kapdia
Tob xvplov pov én’ abtdv.

69 For xipis is used with relation,
and in opposition, to waidloxy, Acts
xvi. 16. in the sense in which the later,
not the ancient, Greeks used it: ITa:-
dloxn, TovTo éml THs Oepamivys of viv
Tiféaow of B¢ dpxoios éml Tis vedwidos,

as Phrynichus observes. As it is op-

And as it was by the translators of the
Old, so is it also by the penmen of the New©?,

Butat is most

posed to oixérys, Luke xvi. 13. (accord-
ing to that of Etymol. Kiptos @y mpds Tt
éarly, Exer 8¢ mpds TdY olkérny) to Sodhos,
Matt. x. 24. =viil, 25, &c. and in the
Apostolical rules pertaining to Christian
wconomics, the master and servant are
SovAos and kipws. As also by way of
addition, kipios Tov Bepiouod. Matt, ix.
38. kilptos Tob aumerdvos. Matt., xx. 8,
kopos Tis oixlas. Mark xiii. 35. inso-
much as.kdgee is sometimes used by way
of address or salutation of one man to
another, (as it is now generally among
the later Greeks, and as dominus was
anciently among the Latins ; ‘Quomodo
obvios, si nomen non occurrat, Dominos
salutamus.” Sen. Ep. iii.) not only of
servants to masters, as Matt, xiii. 27.
or sons to parents, as Matt. xxi. 3o.
or inferiors to men in authority, as
Matt. xxvii. 63. but of strangers; as
when the Greeks spake to Philip, and
desired him, saying, Kipie, 0érouer Tov
’Incody ideiv. John xii. 21. and Mary
Magdalen speaking unto Christ, but
taking him for a gardener, Kipie, el ab
éBdorasas adrdr., John xx. 15. And
it cannot be denied bub this title was
sometimes given to our Saviour himself
in no higher or other sense than this:
as when the Samaritan woman saw
him alone at the well, and knew no
more of him than that he appeared to
be one of the Jews, she said, Kdpre, olire
gvranue éxes, kal T Ppéop éoti Babl.
John iv. 11; and the infirm man at the
pool of Bethesda, when he wist not who
it was, said unto him, Kipwe, &vOpwmoy
obx ¥xw. John v. 7 ; the blind man, to
whom he had restored his sight, with
the same salutation maketh confession
of his ignorance, and his faith, Tis éory,
wtpie ; and IigTedw, Kdpie. John ix. 36,
38.
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ver. 6. and
Eph. iv. 5.

of no more than one.
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certain that Christ is called Lord, in another notion than that
which signifies any kind of human dominion ; because, as so,
1Cor.viii.s; there are many lords, but he is in that notion Lord which admits

They are only masters according to the

Col. iii. 22. flesk ; he the Lord of glory, the Lord jfrom heaven, King of kings,

1 Cor. ii. 8.
xv.47.Rev.
xix. 10,

Ps. Ixxxiii.
18.

Exod. vi. 3.

and Lord of all other lords.

Nor is it difficult to find that name amongst the books of the 146

Law in the most high and full signification; for it is most fre-
quently used as the name of the supreme God, sometimes for £/
or Elokim, sometimes for Staddai or the Rock, often for ddonai,
and most universally for Jelovak, the undoubted proper name
of God, and that to which the Greek translators, long before
our Saviour’s birth, had most appropriated the name of Lord,
not only by way of explication, but distinction and particular

expression.

As when we read, Thou whose name alone is

Jehovak, art the most kigh n all the earth: and when God so
expresseth himself, I appeared unto Abrakom, unto Isaac, and
unto Jacob, by the name of God Almighty: but by my name

Jehovak was I not known unio them.

In both these places, for

the name Jehovak, the Greek translation, which the Apostles
followed, hath no other name but Lord; and therefore un-
doubtedly by that word which we translate Z4e Lord7° did they

70 T know it iz the vulgar opinion,
that Kiopios properly answereth unto
378, and the reason why it was also
used for 1Y, is no other than because
the Jews were wont to read Adonai in
the place of Jehovah. Of which obser-
vation they make great use who deny
the divinity of Christ. ‘Quia enim Ado-
nai pro Jehovak in lectione Hebraeorum
verborum substitui consuevit, ideo illius
etiam ‘interpretatio huic accommodatur.’
says Crellius de Deo et Attrib. cap. 14.
[vol. iv. p. 35.] But first it is not pro-
bable that the LXX.should think Kipios
to be the proper interpretation of *37x,
and give to it Jekovah only in the place
of Adonat ; for if they had, it would
have followed, that where Adonai and
Jehovah had met together in one sen-
tence, they would not have put another
word for Adonat, to which Kipios was
proper, and place Kipios for Jehovak, to
whom of itself (according to their obser-
vation) it did not belong. Whereas we
read not only M *31x translated ado-

mora Kipie, Gen.xv.2,8.and s 1w
NIRAY ‘O Seamdrys Kipios ZaBacf. Ilsa.
i. 24. but also 13'37R M Kuplov Tob
@cod Hudy. Nehem. x. 29. Secondly,
the reason of this assertion is most un-
certain ; for though it be confessed that
the Masoreths did read *37% where they
found M and Josephus before them
expresses the sense of the Jews of his
age, that the rerpaypduuaror was not
to be pronounced, and before him Philo
speaks as much ; yet it followeth not
from thence, that the Jews were so su-
perstitious above 300 years before ;
which must be proved before we can be
assured that the LXX. read Adonas for
Jehovah, and for that reason translated
it Kopos. Thirdly, as we know no
reason why the Jews should so con-
found the names of God, so were it
now very irrational in some places to
read *37% for my0': as when God saith,
Exod. vi. 3. I appeared unto Abraham,
unto Isuac, and wunto Jacob, >whNa
©e Ny &Y M ow), though the

ISR s i
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understand the proper name of God, Jekovak: and had they
placed it there as the exposition of any other name of God, they
had made an interpretation contrary to the manifest intention of
the Spirit: for it cannot be denied but God was known to
Abraham by the true importance of the title ddonai, as much

vulgar translation render it, In Deo om-
nipotente, et nomen mewm Adonai non
indicavi eis, and thereby make an ap-
parent sense no way congruous te the
intended importance of the Holy Ghost
(for it cannot be imagined either that
God should not be known te. Abraham
by the name Adonai, or that it were
any thing to the present intendment,.
which was to encourage Moses and the
Israelites, by the interpretation of the
name Jehovah); yet we have no reason
to believe that the LXX. made any
such heterogeneous translation, where
we read Kal 7b 8voud pov Kipios odx é5%-
Awoa adrets. Thus again, where God'
speaks unto Moses, Oitws épeis Tols viois
*Lapahn, Kipios 6 Oeds Tdv warépwy fudv
&méoranrné ue mpds Suds, ToUTé pov doTiv
Bvopa aidvior. Exod. iii. J5. whesoever

thinks Kipios stands for Adonai does.
injury to the translators; and whoso--

ever readeth Adonai for Jekovak puts a
force upon the text. As also when the
prophet David saith, That men may
know that thou, whose name alone is Je
hovah, art the Most High over all the
earth. Ps. Ixxxiii. 18. I confess the an-
cient Fathers did, together withthe Jews,
read Adonai for Jehovah in the Hebrew
text ; ag appearethby those words of Epi-
phanius de Ponderibus{§.6.p.163D.) Adw-
val fhixd, kapidl, iouah, ieBPird dudh®
which very corruptly represent part
of the first verse of the 141st Psalm,
’.7”7 AN Yy oo '['nmp mo
but plainly enough render myiv ’Adwval.
Notwithstanding it is very observable,
that they were wont to distinguish Ki-
pios in the Greek translations, where it
stood for Jehovah, from Kipwos, where it
gtood for Adonai; and that was done
by adding in the margin the tetragram-
maton itself, 7, which, by the igno-
rance of the Greek scribes, who under-
stood not the Hebrew characters, was
converted into four Greek letters, and
so made a word of mno signification,
mini, This is still extant in the copy

