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ARTICLE IIIL

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 III.

Which was conceived 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 Mary79 ; understanding by the

79 ¢ Deum Judzi sic predicant solum, p.479.] Maximus Taurin. Chrysol. Ethe-
ut negent filium ejus; negent simul rius Uzam. Author Symb. ad Catechum.
cum eo unum esse qui natus est de So also Venantius Fortunatus. From
Spiritu Sancto ex Maria Virgine.” No- whence Fulgentins de Fide ad Petrum

WHICH WAS CONCEIVED.

word Jorz, not only the nativity, but also the conception and
generation. This is very necessary to be observed, because
otherwise the addition of a word will prove the diminution of the
sense of the Article. For they which speak only of the operation
of the Holy Ghost in Christ’s conception, and of the manner
of his birth, leave out most part of that which was anciently
understood under that one term of being &orn of the Holy Ghost
and of the Virgin Mary.

That therefore nothing may be omitted which is pertinent to
express the full intent, and to comprehend the utmost significa-
tion of this Article, we shall consider three Persons mentioned,
so far as they are concerned in it. The first is He who was
conceived and born ; the second, He by whose energy or opera-
tion he was conceived ; the third, She who did conceive and
bear him.

For the first, the relative in the front of this carries us clearly
back unto the former Article, and tells us that he which was

158 thus conceived and born was Jesus Christ, the only Son of God.

And being we have already demonstrated that this only Son is
therefore called so, because he was begotten by the Father from
all eternity, and so of the same substance with him ; it followeth
that this Article at the first beginning, or by virtue of its con-
nexion, can import no less than this most certain, but miraculous
truth, that he which was begotten by the Father before all
worlds, was now in the fulness of time econceived by the Holy
Ghost, and born of the Virgin Mary®e. Again, being by the
conception and birth is to be understood whatsoever was done
toward the production of the human nature of our Saviour;
therefore the same relative, considered with the words which

vation. ‘Qui natus est de Spiritu Sancto
ex Maria Virgine.” Rufin. in Symb.
[§. 9. p. cevi.] ¢ Natus de Spiritu Sancto
et Maria Virgine.” S. 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 Fide et Symb. [vol. vi.
p. 155 C.] ‘Nonne de Spiritu Sancto et
Virgine Maria Dei filius unicus natus
est -8, August. de Proedest. 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. &8.
Leo, Epist. x. cap. 2. [Ep. xxiv. vol, i,

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 praedicandum est quo-
modo Filiug Dei incarnatus est de Spi-
ritu Sancto ex Maria semper Virgine.’
Capitul. Carole 82. and Alcuinus, de
I'rin. Uid. iii. cap. 1. “Dicitur in sym-
bolo catholicze fidei, quod Christus de
Spiritu Sancto et ex Maria Virgine sit
natus.” In the ancient MS. transcribed
by the learned Archbishop of Armagh,
Tov yevvmbévra éx wvebpatos &ylov ral
Maplas Tiis map8évov. So Paulus Samo-
satenus in his fifth proposition ; *Iycods
6 yevvnbeis éx mvebuaros aylov kal Maplas

follow it, can speak no less than the incarnation of that person.

And thus even in the entry of the Article we meet with the

7is mapf8évov. These words, omitted in
the Nicene Creed, were put in by the

- Council of Constantinople, upon the

occasion of the Apollinarian heresy, as
was observed by Diogenes Bishop of
Cyzicum in the Council of Chalcedon ;
Oi yép dyior maTépes of perd Tabra, TO
éoapxdln, b elwov of Eyior év Nuwkala wa-
Tépes, doaphvicay eimdytes, ék mvelparos
&ylov kai Maptas Tijs wapévov. Mansi vi.

p- 632 D.] In the several expositions-.

among the sermons de Tempore, falsely

attributed to St. Augustin, ¢ Qui con-
ceptus est de Spiritu Sancto, natus ex
Virgine Maria.” So Eusebius Gallicanus,
Homil. de Symbolo. [p. 553 F.] And
from thence it hath so continued, as we
now read it, Which was conceived by the
Holy Ghost, born of the Virgin Mary.