of the text of Tsaiah printed by Curte-
rius with the Commentary of Procopius,
and. St. Jerom gives an account of it in
the Greck copies of his age; ‘Nomen
TeTpaypdupator, quod &vexpdvyTov, id
est, ineftabile putaverunt, quod his lite-
ris scribitur, jod > ke 71 vau Yhe 7 ; quod
quidam non intelligentes, propter ele-
mentorum similitadinem, cum in Greaecis
libris repererint, Pipi legere consueve-
runt.’ Epist. 136. [Ep. xxv.vol. i. p.129
C.] Neither did the Greeks only place
this 1111 in the margin of their trans-
lations, but when they described the He-
brew text in Greek characters, they used
tlie same IIII for 77 7, and conse-
quently did not read 4donas for Jehovak.
An example of this is to be found in that
excellent copy of the prophets according
to the LXX., collated with the rest of
the translators, in the library of the
most. eminent €ardinal Barberini ; where
at the 13th verse of the 2d chapter of
Malachi these words are written after
the translation of Aquila, Symmachus,
and Theodotion, eut of the Hebrew
text, after the manner of Origen’s
Hexapla, of which there is an excellent
example in. that MS. O¥(wf, onvf,
fecov,. xeooovd, Sena, ébualBnv, (1. Bnx)
mim,. Bexs, ovavake, uny, wd, pevvwl, eA,
aupuava, ovAaxed; paxwy, peildnxeu, which
are a very proper expression of these
following Hebrew words, according to
the punctuation and reading of that age,
TN DR YNNI DD YD N0 NRN
IMINATON N TIVPRD PR a3 mim
oo 1x1 nnp? By which it is
evident that Origen in his Hexapla,
from whence undoubtedly that ancient
Scholiast took his various translations,
did not read *ASwyal in that place ; bub
kept the Hebrew characters, which
they who understood them not formed
into those Greek letters mime. And cer-
tainly the preserving of the name Jeho-
vah in the Greek translations was very
ancient, for it was described in some of
them with the ancient characters, as
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as by the name of Skaddai;

as much by his dominion and

sovereignty, as by his power and all-sufficiency; but by any
experimental and personal sense of the fulfilling of his promises,
his name Jekovak was not known unto him : for though God
spake expressly unto Abraham, 4/ the land which thow seest, to
thee will I give it, and to thy seed for ever; yet-the history
teacheth us, and St. Stephen confirmeth us, that Ze gave kim
none inkeritance in it, no not -so much as to set his jfoot on, though

ke promised that ke would give it to him jfor a possession.

‘Where-

fore when God saith he was not known te Abraham by his
name Jekovah, the interpretation of no ether nmame can make
good that expression: and therefore we have reason to believe
the word which the first Greek translators, and after them the
Apostles, used, may be appropriated to that notion which the
original requires; as indeed it may, being derived frem a verb
of the same signification with the Hebrew root?!, and so

St. Jerom testifieth ; “Et nomen Domini
tetragrammaton in quibusdam -Greecis
voluminibus usque hodie antiquis ex-
pressum literis invenimus.” Epist. 106.
Being then we cannot be -assured that
the LXX. read *37% for nin°; being
they have used Kipuos for Jehovah, when
they have made use of the general word
®eds for Adonai ; being in some places
Adonai cannot be read for Jekovak,
without manifest violence offered to the
text ; it followeth, that it is no way
probable that Kdpios should therefore be
used for Jehovah, because it was taken
for the proper signification of A donai.

71 Tt is acknowledged by all that
M is from 70 or o, and God’s
own interpretation proves no less, R
ar on Exod. il ‘14. and theugh
some contend that futurition is essen-
tial to the name, yet all agree the root
signifieth nothing but essence or exist-
ence, that is, 7d elva, or dwdpyxew.
Now as from 11417 in the Hebrew 1171,
so in the Greek and Tod kdpew, Kipios.
And what the proper signification of
riperv i3, no man can teach us better
than Hesychius, in whom we read «iper,
bmdpxes, Tvyxdver, wlpw prima longa,
xvp@ prima brevi. Sophocl. Edip. Colon.
v. 1158

Obwy Exvpov
Schol. ®vwy Exipov, dwrl Tob édpov,

Tadrdr 8¢ 74 érdyxavor. Hence was
kipot by the Attics used for ¥rrew sit:
so I take ‘it from the words of the
Scholiast upon Sophocles, [Ajax, 314.]
TO kupd wepioBwpévws pnolv 9 ouvvhbeia
kal *ATTikol, év 8¢ edrTwcols Baplvovow
ab7d "ATTicol petd éxrdoews Tob v, Klpo
Aéyortes awrl Tob kupoly. Not that they
used it by an apocope, taking % from
xupoin, but that kfpor was taken in the
sense of kvpoly or kupoetro, from wkipw,
Smdpxw, xipot, € or dmdpxot, as the
Scholiast upon those words of Sopho-
cles, Elect. v. 849.
Acirala deiralwy kupels,

Kupels, #yovy dmdpyes. Neither know
I better how to render kvpels than by
dmdpxets in that place of Aschylus’s
Prometheus, v. 330 ;

ZnAd o 0odver’ extds alrlas rupels,

TdvTwy peTaoxey kol TeToAunuds duof.
As the Arundelian Scholiast utpon the
Septem Thebana, rvpel, dmdpxet, and in
the same tragedy, ér’ domiSos xupel, is
rendered by the more ancient Scholiast,
elvar éml THs &owidos, as in the Perse,
gecwopévos rkvpel, i3 by the same inter-
preter explained xvpel kai mdpxer sesw-
opéves. So the same poet in his Aga-
memnon, v. 1379:

Tabryw énawely wdvrodey mAnBdvouar,

Tpavids 'Atpeldny cibévar kupodyl® Swws.
‘Which the Scholiast renders thus, ’Era:-
vobuas Biapdpws Tabtyy yrduny, 5 pabeiv

14
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denoting the essence or existence of God, and whatsoever else
may be deduced from thence, as revealed by him to be signified

thereby.

& olg ot} raracTdoer § Baciheds. And
no other sense can be imagined of that
verse in Sophocles, &dip. Tyrann. v.
362, '

Povéa ae gnul TavSpds ob (yTels Kupely,
than by rendering it elva: or dmdpxew-
and &dip. Colon. v. 726,

Kal yap €l yépwy rkvpd,

Td 17c8e xdpas ob yeyhpare a0épos
and, Philoct. v. 899,

*AAN &p0dd’ %8 ToDde ToD Tdfovs Kupd”
or of that in Buripides, Phenisse, v.
1074,

08, ris & Ao SwpdTwy Kvpet;
This original interpretation appeareth
farther in the frequent use of xupéw for
Tiyxdvw, as it signifieth no more than
sum : as in Sophocles, eb8dvwy xupels for
ebfivers, podv kupiis for wofs, émemd(wy
wupd for emewd(w, dv rupels for els, étei-
Sis wupd for &oida, kupd Aeloowy for
Aebaow, dpdv rupels for dpds, Amarnuévos
kupd for fmdrnuar, elpnrbs wkvpel for ef-
pnrey, eimboy kupeis for elras, ékdper (Boa
for Z(n, and in Euripides, &xwr rvpel for
e, eloBalvovoa rupel for eicBalver, f8i-
wnpévn rvpfi for &ducfiTas, or &dikndf, as
the Scholiast. From all which it unde-
niably appeareth, that the ancient sig-
nification of xVpw or kvpw is the same
with eluf, or Swdpxw, sum, I am : (which
is much confirmed by that it was an-
ciently observed to be a verb transitive,
as it was used by the forementioned
author, Kvpé ovlvylas mpdrns Tdv wept-
omwpévay, TO Tepiruyxdvew' Gvrl 8¢ tob
Smdpxw kaTd Tobs TpaywoVs duerdBatov.
So an ancient Lexicon ;) and therefore
Kipros immediately derived from thence
must be § &y, or 6 Smdpxwy ; and conse-
quently the proper interpretation of
> descending from the root vt of
the same signification. And well may
we conceive the LXX. for this reason
to have so translated it, because wé
find the origination delivered by them
in that motion, rendering in 6 *Qv,
Exod. iii. 14. ’Eyé el 6“Qv, and again,
8 *Qv aréorarré pe wpds duds. From
whence considering the name 0> pro-
ceeding from that root, and given in
relation to that sense, they made use of

the word Kipios for the standing inter.
pretation of that name, as being equi-
valent to 6 *Qv. We have no reason
then to conceive either that they so
translated it out of the superstition of
the Jews, (as some would persuade us,
whom we have already refuted,) or be-
cause they had no letters in the Greek
language by which they could express
the Hebrew name, whereas we find it
often expressed even among the Gentile
Greeks ; but because they thought the
Greek Kipios to be a proper interpreta-
tion, as being reducible to the same
signification. For even they which are
pretended to have read Adonai for Je-
hovah, as Origen, &e. do acknowledge
that the heathens and the ancient here-
tics descending from the Jews had a
name by which they did express the
Hebrew Jehovah. We know that oracle
preserved by Macrobius, Saturnal. lib.
i. cap. 18.

®pdleo Tov wdvTwy Umatoy Ocdyv Euuey

*lad,

And Diodorus hath taught us from
whence that name first came, mention-
ing Moses in this manner, Tlapa 3¢ 7ois
Tovdalors Mwohp Tdy 'lad émucarobuevoy
©@edyr and Theodoret more expressly,
Quast. 15. tn Exod. [vol. i. p. 86 B.]
Katotior 8¢ abrd Sopapeirar uiv ’lae,
*lovdaior 8¢ ‘ladb. Porphyrius, &b, iv.
cont. Christian. tells us, Sanchoniathon
had his relations of the Jews wapd ’Te-
pouBdAoy Tob lepéws Ocod Tob ‘levds,
FEusebius (as we formerly mentioned)
said, "lworové dorw Tad cwrpploc [Dem,
Evang. iv. 17.] Hesychius, 'Twdfay,
*lad curTéhea, taking iw in composition
for the contraction of ’lad. As ’lwvés
épumpeberar, ByioTov wovoiyTos. And the
LXX., Jer. xxiil. 6. have rendered
1pTe M ‘legedér, id est, Dominus
justus, saith St. Jerom. And as the
heathens and the first Christians, so
the heretics had among them the pro-
nunciation and expression of the name

M. As the Valentinian was baptized

&y 7 ovbuari Tob "lad. Iren. Uib. i [e.
xxi. §. 3. p- 96.] and the Ophiani had
their several gods, among the rest, a7d
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Being then this title Zord thus signifieth the proper name of 148

God Jekovah, being the same is certainly attributed unto Christ
1n a notion far surpassing all other lords, which are rather to be
looked upon as servants unto him: it will be worth our inquiry
next, whether, as it is the translation of the name Jehovah, it
belong to Christ; or whether though he be Lord of all other
lords, as subjected under his authority, yet he be so inferior
unto him whose name alone is Jehovah, as that in that propriety
and eminency in which it belongs unto the supreme God it may

not be attributed unto Christ.

This doubt will easily be satisfied, if we can shew the name
Jehovah itself to be given unto our Saviour; it being against
all reason to acknowledge the original name, and to deny the
interpretation in the sense and full importance of that original.
Wherefore if Christ be the Jehovah, as so called by the Spirit
of God ; then is he so the Lord, in the same propriety and emi-

nency in which Jehovah is.

Now whatsoever did belong to the

Messias, that may and must be attributed unto Jesus, as being
the true and only Christ. But the Jews themselves acknowledge
AsMid-  that Jehovah shall be known clearly in the days of the Messias,
and not only so, but that it is the name which properly belong-

And if they cannot but confess so much, who only

read the prophecies, as the Eunuch did, without an interpreter ;
how can we be ignorant of so plain and necessary a truth, whose
eyes have seen the full completion, and read the infallible inter-
Isa.viii.i3, pretation of them? If they could see Jekovah the Lord of hosts
to be the name of the Messias, who was to them for a stone
of stumbling and rock of offence, how ean we possibly be igno-
rant of it, who are taught by St. Paul, that in Christ this pro-
Rom.ix.33. pheey was fulfilled, As ¢ is writben, Behold, I lay in Sion a

pudv payelas Tdv "IaASaBadd kal Tdv 'Ac-
Tapaiov, kel TOv ‘Qpalor: &md §¢ Tdv
‘EBpaindy ypapdv Tov ’lad, ’la wap’
"Efpalois dvoualduevor. Orig. cont. Cels.
Uib. vi. [§.32.vol. i. p. 656 E.] So I
read it, not as it is in the edition of
Hoeschelius, 'lawfa in one word, or
'lawiia, a8 our learned countryman Ni.
colaus Fullerus hath endeavoured in
vain to rectify it; but lad id, that is,
the Ophiani took the name ’lad from
the Jews, among whom it signifies the
same who ig called Jah. For that it
ought so to be read appeareth by the
former words of Origen, Olorra: Tdv

Sienbdvra Thv *lardePadl xal ¢fdoavta
énl Tov ’1& 8elv Aéyew, SV 8¢ rpumToué-
vwv pueTnpiey viot kal warpds Hpxwv
vuktopads Sedrepe lach. [Ibid. §. 30. p.
655 B.] In the printed copy indeed it
is ladetv, and in the Latin Jadin, but
without sense ; whereas dividing the
words, the sense is manifest, and the
reason of the former emendation appa-
rent. Being then there were so many
among the Greeks which did in all ages
express the Hebrew name, it can be
no way probable that the LXX. should
avoid it as inexpressible in their lan-
guage.

o it T
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stumblingstone, and rock of offence, and whosoever believeth on
him shall not be ashamed? It was no other than Jehovah who

spake those words, I will kave mercy upon the house of Judak, Hos. i. 7.

and will sove them &y the Lord (Jehovah) their God, and will
not save them by bow nor by sword72, Where not only he who is
described as the original and principal cause, that is, the Father
who gave his Son, but also he whe is the immediate efficient of
our salvation, and that in opposition to all other means or in-
strumental causes, is called Jehovah; who can be no other than

our Jesus, because there is no other name under heaven given unto Actsiv.1z,

men whereby we must be saved. As in another place he speaketh,

I will strengthen them in the Lord (Jehovah), and they shall walk Zech.x.1a.

up and down in kis nome, swith the Lord (Jehovah); where he
which strengtheneth is one, and he by whom he strengtheneth
is another, clearly distinguished from him by the persenal pro-

noun, and yet each of them is Jekovak, and Jekovak our God is Deut. vi. 4.
149 one Jekovak. Whatsoever objections’3 may be framed against

72 Hos. i. %. where it is farther ob-
gervable that the Chaldee Paraphrase
hath »5 xnn for mimea by the word
of Jehovah, for Jehovah.

73 Two adversaries we have to the
exposition of this place, the Jew and
the Socinian ; only with this difference,
that we find the less opposition from
the Jew, from whom indeed we have so
ample a concession as will destroy the
other’s contradiction. First Socinus
answers, the name belongeth not to
Christ, but unto Israel ; and that it so
appears by a parallel place in the same
prophet, Jer. xxxiil. 15, 16. Socin. Refut.
Jae. Wieki, cap. 6. Catech. Racov. de
Pers. Christi, cap. 1. Crellius de Deo et
Attrib. lib. 1. eap. 11. To this we fixst,
oppose the constant interpretation of
the Jews, who attribute the name Jeho-
vak to the Messias from this one par-
ticular text. As in the Sepher Ikkarim,
b, ii. ¢. 8. MYHA DY NI NWPN
Vpe s The Seripture calleth the name
of the Messias Jehovah our righteousness,
And in Midrasch Tillim on Psalm xxi.
[fol. 16.col.1.] yowa M wnT ooy kMM
aNmn wr Mm e T Y
MWW A 21N woT o) WY M
1PTE MaY R or God calleth the
Messias by kis own name, and his name is
Jehoval ; as it is said, (Exod. xv. 3.) The
Lord s a man of war, Jehovah is his

name. And it i3 written of the Messias,
(Jer.xxiil, 6.) And this is the name which
they shall call him, Jehovah our righteous-
ness. Thus Echa Rebati, Lam. i. 16. [fol.
58. col. 2.] ®ax “r MY Hw ww IO
I IR R DY N 7w e mm
13p12 What is the name of the Messias ?
R. Abba said, Jehovah is his name; as
it s said (Jer. xxiil. 6.) And this is
the name which they shall call him,
Jehovah our righteousness. The same
he reports of Rabbi Levi. The Rabbins
then, though enemies to the truth
which we deduce from thence, con-
strained by the literal importance of
the text, did acknowledge that the
name Jehovak did belong to the Mes-
sias. And as for the collection of the
contrary from the parallel place pre-
tended, there is not so great a simili-
tude as to inforce the same interpreta-
tion. For whereas in Jerem. xxiii. 6.
it is expressly said, Yow M1 this is the
mame ; in the xxxiil. 16. it is only nmy
without any mention of a name; and
gurely that place cannot prove Jehovak
to be the name of Israel, which speaks
not one word of the name of Jerusa-
lem: for where we read in Crellius,
‘hoc scilicet nomen est,’ all but hoc i8
not Scripture, but the gloss of Crellius,
and hoc itself cannot be warranted for
the interpretation of 71, nor quo for
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Jer. xxiii. us, we know Christ is the righteous branch raised unto David,
the King that skall reign and prosper, in whose days Judakh skall
be saved, and Isracl shall dwell safely ; we are assured that this
48 kis name whereby he shall be called, The Lord owr Righteousness :