80 ¢ Huic, quem dudum de Patre na-
tum ineftabiliter didicisti, nunc a Spi-
ritu Sancto templum fabricatum intra

_secreta uteri virginalis intellige.” Rufin,

[Tn-Symb. §. g. p. covi.]
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incarnation of the Son of God, that great mystery wrapt up in
that short sentence of St. John, the Word was made flesh.

Indeed the pronoun hath relation not only unto this but to
the following Articles, which have their necessary eonnexion with
and foundation in this third ; for he who was conceived and born,
and so made man, did in that human nature suffer, die, and rise
again. Now when we say this was the Word, and that Word
was God, being whosoever is God cannot cease to be so; it must
necessarily follow, that he was made man by joining the human
nature with the Divine. But then we must take heed lest we
conceive, because the Divine nature belongeth to the Father, to
which the human is conjoined, that therefore the Father should
be inearnate, or conceived and born. TFor as certainly as the
Son was crucified, and the Son alone; so certainly the same Son
was incarnate, and that Son alone. Although the human nature
was conjoined with the Divinity, which is the nature common to
the Father and the Son; yet was that union made only in the
person of the Son. Which doctrine is to be observed against
the heresy of the Patripassians 81, which was both very ancient

81 The heresy of the Patripassians
seems only to have relation to the suf-
fering of our Saviour, because the word
signifies no more than the passion of
the Father. But it is founded in an
error concerning the incarnation, it
being out of question that he which
was made man did suffer, Epiphanius
observes, Noetus was the first which
taught this heresy, who lived 130 years
before him, more or less; and when he
was questioned for it, he denied it ; di&
T pndéva mpd adTod éfeuéoar TavTyrl Ty
wicplav. Heeres. lvil. §. 1. [vol. i. p. 480
A.] But certainly this heresy was
ancienter than Noetus; for the Patri-
passiani are named by St. Cyprian*,
Epist. 73. {p. 130.] and Tertullian his
master chargeth it upon Praxeas: ‘Duo
negotia Diaboli Praxeas Roma procu-
ravit, Prophetiam expulit, et Horesim
intulit ; Paracletum fugavit, et Patrem
crucifixit.” Adwv. Pragw. cap. 1. [p. 501 A.]
And expressing the absurdity of that
opinion ; ‘Itaque post tempus Pater
natus et Pater passus, ipse Deus Domi-

nus omnipotens Jesus Christus predi-
catur.” [Ibid.] cap. 2. And de Prescr.
adv. Heret & ¢ Post hos omnes etiam
Praxeas quidam Heresim introduxit,
quam Victorinus corroborare curavit.
Hie Deum Patrem omnipotentem Jesum
Christum esse dicit, hunc crucifixum
passumque contendit et mortuum ; pra-
terea seipsum sibi sedere ad dextram
suam, cum profana et sacrilega temeri-
tate proponit.’ cap. 53.[p.223 D.] After
Praxeas Noetus taught the same ; *ETda-
pnoe Aéyew Tov warépa memovBéyas, says
Epiphanius : [Heer, lvil. §.1.vol.i. p. 479
D.] and being questioned for it, he an-
swered, T{ yap xoaxdv wemolnra ; &va Ocdy
dotd{w, &a érloTapar, xal odx EAAow
"MW adTod yevvndévra, wewovbéra, dmo-
favdvra. He thought the Father and
the Son to be the same person, and

therefore if the Son, the Father to be’

incarnate. Tiowdropa Tdr XpioTdv &5i-
Sake, Tov adTdy elvar marépa xal vidy xal
&yiov mvedpa. S. Epiph. Anaceph. [vol. ii.
p.- 145 €.] After the Noetiani followed
the Sabelliani. So Philastrius [c. 54.];

* [Tt is however most probable that Noetus preceded Cyprian, since a treatise

was written against him by Hippolytus.]

1 [The last eight chapters of this work were probably not written by Tertullian.]

WHICH WAS CONCEIVED.

and far diffused, making the Father to be incarnate, and be-
coming man to be crucified. But this very Creed was always

¢ Sabellius discipulus ejus, similitudinem
sui doctoris itidem secutus est, unde et
Sabellians postea sunt appellati, qui et
Patripassiant, et Pr ; a Praxea, et
Hermogeniani ab Hermogene, qui fue-
runt in Africa, qui et ita sentientes ab-
jecti sunt ab Ecclesia Catholica.” [Gal-
land. vii. p. 488 E.] So St. Augustin,
¢ Sabelliani dicti sunt quidam heretici,
qui vocantur et Patripassiant, qui dicunt
ipsum Patrem passum fuisse.” Tract. 36.
in Joh. [§. 8. vol. iii. part 2. p. 548 A.]
This I confess is denied by Epiphanius,
who acknowledged Sabellius to have
followed Noetus in many things, but
not in the incarnation or passion of the
Father. SaBeriiarol of T Suota dvofrws
(L &rofiross, id est, Noyriavuls, vel avofite,
id est, Nonv4, as St. Augustin, Novate)
Sofd(ovTes mapd TovTe pdvov® Aéyovot yip
ph wemovBévar Tdy warépa. [Synops. p.
398.] [vol. ii. p. 146 A.] This St. Au-
gustin wonders very much at in Epipha-
nius: ¢ Sebelliant, inquit, similia Noeto
dogmatizantes, preter hoc quod dicunt

" Patrem mon esse passum ; Quomodo de

Sabellianis intelligi potest, cum sic in-
notuerint dicere Patrem passum, ut
Patripassiani quam Sabelliani crebrius
nuncupentur ¥ 8. dugust. de Heeres. 41.
[vol. viil. p.12C.] Indeed the Latin
Fathers generally call the Sabellians
Patripassians ; and not only so, but
Theodoret doth so describe them as pro-
fessing one person, év udv 1 maAwd, &s
warépa vopoberiioal, év 3¢ Th Kawf, os
vidy dvavBporioa. [Her. Fab.] U4b. i
cap. 9. [vol. iv. p. 223 D.] After the
Sabelliani succeeded in the same heresy
the Priscillianistz, as appeareth by Pope
Leo, who shews tiey taught but one
Person of the Father, Sen, and Holy
Ghost : ¢ Quod blasphemie genus de
Sabellii opinione sumpserunt, cujus dis-
eipuli etiam Patripassiani merito nun-
cupantur: quia si ipse est Filius qui
et Pater, crux Filii Patris est passio, et
quicquid in forma servi Filius Patri

159 thought to be a sufficient confutation of that fond opinions?,

obediendo sustinuit, totum in se Pater
ipse suscepit.’ Zpist. xciii. cap. 1. [al.
Ep. xv. p. 450.] Thus the Patripassian
heresy, beginning from Praxeas and
Hermogenes, was continued by Noetus,
Sabellius; and Pris¢illianus, and mingled
with all their several heresies, the sum
and substance of which is thus well set
down by Victorinus ; © Patripassiani
Deum solum esse dicunt quem nos Pa-
trem dicimus ; ipsum solum exsistentem
et effectorem omnium, et venisse non
solum in mundum, sed et in carmem, et
alia omnia qua nos Filium fecisse dici-
mus*.’ [adv. Arium, lib. i. p. 202 C.]
82 It appeareth plainly that TFertul-
lian confuted Praxeas, by reducing him
to these words of the Creed. For when
he had first declared, ¢ Nos unicum qui-
dem Deum credimus (which was the
-ebjection of Praxeas) sub hac tamen
dispensatione, quam oixovopiar dicimus,
ut unici Dei sit et Filius sermo ipsius,
qui ex ipso processerit, per quem omnia
facta sunt, et sine quo factum est nihil,’
then he subjoineth, ‘Hunc missum a
Patre in Virginem, et ex ea natum
hominem et Deum, filium hominis et
filium Dei, et cognominatum Jesum
Christum. Hunc passum, hunc mor-
tuum et sepultum seeundum Scripturas,
et resuscitatum a Patre, et in coelos
resumptum, sedere ad dextram Patris,
venturum judicare vivos et mortues.’
And that we may be assured that he
used these words out of the Creed, it
followeth, ‘Hanc regulam ab initio
Evangelii decucurrisse, &c.” Adw. Praa.
cap. 2. [p. o1 B.] This is yet farther
evident out of Epiphanius, who tells us
the eastern doctors confuted Noetus in
the same manner, by reducing him to
the words-of the Creed. “Eva @ebv Sofd-
(ouev kol abdrof, (just as Tertullian;
¢ Nos unicum quidem Deum credimus,’)
GAN’ o5 ofdauey ducalws Sotdlew kal &va,
Xpiotdy Exouev, dAN &s oldaper €va Xpi-
otby vibv @cot, wdborra kaldbs Emaler,