5, 6

swr; the simplest interpretation of
those words 1% ®ap awRr N being,
iste qui vocabit eam, he which calleth
Jerusalem is the Lord our righteous-
ness, that is, Christ. And thus the
first answer of Socinus is invalid:
which he easily foreseeing, hath joined
with the Jewish Rabbins in the second
answer, admitting that Jehovah our
righteousness is the name of the Mes-
sias, but withal denying that the Christ
is that Jehovah., To which purpose
they assert those words, Jehovah our
righteousness, to be delivered by way of
proposition, not of apposition ; and this
they endeavour to prove by such places
of Scripture as seem to infer as much.
As Moses built an altar, and called the
name of it Jehovah Nissi, Exod. xvii. 15.
Qideon built an altar unto the Lord,
and called @ Jehovah Shalom, Judg. vi.
24. And the name of the city in the
last words of Ezekiel is Jehovah Sham-
mah. In all which places it is most
certain, that the name Jehovah is not
predicated of that, of whose name it is
a part; but is the subject of a proposi-
tion, given by way of nomination, whose
verb substantive or copula is under-
stood. But from thence to conclude,
that the Lord our righteousness can be
no otherwise understood of Christ than
a8 a proposition, and that we by calling
him so, according to the prophet’s pre-
diction, can understand no more there-
by than that God the Father of Christ
doth justify us, is most irrational. For
first, it is therefore necessary to inter-
pret those names by way of a proposi-
tion of themselves, because Jehovah can-
not be the predicate of that which is
named ; it being most apparent that
an altar or a city built cannot be God :
and whatsoever is not Jehovah without
addition, cannot be Jehovah with addi-
tion. But there is no incongruity in
attributing of that name to Christ, to
whom we have already proved it actu-
ally given; and our adversaries, who
teach that the name Jehovah is somes
times given to the angels representing

God, must acknowledge that it may be
given unto Christ, whom they confess
to be above all angels, and far more
fully and exactly to represent the Fa-
ther. Secondly, That which is the ad-
dition in those names cannot be truly
predicated of that thing which bears
the name. Moses could not say that
altar was his exaltation, nor Gideon
that it was his peace. And if it could
not 50 be predicated by itself, it could
neither be by apposition, and conse-
quently, even in this respect, it was
necessary to make the name a proposis
tion. But our righteousness may un-
doubtedly be predicated of him who is
here called by the name of the Lord our
righteousness ; for the Apostle hath ex-
pressly taught us, that he is made
righteousness unto us, 1 Cor. i. 30. And
if it may be in itself, there can be no
repugnancy in its predication by way
of apposition. Thirdly, that addition
of our righteousness doth not only truly
belong to Christ, but in some manner
properly and peculiarly, so as in that
notion it can belong to no other person
called Jehovah but to that Christ alone.
For he alone is the end of the law for
righteousness to every one that believeth,
Rom. x. 4, and when he is said to be
made unto us righteousness, 1 Cor. 1. 30,
he is thereby distinguished from God
the Father. Being then Christ is thus
peculiarly called our righteousness under
the Gospel, being the place of the pro-
phet forementioned speaketh of this as
a name to be used under the Gospel,
being no other person called Jehovah is
ever expressly called our righteousness
in the Gospel; it followeth, not only
that Christ may be so called, but that
the prophecy cannot otherwise be ful-
filled, than by acknowledging that
Christ is the Lord our righteousness:
and consequently that is his name, not
by way of proposition, but of apposi-
tion and appropriation ; so that being
both Jehovah and our righteousness,
he is as truly Jehovah as our righteous-
ness,

i
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the Lord, that is, Jehovah, the expression of his supremacy;

267

and the addition of our Rightcousness can be no diminution to .

his majesty. If those words in the Prophet, Sing and rejoice,
O daughter of Sion; for lo, I come, and I will dwell in the midst
of thee, saith the Lord (Jehovah), did not sufficiently of them-
selves denote our Saviour who dwelt amongst us, as they cer-
tainly do; yet the words which follow would evince as much;
And many nations shall be joined fo the Lord in that day, and shall
be my people ; and I will dwell in the midst of thee, and thou shalt
know that the Lord of hosts hath sent me unto thee: for what other
Lord can we conceive dwelling in the midst of us, and sent unte
us by the Lord of hosts, but Christ ?

And as the original Jedovat was spoken of Christ by the holy
Prophets, so the title of Zord, as the usual interpretation of that
name, was attributed unto him by the Apostles. In that signal
prediction of the first age of the Gospel, God promised by Joel,

that whosoever shall call on the name of the Lord (Jehovah) skall Joelii. 32.

be delivered: and St. Paul hath assured us that Christ is that

Lord, by proving from thence, that wlkosoever believeth on him Rom. x. o,

shall not be ashamed ; and inferring from that, i we confess with
our mouth the Lord Jesus, we shall be saved. For if it be a
certain truth, that whosoever confesseth the Lord Jesus. shall
be saved; and the certainty of this truth depend upon that
foundation, that wihosocver believeth on him shall not be ashamed ;
and the certainty of that in relation to Christ depend upon that
other promise, Whosoever shall call on the name of the Lord shall
be saved, then must the Lord in the thirteenth verse of"the tenth
chapter to the Romans be the same with the Lord Jesus in the
ninth verse; or else St.Paul’s argument must be invalid and
fallacious, as containing that in the conclusion which was not
comprehended in the premises. But the Lord in the ninth
verse is no other than Jehovah, as appeareth by the prophet
Joel from whom that Seripture is taken. Therefore our Saviour
in the New Testament is called Lord, as that name or title is
the interpretation of Jehovah. '

If we consider the office of John the Baptist peculiar unto

before me : we are sure he which spake these words was (Jefoval)
the Lord of kosts ; and we are as sure that Christ is that Lord,

Zech. ii. 10,

II,

1,13

150 him, we know it was ke of whom it is written in the Prophet Mattxito.
Malachi, I will send my messenger, and ke shall prepare the way Mal. iii. 1,

before whose face John the Baptist prepared the way. Zke voice Isa. x1. 3.
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of him that crieth in the wilderness, saith Isaiah, Prepare ye the
way of the Lord (Jehovah) : and this is ke that was spoken of by
the Prophet Isaiak, saith St. Matthew : this is he of whom his
father Zachariah did divinely presage, Zhou, child, shalt be called
the Prophet of the Highest, for thou shalt go before the face of the
Lord to prepare kis ways: where Christ is certainly the Lord,
and the Lord undeniably’4 Jehovah,

74 1 say therefore undeniably, be-
cause it is not only the undoubted
translation of the name M in the
prophet (which of itself were sufficient),
but also is delivered in that manner
which is (though unreasonably) required
to signify the proper name of God, wpo-
wopeday yop wpd mpoowwou Kuplov, not
705 Kuplov, that is, without, not with,
an article. For now our Saviour's
Deity must be tried by a new kind of
school divinity, and the most fundamen-
tal doetrine, maintained as such ever
since the Apostles’ times by the whole
Catholic Church, must be examined,
censured, and condemned, by 6, %, 4.
Socinus first makes use of this observa-
tion against Wiekus.; and after him
Crellius hath laid it as: a grave and
serious foundation, and spread it out
into its several corners, to uphold the
fabric of his superstsuctions. First,
¢ Vox Jehovah magis quam. cetera Dei
nomina propriorum naturam sequitur ;
ideo etiam Grzeca Kipws, cum pro illa
ponitur, propriorum indolem, qua licet,
@mulatur’ Becondly, ¢ Propriis nomini-
bus. articulus libentius subtrahitur, licet
eum, efiam smpe concinnitatis potius
quam necessitatis causa admittant.
ldem fit in voce Kipios cum pro. Je-
hovah ponitur.” Thirdly, “Hac esh
causa cur in Novo Testamento, max-
ime apud Lucam et Paulum, vox K-
pos, cum. Deum summum designat,
articulo libentius careat; at cum de
Christo subjective usurpatur, raro ar-
ticulus omittitur.” [Crellius de Deo &ec.
c. 14.] What strange uncertainties are
these to build the denial of so important
an article as Christ’s Divinity upon?
He does not say absolutely Jehovah is
the proper name of God, but only that
it doth more follow the nature of proper
names than the other names of God.
And indeed it is certain that some-
times it hath the nature of an appella-

tive, as Deut. vi, 4. M AR MM
e The Lord our God is one Lord ;
and yet if it be not always and abso-
lutely a proper name, though all the
rest were granted to be true, the argu-
ment must be of no validity. Again,
he cannot say an article is never affixed
to a proper name, but only that liben-
tius subtrakitur, it is rather omitted
than affixed ; which. yet is far from a
certain or a true rulk, especially in the
language of the New Testament. For
no man can deny Jesus to be the proper
name of Christ, given him according to
the Law at his. circumcision, xal éxA%6n
7d Svoue adTob ‘Incovs. Luke ii. 21; and
yet whosoever shall read the Gospel of
St. Matthew, will find it ten times é
’Inoots with an article, for once 'Incois
without it. And in the Acts of the
Apostles, written in a more Attic style,
St. Paul is eftener styled & MatAes than
simply TatAes. So Balaam, Gallio, &c.
Some persons we find in the New Tes-
tament, whom, if we should stay till
we found them without an article, we
should never call by their names at all ;
as Apelles, Balak, &c, Thirdly, é K¢-
pios is so often used for that God who is
the Father with an article, and Kipios
for the Son without an article, (for the
Father, Matt. i. 22. ii. 15. v. 33. xxii.
44. Mark xii. 36. Luke i 6, g, 15,
25, 46. il. 15, 22, 23. X, 2. Acts ii, 25,
34. iii. 19. xvii. 27. Rom. xv. 11.
1 Cor, x. 26. xvi. 4. 2 Cor. v. 11. Eph.
v. 17, 19. Col. iil. 16, 20, 23. 2 Thess.
iit. 3, 2 Tim. i. 16. Heb. viil. 2, 11,
xiil. 14. Jam. iv. 10, 15. 1 Pet. ii. 3.
For the Son, Matt. iii. 3. xxii. 43, 45.
Mark i. 3. Luke i 76. ii. rr. iii. 4
XX. 44. Johni, 23. Acts ii. 36. x. 36.
xi. 16, 21. xv. 11. Rom. i 7. x. g, 12.
xiv. 6, 8, 14. xvi. 2, 8, 11, 12, 13, 22.
1 Cor.iu 3. iv. 17. vil 22, 25, 39. ix.
1, 2. X. 20, xi, 11, xil 3. xiv. 37. xV.
58. xvi, 10, 19. 2 Cor. i. 2. il 13. iv.
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Nor is this the only notation of the name or title Lord, taken
in a sense Divine, above the expression of all mere human power
and dominion ; for as it is often used as the interpretation of
the name Jehovah, so is it also for that of Adon or Adonai.
The Lord said unto my Lord, saith David, that is, in the original, Ps. ex. 1.
Jehovak unto Adon ; and that ddon is the Word, that Lord is ChaldeePa-

Christ.

We know the temple at Jerusalem was the temple

of the most high God, and the Lord of that temple in the
emphasis of an Hebrew article was Christ, as appeareth by
that prophecy: Tke Lord whom ye seek shall suddenly come fto Mol iii. 1.
his temple, even the Messenger of the covenant, whom ye delight in.

Now this notation, as it is the interpretation of 4don, sig-
nifieth immediately and properly dominion, implying a right of

ossession, and power of disposing.
2

5. X. 17. xi. 17. xil. 1. Gal. L. 3. v. 10,
Eph. i. 2. ii. 21. iv. 1, 5, 17. v. 8. vi.
I, 4,10, 21,23 Phil i 2, rq. il. 11,19,
24, 29. iii. 1, 20. iv. 1, 2, 10. Col. i.2.
iii. 17, 18, 24. iv. 1, 7, 17 tThess. i. 1,
iii. 8. iv. 1,15, t7. V. 2, 12. 2 Thess. i.
1, 2. it. 13. iii. 4. 1 Tim. i, 1. 2 Tim.
ii, 24. Tit, i. 4. Philem. 3, 16, 20.
Jam, i. 1. 2 Pet. iii. 8, 10. 2John 3.
Jude 14. Rev. xiv. 13. xix. 16, I say,
they are thus so often wused,) that
though they equal not the number of
their contrary exceptions, yet they
come so near, as to yield no ground
for any such observation, as if the
Holy Ghost intended any such article-
distinction. Nay, it is most evident
that the sacred penmen intended no
such distinction, because in the same
place speaking of the same person,
they usually observe the indifferency
of adding or omitting the article. As
Jam. v. 11. THv bmoporhy 168 frodoarte,
kal 70 Télos Kuplov efBere, 8¢ mord-
aemAayxvés éoTw & Kipros xal olktlpuwv.
2 Tim. i. 18, A¢gyn adré & Kipios edpeiv
Eeos mapd Kuplov év éxelvy 5 huépa.
1 Cor, vil. 17. “Exarroy bs kéxhnrer 6
Kipuos, ot wepirarelrw. 22, ‘0 yap év
Kuply kAnBels SobAos, dmeAedfepos Kuplov
éorl. See Rom. xiv. 6, 7, 8. Where-
fore being Jehovah is not affirmed abso-
lutely to be a proper name ; being, if it
were, yet it appears that it is not the
custom of the New Testament to use
every proper name oftener without an
article than with one ; being ¢ Kdpwos is

‘Which doth not only agree

so often taken for him whom they ac-
knowledge God, and Kipws for him
whom they cannot deny to be the
Christ : it followeth that Christ, ac-
knowledged to be the Lord, cannot by
any virtue of an article be denied to be
the true Jehovah. We must not then

think to decide this controversy by the

articles, of which the sacred penmen
were not curious, and the transcribers
have been very careless; nor is there
80 great uncertainty of the ancient
MSS. in any thing, as in the words
and articles of Kipios and @eds. The
vulgar edition, Rev. i. 8. hath Aéyes &
Kipios only, the Complutensis Aéyer Ko~
pios 6 @eds, Plantine, Aéyer & Kipios &
@eds, against the Socinian rule, who
will have an accession by é to ®eds,
and a diminution by é from Kdpios,
As Rev. iv. 11, "Afwes €, Kipte, AaBeiv
T S6tav : in other MSS. “Afios eI, &
Kopios kal § ®ebs Audv 6 &yios, AaBeiv
iy 8fav. 1 Cor. xi. 27.~—7d woThpior
Tob Kvplov &vakiws, others with an addi-
tion, Td worfpiov Tov Kuplov édvatiws Tod
Kupfov. 1 Cor. xiv. 3%. the vulgar edi-
tion—8r. Tob Kupiov elolv éyroral, the
Complutensis, 87« Kuplov. So where we
usually read Xpords, divers ancient
MSS. have Kipws. Lastly, it is ob-
servable that even in these words of the
Creed, which we now expound, Képus
is spoken expressly of Christ without an
article, for so we read it, Kal els *Inooty
XpioTdv, Ty vidy adTob TOY poveyeri,
Kbpior uidv.
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with that other notion of Jehovah, but presupposes it, as follow-
ing and flowing from it. For he who alone hath a being or
existence of himself, and thereby is the fountain of all things
beside himself, must be acknowledged to have full power and
dominion over all: because every thing must necessarily belong
to him, from whom it hath received what it is. Wherefore
being Christ is the Lord, as that title is taken for Jehovah, the
name of God, expressing the necessary existence and independ-
ence of his single being, and consequently the dependency of all
others upon him ; it followeth, that he be acknowledged also the
Lord, as that name expresseth 4don, signifying power authori-
tative and proper dominion, Thus having explained the notation
of the word Lord, which we propounded as the first part of our
exposition, we come next to the second, which is, to declare the
nature of this dominion, and to shew hdw and in what respect
Christ is the Lord.

Now for the full and exact understanding of the dominion
seated or invested in Christ as the Lord, it will be necessary to
distinguish it according to that diversity which the Scriptures
represent unto us. As therefore we have observed two natures
united in his person, so must we alse consider two kinds of
dominion belonging respectively to those natures; ome inherent
in his Divinity, the other bestowed upon his humanity; one, as
he is the Lord the Maker of all things, the other as he is made
Lord of all things.

For the first, we are assured that the Word was God, that by
the same Word all things were made, and without kim was not
any thing made that was made ; we must acknowledge, that who-
soever is the Creator of all things must have a direct dominion
over all, as belonging to the possession of the Creator, who made
all things. Therefore the Word, that is, Christ as God, hath the
supreme and universal dominion of the world. Which was well
expressed by that famous confession of no longer doubting, but
believing Thomas, My Lord and my God.

For the second, it is also certain that there was some kind of
lordship given or bestowed on Chiist, whose very unction proves
no less than an imparted dominion; as St. Peter tells us, that
he was made both Lord and Christ. "What David spake of man,
the Apostle hath applied peculiarly unto him, Thow ecrownedst
Lim with glory and honour, and didst set kim over the works of thy
hands : thou kast put all things in subjection under his JSeet,

OUR LORD.