* [The fullest history of these doctrines is given by Wormins in his Historia
Sabelliana : and it may be observed, that the opponents of Praxeas may have
charged him with the Patripassian heresy, as a necessary consequence of his
doctrines, though he may not himself have avowed it.]
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ARTICLE III.

in that the incarnation is not subjoined to the first, but to the
second Article; we do not say, I belicve in God the Lather
Almighty, which was conceived, but in his only Son, our Lord,
which was conceived by the Holy Ghost.

First then, we believe that he which was made flesh was the

- Word, that he which took upon him the nature of man was not

1Tim. ii. 5.

1 Cor. xv.
21,

Gen. iii. 15,

Gen. xxii.
18,

Gal. iii. 16.
[Ps. exxxii.

11.]
Rom. i. 3.

Matt. i, 1.

Heb. ii. 16,
7.

the Father, nor the Holy Ghost, nor any other person but the
only-begotten Son. And when we say that person was conceived
and dorn, we declare he was made really and truly man, of the
same human nature which is in all other men who by the ordi-
nary way of generation are conceived and born. For the Medi-
ator between God and man is the Man Christ Jesus : that since by
man came death, by man also should come the resurrection of the
dead. As sure then as the first Adam and we who are redeemed
are men, so certainly is the second Adam and our Mediator
man. Ile is therefore frequently called the Son of Man, and in
that nature he was always promised : first to Eve, as her seed,
and consequently her Son: then to Abraham, In thy seed shall
all the nations of the earth be blessed ; and that seed is Christ, and
so he is the Son of Abraham : next to David, as his Son fo si¢
upon kis throne ; and so he is made of the seed of David, according
to the flesh, the Son of David, the Son of Abrakam, and conse-
quently of the same nature with David and with Abraham.
And as he was their Son, so are we his brethren, as descending
from the same father Adam; and therefore it behoved him to be
made like unto kis brethren. Tor he laid not hold on the angels,
but on the seed of Abrakam ; and so became not an angel, but
a man,

&mobavévra Kabbs &wébaver, dvacrdyra, bili et smpassibili:’ and then gives the

WHICH W48 CONCEIVED.

As then man consisteth of two different parts, body and soul,
so doth Christ: he assumed a body, at his conception, of the
blessed Virgin.
and blood, he also himself likewise took part of the same. The
verity of his body stands upon the truth of his nativity®3; and
the actions and passions of his life shew the nature of his flesh.

He was first born with a body which was prepared for kim, of
the same appearance with those of other infants; he grew up
by degrees, and was so far from being sustained without accus-
tomed nutrition of our bodies, that he was observed even by his
enemies to come eating and drinking, and when he did not so,
he suffered hunger and thirst. Those plowers never doubted of
the true nature of his flesh, who ploughed upon kis back and made
long furrows. The thorns which pricked his sacred temples, the
nails which penetrated through his hands and feet, the spear
which pierced his sacred side, give sufficient testimony of the
natural tenderness and frailty of his flesh. And lest his fasting
forty days together, lest his walking on the waters and tra-
versing the seas, lest his sudden standing in the midst of his

160 Disciples when the doors were shut, should raise an opinion that

his body was not true and proper flesh, he confirmed first his
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Forasmuch as the children are partakers of flesh Heb. ii.14.

own Disciples, Feel and see, that a spirit hath not flesh and bones Luke xxiv.