Now a dominion thus imparted, given, derived, or bestowed,
cannot be that which belongeth unto God, as God, founded in
the Divine nature, because whatsoever is such is absolute and
independent. Wherefore this lordship thus imparted or acquired
appertaineth to the human nature, and belongeth to our Saviour
as the Son of Man. The right of judicature is part of this
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power; and Christ himself hath told us, that the Father /4a¢Z Jobnv. 2.

given him authorily to execule judgment, because he is the Son of

Man ; and by virtue of this delegated authority, the Son of Man Matt. xvi.

shall come in the glory of kis Father with his angels, and reward *T

every man according to kis works, Part of the same dominion is
the power of forgiving sins; as pardoning, no less than punish-
ing, is a branch of the supreme magistracy: and Christ did

therefore say to the sick of the palsy, Zhy sins be forgiven thee, Matt. ix.

that we might know that the Son of Man had power on earth to* S

Jorgive sins.  Another branch of that power is the alteration of
the Law, there being the same authority required to abrogate
or alter, which is to make a law: and Christ asserted himself

Lord even of the sabbath day.

This dominion thus given unto Christ in his human nature
was a direct and plenary power over all things, but was not
actually given him at once, but part while he lived on earth,
part after his death and resurrection. For though it be true

152 to be greater than the temple, shewing that the Son of Man was Matt. xi.

that Jesus knew, before his death, that the Father had given all Jobnxiiiz.

things into his hands ; yet it is observable that in the same place
1t is written, that he likewise knew Zkat ke was come from God,
and went to God: and part of that power he received when he
came from God, with part he was invested when he went to
God; the first to enable him, the second, not only so, but also

to reward him. For fo this end Christ both died, and rose, and Rom.xiv.g.

revived, that he might be Lord both of the dead and living. After

his resurrection he said to his disciples, 42 power is given wnmto Mat.xxviii.
me in heaven and in earth. He drunk of the brook in the way, ]I;Z: ox. 7.
therefore he hath Uift up kis head. Because ke humbled himself, Phil ii. 8,

and became obedient unto death, even the death of the cross, there-
Jore God hath also highly evalted him, and given him a name
which s above every mame; that at the name of Jesus every knee
should bow, of things in heaven, and things in earth, and things
under the earth ; and that every tongue should confess that Jesus
Christ is Lord, to the glory of God the Father. Thus for and

9, 10, 11,
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1 Cor. xv,
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after his death he was instated in a full power and dominjon
over all things, even as the Son of Man, but exalted by the
Father, who raised him from the dead, and set him at his own
right kand in the heavenly places, far above all principality, and
power, and might, and dominion, and every name that is named,
not only in this world, but also in that whick is to come ; and kath
put all things under his feet, and gave him to be head over all things
to the Church.

Now as all the power given unto Christ as man had not the
same beginning in respect of the use or possession; so neither,
when begun, shall it all have the same duration. For part of it
being merely economical, aiming at a certain end, shall then
cease and terminate, when that end for which it was given shall
be accomplished : part, being either due upon the union of the
human nature with the divine, or upon covenant, as a reward
for the sufferings endured in that nature, must be coeval with
that union and that nature which so suffered, and consequently
must be eternal.

Of the first part of this dominion did David speak, when by
the spirit of prophecy he called his Son his Lord; Zhe Lord
said unto my Lord, Sit thou at my right hand until I make thine
enemies thy footstool : where the continuation of Christ’s dominion
over his enemies is promised to be prolonged until their final
and total subjection: for ke must reign till he hath put all things
under kis feet. And as we are sure of the continuation of that
kingdom till that time, so are we assured of the resignation at
that time. For when ke skall have put down all rule, and all
authority and power, then shall ke deliver up the kingdom to God,
even the Father. And when all things shall be subdued unto kim,
then shall the Son also himself be subject unto kim that put all
things under him, that God may be all in all. Thus he which
was appointed to rule in the midst of kis enemies during their
rebellion, shall resign up his commission after their subjection.

But we must not look upon Christ only in the nature of a
general, who hath received a commission, or of an ambassador,
with perfect instructions, but of the only Son of God, impowered
and employed to destroy the enemies of his Father’s kingdom :
and though thus impowered and commissioned, though resigning
that authority which hath already had its perfect work, yet still
the only Son and the Heir of all things in his Father’s house,
never to relinquish his dominion over those whom he hath pur-
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chased with his own blood, never to be deprived of that reward

153 which was assigned him for his sufferings : for if the prize which -

we expect in the race of our imperfect obedience be an immar-
cescible crown, if the weight of glory which we look for from
him be eternal, then cannot his perfect and absolute obedience
be crowned with a fading power, or he cease ruling over us, who
hath always reigned in us. We shall for ever reign with him,
and he will make us priests and kings; but so that he continue
still for ever High Priest and King of kings.

The certainty of this eternal dominion of Christ, as man, we
may well ground upon the promise made to David, because by
reason of that promise Christ himself is called David. TFor so
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God speaketh concerning his people; I will set up one Shepherd Ea. xxxiv.
over them, and he shall feed them, even my servant David ; he®3 **

shall feed them, and he shall be their Shepherd. And I the Lord
will be their God, and my servant David a Prince among then.
I the Lord have spoken it. Now the promise was thus made

expressly to David, Thy house and thy kingdom shall be established 2 Sam. vii.

Jor ever before thee, thy throne shall be established for ever. And 16.

although that term for ever in the Hebrew language may signify obhww

ofttimes no more than a certain duration so long as the nature
of the thing is durable, or at the utmost but to the end of all
things; and so the economical dominion or kingdom of Christ
may be thought sufficiently to fulfil that promise, because it
shall certainly continue so long as the nature of that economy
requireth, till all things be performed for which Christ was sent,
and that continuation will infallibly extend unto the end of all
things : yet sometimes also the same term jfor ever signifieth
that absolute eternity of future duration which shall have no
end at all: and that it is so far to be extended particularly in
that promise made to David, and to be fulfilled in his Son, is as
certain as the promise. For the Angel Gabriel did give that
clear exposition to the blessed Virgin, when in this manner he
foretold the glory of him who was then to be conceived in her

womb ; The Lord God shall give unto kim the throne of his father Luke i. 32,

David ; and he shall reign over the house of Jacob for ever, and of 3%

kis kingdom there shall be no end. Nor is this clearer in Gabriel’s
explication of the promise, than in Daniel’s prevision of the per-

formance, who saw in the wight visions, and bekold, one like the Dan.vii.i3,

Son of Man came with the clouds of heaven, and came to the Ancient '+

of days, and they brought him near before lim. And there was
PEARSON. T
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Acts x. 36. comprehended, as subjected to it.

1 Cor. xv. implieth not a contradiction.

27.
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given him dominion and glory, and a kingdom, that all people
and languages should serve him : his dominion is an everlasting
dominion, which shall not pass away, and kis kingdom that whick
shall not be destroyed.

Thus Christ is Lord both by a natural and independent
dominion, as God, the Creator, and consequently the Owner
of the works of his hands: and by a derived, imparted, and
dependent right, as man, sent, anointed, raised, and exalted,
and so made Lord and Christ: which authority so given and
bestowed upon him is partly economical, and therefore to be
resigned into the hands of the Father, when all those ends for
which it was imparted are accomplished: partly so proper to
the union, or due unto the passion of the human nature, that it
must be coeval with it, that is, of eternal duration.

The third part of our explication is, the due consideration of
the object of Christ’s dominion, inquiring whose Lord he is, and
how ours. 'To which purpose first observe the latitude, extent,
or rather universality of his power, under which all things are
For ke is Lord of all, saith
St. Peter, of all things, and of all persons; and he must be so,
who made all things as God, and to whom all power is given as
man. To him then all things are subjected whose subjection
For ke hath put all things under
kis feet: but when he saith all things are put wnder him, it s
manifest that he is ewcepted whick did put all things wnder him.
God only then excepted, whose original dominion is repugnant
to the least subjection, all things are subject unto Christ, whether
they be things in heaven or things on earth. In heaven he is

Heb. i. 6. far above all principalities and powers, and all the angels of God

Ps, ii, 8.

worship kim; on earth all nations are Ais inkeritance, and the
uttermost parts of the earth are his possession. Thus Christ is
certainly our Lord, because he is the Lord of all; and when all
things were subjected to him, we were not excepted.

But in the midst of this universality of Christ’s regal authority
it will be further necessary to find some propriety of dominion,
by which he may be said to be peculiarly our Lord. It is true,
he made us, and not we ourselves, we are the work of his hands;
but the lowest of his creatures can speak as much. We are
still preserved by his power, and as he made us, so doth he
maintain us; but at the same time he feedeth the ravens, and
clotheth the lilies of the field. Wherefore beside his original
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right of creation, and his continued right of preservation, we
shall find a more peculiar right of redemption, belonging pro-
‘perly to the sons of men. And in this redemption, though a
single word, we shall find a double7> title to a most just domi-
nion, one of conquest, another of purchase.

We were first servants of the enemy of God; for him we

[}

obeyed, and kis servants we are to whowm we obey: when Christ Rom.vi.16.
through death destroyed him that had the power of death, that is, Heb. i 14
the Devil, and delivered us, he spoiled principalities and powers, Col. ii. 1.

and made a show of them openly, triumphing over them. But con-
trary to the custom of triumphing conquerors, he did not sell,
but buy us; because while he saved us, he died for us, and that
death was the price by which he purchased us; even so this
dying Victor gave us Life: upon the cross, as his triumphant
chariot, he shed that precious blood which bought us, and there-
by became our Lord by right of redemption, both as to conquest

and to purchase.

Beside, he hath not only bought us, but provideth for us;

78 For the right understanding of this
double title involved in the word re-
demption, it will be necessary to take
notice of the ways by which human do-
minion is acquired, and servitude intro-
duced. ‘Servi aut nascuntur, aut fiunt,’
gaith the civilian, Justinian, lib. i. tit. 3;
but in theology we say more, ‘Servi et
nascuntur, et fiunt.” Man is born the
servant of God his Maker, man is made
the servant of his Redeemer. Two ways
in general they observed, by which they
came to serve, who were not born slaves.
¢ Fiunt aut jure gentium, id est, capti-
vitate ; aut jure civili, cum liber homo
major viginti annis ad pretium parti-
cipandum sese venundari passus est.’
Two ways then also there were by
which dominion over those servants
was acquired, by conquest or by pur-
chase, and both these were always ac-
counted just. Dionysius Halicarnas-
seus, an excellent historian, a curious
observer of the Roman customs, and an
exact judge of their actions, being a
Grecian, justifieth the right which the
masters in Rome claimed over their
gervants upon these two grounds. ’Erdry-
xavoy 8% Tols ‘Pwpaioss al 7dv fBepamiy-
Twy KTHGEs KaTt Tobs dikatordTovs Yiwé-
pevar Tpbmovs* % yap dvnoduevor mapd

Tob dnuoclov Tods Smd Sdpy mwAovuévovs
& T@Y Aaglpwy, ) Tob oTpaTnYOL cuyxw-
phoavros &ua Tals ¥AAas dperelas kal
Sopvardrovs Tols AaBolow Exew, #) wpi-
duevor wap’ éTépwy kaTd Tobs abrods Tpd-
wous kuplwy yevouévwy éxékTmyTo Tods
SobAovs. Hist. lth. iv. [c. 24.]; where it
is also farther to be observed, that the
same persons were made slaves by con-
quest, and possessed by purchase; by
conquest to the city of Rome, by pur-
chase to the Roman citizen. The gene-
ral first took and saved them, and so
made them his, that is, reduced them
to the will and power of the state from
which he received his commission, and
in whose name and for whose interest
he fought. This state exposed their in-
terest to sale, and so whatever right had
been gained by the conquering sword,
was devolved on the Roman citizen for
a certain sum of money paid to the
state to defray the charges of that war.
Thus every lord or master of a slave so
taken had full power over him, and
possession of him, by right of purchase,
unto which he was first made liable by
conquest. And though not exactly in
that manner, yet by that double right
is Christ become our Lord, and we his
servants.

T 2
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whatever we have, we receive from him as the Master of the properly hishas the rest of his goods. And if Webbe Sto i;ll.resp;ct
family ; we hold of him all temporal and eternal blessings, f’f C}f“SE td'i;’l ‘mavy WF not.hve 1;)f0ur(slelves(:i }lllt 0 1;11; or
Actsiii.ts. which we enjoy in this, or hope for in another life. He is t4e n ttl;s the difference of service a?h {')ee Ohm O'tll Pff'ohp.er y ;on-
1Cor. ii. 8. Prince of life, and by him we live; he is the Lord of glory, and sist77: 7V:e ann?t do ;){ur ownlv.vl S’h u';' the “;1 of ImtV.V 053
2 Thess. ii. We are called by his gospel to the obtaining of the glory of our we are % hrist took upon him: the form of a servant: an
14 Lord. Wherefore he hath us under his dominion; and becomes to give us a proper and perfect example: of that condition, he
our Lord by right of promotion‘ telleth us, I came down from heaven, not to do mine own will, but Johnvi 38.
Lastly, menbwere not anciently sold always by others, but the will of Fim that sent me. TFirst therefore we must conclude
. . AN ..
sometimes by themselves; and whosoever of us truly believe in with t?xe Apostle, reﬂectmg upon thISt s dominion an.d our
Christ, have given up our names unto him. In our baptismal obligation, that none of us liveth to himself, and no man dieth {0 Rom. xiv.
> <) : . . . R v, 8.
Rom. vi. 6, vow we bind ourselves unto his service, that enceforth we will lamself. F or whether we live, we live unto the Lord ; or wﬁ.et/wr 7
1319 not serve sin; but yield ourselves wnto God, as those that are we die, we die unto the Lord: whether we live therefore,.or die, we
2 8 33
alive from the dead, and our members as instruments of righteous- 155 aresﬁw 'Z(;;l"d '9'h i o
ness unto God : that, as we have yielded our members servamts to econdly, the same is neeessary bf’th to enforce a'nd.mwte us
uncleanness and to iniquity unfo iniquity ; even so we should to obedience; to enforce us, as he is #fe Lord, to invite us;.as
yield our members servants to righteousness unto holiness. And Christ the Lord. If we acknowledge ourselves to be his servants,
thus the same dominion is acknowledged by compact, and con- we must bring into captivity every thought to the obedience of 2Cor. x. 5.
. . Christ. He which therefore died, and rose and revived, that he
firmed b enant ; and so Christ becomes our Lord by right . s vived,
o;lj)ll(jligazrio‘:v ’ y e might become the Lord both of the dead and living, maketh
The necessity of believing and professing our faith in this part not that death anid reslugnectu})ln eéiicale?us to any but such as
of the article appeareth, first, in the discovery of our condition; by their service acknowledge that domimnion W_hwh he purchas'ed.
for by this we know that we are not our own, neither our per- He., though he were a Son, yet learned obedience by the things Heb.v.8,9.
1Cor.vi. gons* nor our actions. Know ye not, saith St. Paul, tkat ye are which ke suffc ”edg' and being made perfect, ke “ become the author
19,200 your own ? for ye are bought with a price. And ancient servi- of eternal salvation unto all them that obey him. Thus the con-

tude, to which the Scriptures relate, put the servants wholly in
the possession?6 of their master; so that their persons were as

* [Tn the first edition, “neither our persons, nor our possessions, mor our
actions.”]

76 AobAos kriiud Tt Euuyor: kol Hamep man., And although all relatives be

OUR LORD.

sideration of the power invested in him, and the necessity of the
service due unto him, should force us to-obedience; while the
consideration of him whom we are thus obliged to serve should
allure and invite us. When God gave the Law with fire and
thunder, the affrighted Israelites desired to receive it from
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Moses, and upon that receipt promised obedience. Go thou near, Deut.v. 27.

Bpyavoy wpd bpydvwy, wis & Smnpérys.
Aristot. Polit. lib. 1. cap. 4. §. 2. Té 7e
vdp odud éoTwv Bpyavov olpduror, al
Tob Seomdrov § dobhos, Homep udpiov kal
Bpyavor dopaiperdy T ¥ bpyavoy Gowép
Sobros &pvxos. Id. Eth. Eudem. lib. vil.
cap. 9. §. 3. And again more expressly,
Tis ptv odv f plois Tod JobAov, kal Tis 7
Sbvagus, ke Tobrwv §HAov: 6 yip ui) ab-
70D Ppboe, AN’ EAAov, dvfpwmos 8¢, odTos
dioer Buiiads éomiv* EAMou 8 doTlv Erbpw-
wos, bs v rriiua 7, Gvlpwmes &v. Id.
Polit. lib. 1. cap. 4. §. 6. So that the
definition of a servant according to
Aristotle is, He who, being a man, is
notwithstanding the possession of a

predicated of each other in obliquo, as
¢ Pater est filii pater, et filius patris
filius, dominus est servi dominus, et
servus domini servus;’ yet he observes
2 difference in this, that a servant is
not only ‘servus domini,” but simply
‘domini,” but the master is not simply
‘servi,’ but ‘dominus servi’ ‘O uév
Seumdrns Tob JobAov deowdrys pdvov,
exeivov 8 obw EoTw 6 8¢ Sobhos od udvov
Seamérov JotAds doTw, GAN& Kal BAws
exeivov. Ibid. §. 5. 'The servant then is
so wholly in the possession and for the
use of his master, that he is nothing
else but a living tool or instrument ;
insomuch, says he, that if all tools were

said they to him, and kear all that the Lord our God shall say;
and speak thow unto us, and we will hear it and do it. If they
interpreted it so great a favour to receive the Law by the hands
of Moses; if they made so ready and cheerful a promise of exact
obedience unto the Law. so given; how should we be invited to

like those of Dadalus, or the Tripods
of Vulcan, which the poets feigned to
move of themselves, artificers would
need no under workmen, ner masters
servants.