as you see me to have.
Christ, so must we confess him to have come in the verity of
our human nature, even in true and proper flesh. With this
determinate expression was it always necessary to acknowledge
him: for every spirit, that confesseth Jesus Christ come in the
Jlesk, is of God ; and every spirit, that confesseth not Jesus Christ
come in the flesh, is not of God. 'This Spirit appeared early in
opposition to the apostolical doctrine; and Christ, who is both

éveAddvra els 7Ov odpavdy, Syra év detid
7ol marpds, épxduevor rpivar (dvras xal
verpots. Heres, Ivil. §. 1. [volii. p. 480
€.] And when the argument of Ter-
tullian against Praxeas, and the Greeks
against Noetus, drawn from the Creed,
did not sufficiently convince the Patri-
passians, the Church of Aquileia, to
exclude them wholly, added these two
words to the first Article, ‘nvisibilem,
and tmpassibilem. Invisibilem, to shew
he was not incarnate ; dmpassibilem, to
shew he was not crucified. So Ruffinus
in the conclusion of his exposition upon
these words, Credo in Deum Patrem om-
nipotentem, addeth, < His additur invisi-

reason, ‘Sciendum quod duo isti ser-
mones in Ecclesiz Romanz symbolo
non habentur. Constat autem apud nos
additos hereseos causa Sabellii, illius
profecto quee a mnestris Patripassiani
appellatur, id est, qua Patrem ipsum
vel ex Virgine natum dicit, et visibilem
factum, vel passum affirmat in carne.
Ut ergo excluderetur talis impietas de
Patre, videntur heec addidisse majores,
ot invigibilem Patrem atque impassibi-
lem dixisse. Constat enim Filium, non
Patrem, in carne et ex carne natum, et
ex nativitate carnis Filium visibilem et
passibilem factum.’ [p. cciii.]

God and man, was as soon denied to be man, as God. Simon
Magus, the arch-heretic, first began, and many after followed

him 84,

83 ¢Marcion, ut carnem Christi nega-
ret, negavit etiam nativitatem; aut, ut
nativitatem negaret, negavit et carnem :
scilicet, ne invicem sibi testimonium
redderent et responderent nativitas et
caro; quia nec nativitas sine carne, nec
caro sine nativitate.’ Tertul. de Carne
Christs, cap. 1. [p. 307 B.]

84 Simon Magus first made himself
to be Christ; and what he feigned of
himgelf, that was attributed by others
unto Christ. ¢ Dixerat se in monte Sina
Legem Mosi in Patris persona dedisse
Judzeis, tempore Tiberii in Filii persona
putative apparuisse.’ 8. August. [Hee-
res. 1.]* So St. Cyril represents him,

i [Th;;g words are rejected by the Benedictine editors, See vol. viil. p. 5

note 6.]

As therefore we believe the coming of 39

1John iv.
2, 3.
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Lukeii. 52.

Luke xxii,
42.

Matt. xxvi.
38.

Luke xxiii.
46.

ARTICLE IIL

And certainly, if the Son of God would vouchsafe to take the
frailty of our flesh, he would not omit the nobler part, our soul,
without which he could not be man. For Jesus increased in
wisdom and stature ; one in respect of his body, the other of his
soul. Wisdom belongeth not to the flesh, nor can the know-
ledge of God, which is infinite, increase: he then whose know-
ledge did improve together with his years, must have a sub-
jeet proper for it, which was no other than a human soul. This
was the seat of his finite understanding and directed will, dis-
tinet from the will of his Father, and consequently of his Divine
nature; as appeareth by that known submission, No# my will,
but thine be done. This was the subject of those affections and
passions which so manifestly appeared in him: nor spake he
any other than a proper language, when before his suffering he
sald, My soul is exceeding sorrowful, even unto death. This was
it which on the cross, before the departure from the body, he
recommended to the Father, teaching us in whose hands the
souls of the departed are: for when Jesus had cried with a loud
woice, he said, Father, into thy hands I commend my spirit; and
having said thus, he gave up the ghost. And as his death was
nothing else but the separation of the soul from his body, so the
life of Christ as Man did consist in the conjunction and vital
union of that soul with the body. So that he which was perfect
God, was also perfect man, of a reasonable soul and human flesh
subsisting ¥. Which is to be observed and asserted against the
ancient heretics®5, who taught that Christ assumed human flesh,

* [This does not merely mean “ consisting of a reasonable soul and human flesh,”
but subsisting is to be taken by itself for having a real and substantial existence,
bpeaTds.]