77 So Aristotle, Eth. Iéb. iv. [e. viii.
§. 29.] wpds &AAov (iv—BovAwdy* and in
the first of his Rhetorics [c. ix. §. 27.]

on the contrary, *EAevfépov 7o puh wpds
EAAov (v,

78 TY (fiv s Bobheral Tis—riis éAev-
Ocplas épyor—eimep Tob BodAov Jvros T
(Giv uh &s BodAetar. Aristot. Polit. 1ih.vi.
cap. 2. [§. 3.] ¢Quid est libertas? pot-
estas vivendi ut velis.” Ci¢c. Parad. [lib.
v.c. i)
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Col. iv. 1.

Lev. xxv.
42.

Col iii. 22,
23, 24.

ARTICLE 11

the same promise, and a better performance, who have received
the whole will of God revealed to us by the Son of Man? who
are to give an account of our performance to the same Man set
down at the right hand of the Father? He first took our nature
to become our brother, that with so near a relation he might

be made our Lord. If then the Patriarchs did cheerfully live 156

in the land of Goshen, subject to the power and command of

Egypt, because that power was in the hand of Joseph their

exalted brother; shall not we with all readiness of mind submit
ourselves to the Divine dominion now given to him who gave
himself for us? shall all the angels worship him, and all the
archangels bow down before him, and shall not we be proud
to join with them?

Thirdly, the belief of Christ’s dominion is necessary for the
regulation of all power, authority, and dominion on earth, both
1n respect of those which rule, and in relation to those that obey.
From hence the most absolute monarchs learn, that the people
which they rule are not their own, but the subjects of a greater
Prince, by him committed to their charge. Upon this St.Paul
doth ground his admonition to masters, ‘Give unto your servants
that whick is just and equal, knowing that ye also have a Master
in heavem. God gave a power to the Israelites to make hired
servants of their brethren, but not slaves; and gives this reason
of the interdiction, For they are my servants which I &rought
Jorth out of the land of Egypt ; they shall not be sold as bondmen.
‘What tenderness then should be used towards those, who are
the servants of that Lord who redeemed them from a greater
bondage, who bought them with a higher price! From hence
those which are subject learn to obey the powers which are
of human ordination, because in them they obey the Lord of
all. Subjects bear the same proportion, and stand in the same
relation to their governors, with servants to their masters: and
St. Paul hath given them this charge, Obey in all things your

masters according to the flesh ; and whatsoever ye do, do it heartily,

as to the Lord, and not unto men ; knowing that of the Lord ye
shall receive the reward of the inheritance : for ye serve the Lord
Christ. Neither do we learn from hence only whom, but also
how, to obey. For while we look upon one Lord in heaven,
while we consider him as the Lord of lords, we regulate our
obedience to them by our service due to him, and so are always
ready to obey, but in the Lord.

OUR LORD.

" Lastly, this title of our Saviour is of necessary belief for
our comfort and encouragement. For being Lord of all, he
is able to dispose of all things for the benefit of those which
serve him. He who commanded the unconstant winds, and
stilled the raging seas, he who multiplied the loaves and fishes,
and created wine with the word of his mouth, hath all creatures
now under exact obedience, and therefore none can want whom

2

-

he undertaketh to provide for: for the same Lord over all is Rom.x.12.

rich unto all that call upon him. Many are the enemies of those
persons who dedicate themselves unto his service; but our ene-
mies are his, and part of his dominjon is therefore given him,
and to continue in him until all his enemies be made his foot-
stool. Great is the power of the lusts of our flesh, which war in
our members ; but his graee is sufficient for us, and the power of
that Spirit by which he ruleth in us. Heavy are the afflictions
which we are called to undergo for his sake: but if we suffer
with him, we shall reign together with him : and blessed be that
dominion which makes us all kings, that he may be for ever
Lord of lords, and King of kings.

After this explication, every Christian may perceive what he
is to believe in this part of the Article, and express himself how
he would be understood when he maketh this profession of his
faith, I believe in Christ our Lovrd. For thereby we may and
ought to intend thus much; I do assent unto this as a certain
and infallible truth, taught me by God himself, that Jesus Christ,
the only Son of God, is the true Jehovah, who hath that Being
which is originally and eternally of itself *, and of which all
other beings do essentially depend: that by the right of emana-

157 tion of all things from him, he hath an absolute, supreme,

and universal dominion over all things, as God: that as the
Son of Man he is invested with all power in heaven and earth ;
partly economical, for the completing our redemption, and the
destruction of our enemies, to continue to the end of all things,
and then to be resigned to the Father; partly consequent unto
the union, or due unto the obedience of his passion, and so

{* This must be taken so as not to contradict what is said at p. 238, that ¢ the
¢ Divine essence, which Christ had as the Word, before he was conceived by the
“ Virgin Mary, ke had not of himself, but by communication from God the
¢ Father :” and that “ Jesus Christ cannot be a person subsisting in the Divine
“¢ nature originally of kimself.” In the passage now before us, the antecedent to
who is not Jesus Christ, but Jehovah. Jesus Christ is not self-originated, but he
is one with the self-originated Jehovah.]
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ARTICLE III.

eternal, as belonging to that kingdom which shall have no end.
And though he be thus Lord of all things by right of the first
creation and constant preservation of them, yet is he more
peculiarly the Lord of us who by faith are consecrated to his
service : for through the work of our redemption he becomes
our Lord both by the right of conquest and of purchase; and
making us the sons of God, and providing heavenly mansions for
us, he acquires a farther right of promotion, which, considering
the covenant we all make to serve him, is at last completed in
the right of a voluntary obligation. And thus I believe in Christ
our Lord. )

ARTICLE IIL

Whick was concewed by the Holy Ghost, born of the
Virgin Mary.

THESE words, as they now stand, clearly distinguish the
conception of Jesus from his nativity, attributing the first to

the Holy Ghost, the second to the blessed Virgin: whereas

the ancient Creeds made no such distinction ; but without any
particular express mention of the conception, had it only in this
manner, who was born by the Holy Ghost of the Virgin Mary ; or
of the Holy Ghost and the Virgin Mary? ; understanding by the

79 ¢ Deum Judeei sic preedicant solum, p.479.] Maximus Taurin. Chrysol. Ethe-
ut negent filium ejus; negent simul 2ius Uzam. Author Symb. ad Catechum.
cum eo unum esse qui natus est de So also Venantius Fortunatus. From

Spiritu Sancto ex Maria Virgine.” No-
vatign. ‘Qui natus est de Spiritu Sancto
ex Maria Virgine.” Rufin. in Symb.
[§- 9. p. cevi.] ¢ Natus de Spiritu Sancto
et Maria Virgine.” 8. August. Enchirid.
ad Laurent. cap. 34, 37, et 38. [vol. vi.
pp. 209-211.] as also the Council of
Francford in Sacrosyllabo. ¢ Natus est
per Spiritum Sanctum ex Virgine Ma-
ria.” 8. August. de Fideet Symb. [vol. vi.
p- 155 C.] ‘Nonne de Spiritu Sancto et
Virgine Maria Dei filius unicus natus
est ¥ S. August. de Preedest. Sanct. cap.
15. [§. 30. vol. x. p. 810 A.] Et paulo
post,” ¢ Quia natus est de Spiritu Sancto
ex Maria Virgine." ¢Qui natus est de
Spiritu Sancto et Maria Virgine.” S.
Leo, Epist. x. cap. 2. [Bp. xxiv. vol. i

whence Fulgentius de Fide ad Petrum
Diaconum ;: ¢ Natum de Spiritu Sancto
ex Maria Virgine, in symbolo accep-
tum, et corde ad justitiam credit, et ore
ad salutem sancta confitetur ecclesia.’
[p- 505.] ¢Item preedicandum est quo-
modo Filius Dei incarnatus est de Spi-
ritu Sancto ex Maria semper Virgine.’
Capitul. Caroli 82. and Alcuinus, de
T'rin. Uib.iii. cap. 1.  ‘Dicitur in sym-
bolo catholicee fidei, quod Christus de
Spiritu Sancto et ex Maria Virgine sit
natus.’” In the ancient MS. transcribed
by the learned Archbishop of Armagh,
Tov yevwnfévra éx mvebpatos &ylov xal
Maplas 7#s mapfévov. So Paulus Samo-
satenus in his fifth proposition ; *Incos
6 yerwnblels ék mvedparos dyiov kal Maplas