. WHICH WAS CONCEIVED.

but that the Word or his Divinity was unto that body in the
place of an informing soul.

Thus the whole perfect and complete nature of Man8¢ was
assumed by the Word, by him who was conceived and born of a
woman, and so made a Man. And being the Divine nature
which he had before, could never cease to be what before it was,
nor ever become what before it was not; therefore he who was
God before by the Divine nature which he had, was in this
incarnation made man by that human nature which he then
assumed ; and so really and truly was both God and man#7.
And thus this third Article, from the conjunction with the
second, teacheth us no less than the two natures really distinct

Oir & aapk), dANG Soxfioel, bs Xpwotdy
*Incody pavévra. Cuatech. 6. [§. t5. p. 96
A.] From this déknois of his inven-
tion arose the heresy of the Acxnral.
For Saturnilus or Saturninus followed
his disciple Menander with his ‘puta-
tive tantum hominem,” as Irenzus, and
‘in phantasmate tantum venisse,’ as Ter-
tullian speaks. After him Valentinus
and his followers, Epiphanes, Isiderus,
and Secundus; then the Marcosians,
Heracleonitz and Ophite, Cerdon, Mar-
cion, Lucanus, and generally the Mani-
chees. Those were the Aoxnral or dav-
raciaczaf, all conspiring in this, that
Christ was not really what he appeared,
nor did truly suffer what he seemed to

endure. This early heresy appearcth
by the opposition which St. Ignatius
made unto it in his Epistles.

85 Of this kind two several sects were
most remarkable, the Arians and the
Apollinarians. Arius taught that Christ
had nothing of man but the flesh, and
with that the Word was joined. “Apeios
3¢ gdpra udvny wpbs dmexpudly 7ijs Oed-
TTos Suohoyelr avtl 3¢ 70 Eowlev &
Ty &vlpdmwov, Tovréori Tis Ywxhs, TOV
Adyov & 7f caprl Aéye yeyovévar S.
Athanas. de Adv. Christi. {contra Apol-
lin. ii. §. 3. voL. i. p. 942 C.] So Feli-
cianus the Arian, in Vigilius de Unitate
Trin. cap. 17. [p. 348.] “Ita enim a
majoribus nostris semper est traditum,

in Christ incarnate.

quod Christi -corpus ad vicem anime
communis ipsius Filii Dei habitus ani-
marit ; nec accensione animalis spiritus
indigens fuerit, cui inhabitans fons vite
potuit conferre quod vixit.’” Eunomius
followed him in this particular: *Apetos
3¢ kal Edvduios odua utv abrdy Epacay
eiAnpévas, BebryTa 88 Yuxis évnpyneévar
7w xpelav. Theod. cont. Heeret. lib. v.
cap. 11. [vol. iv. p. 278 D.] Apollinaris
distinguished between the soul and the
mind, the Yux# and the vods, and ac-
knowledged that the Word assumed the
body and the soul or Yux4 of man, but
not the mind or spirit, or the vo?s, but
the Word itself was in the place of that.
¢ Apollinaristas Apollinaris instituit, qui
de anima Christi ab Ecclesia Catholica
dissenserunt, dicentes, sicut Ariani,
Deum Christum carnem sine anima
suscepisse. In queastione testimoniis
Evangelicis victi, mentem, qua ratio-
nalis est anima hominis, non fuisse in
anima Christi, sed pro hac ipsum ver-
bum in ea fuisse, dixerunt.” This was
then the clear difference betwixt the
Arian and Apollinarian heresy : < Apol-
linariste quidem carnis et anime natu-
ram sine mente assumpsisse Deum cre-
dunt, Ariani vero carnis tantummodo.’
Facun. 1id. ix. [c. 3. p. 762 C.] So that
two things are to be observed in the
Apollinarians, their philosophy and their
divinity: their philosophy, in making
man consist of three distinct parts, the
body, the soul, and the mind; their
divinity, in making the human nature
of Christ to consist but of two, the body

and the soul, and the third to be sup-
plied by the Word. Which is excel-
lently expressed by Nemesius de Nat.
Hom. in respect of his philosophy: Twés
utv, Gv éorl kal TAwrives, &AAY elvas
Thy Yuxhw, kal Aoy TOv vovv Soyua-
Tioavres, &k Tplwy Tdv &vbpwmov uverTd-~
var BolAovrai, gduatos, kai Yvxys, ral
vot. Ols fiorotBnoe kal *AmoAAwdpios &
Tiis Aaodiwelas yevduevos érlokomos Toi-
Tav ydp wnkduevos Tdv feuéhioy Ths oi-
kelas 36Ens, kal T& Aowd mpoawroddunce
watd 7O olkeiov dbyua. [c. 1. p. 466 B.]
And by Theodoret in respeot of his
divinity : Zapkefijver 8¢ Tdy Ocdy Epnae
Adyor, cdua kal Yuxhy GveAnpdra od
THy Aeywkhy, GAAG Thy EAoyor, B Puoi-
whw, fyowr (wTuchy, Twes évopdfovor.
Tov 8¢ votv YAAS TL mapd THy Yuxiw elva
Aéywv, odi Epnaev dveirpbas, GAN Gpré-
gt Ty Pelay plow eis TO wAnplow Tob
vot Thv xpelay. [Hamret. Fab, iv. 8. vol,
iv. p. 240 D.]

86 ‘Quid a Patre Christus acceperat,
nisi quod et induerat? hominem sine
dubio, carnis animeque texturam.” Ter-
tul. de Resur. Carnis, cap. 34. [p. 346 A.]
‘Hoc toto credente jam mundo, puto
quod et D@mones confiteantur Filium
Dei natum de Maria Virgine, et carnem
nature humane atque animam susce-
pisse.” 8. Hieron. Apol. 2. adv, Ruffinum.
[vol. ii. §. 4. p. 493 B.]

87 Niw 83 émepdyn awbpdmos abrds od-
Tos & Advyos, & pdves hupw, @eds re ral
v8pwmos. S, Clem. Alex. ad Gentes. [vol.

icLp. 7]
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For if both natures were not preserved complete and distinet
in Christ, it must be either by the conversion and transubstan-
tiation of one into the other, or by commixtion and confusion of
both into one. But neither of these ways can consist with the
person of our Saviour, or the office of our Mediator. For if we
should coneeive such a mixtion and confusion of substances as
to make an union of natures, we should be so far from acknow-
ledging him to be both God and man, that thereby we should
profess him to be neither God nor man, but a person of a
nature as different from both, as all mixed bodies are distinct
from each element which concurs unto their composition. Be-
sides, we know there were in Christ the affections proper to
the nature of man, and all those infirmities which belong to us,
and cannot be conceived to belong to that nature of which the
Divine was but a part. Nor could our humanity be so com-
mixed or confounded with the divinity of our Saviour, but that
the Father had been made man as much as the Son, because
the Divine nature is the same both of the Father and the Son.
Nor ought we to have so low an esteem 88 of that infinite and
independent Being, as to think it so commixed with, or im-
mersed in, the creature.

Again, as the confusion, so the conversion of natures is im-
possible.  For, first, we cannot with the least show of pro-
bability conceive the Divine nature of Christ to be transub-
stantiated into the human nature; as those whom they call
Flandrian Anabaptists in the Low Countries at this day main-
tain. There is a plain repugnancy even in the supposition: for
the nature of man must be made, the nature of God cannot
be made, and consequently cannot become the nature of man.
The immaterial, indivisible, and immortal Godhead cannot be
divided into a spiritual and incorruptible soul, and a carnal and
corruptible body; of which two humanity consisteth. There is
no other Deity of the Father than of the Son; and therefore if
this was converted into that humanity, then was the Father
also that man, and grew in knowledge, suffered, and died. We

WHICH WAS CONCEIVED.

must not therefore so far stand upon the propriety of speech,
when it is written, The Word was made flesh 8%, as to destroy the
propriety both of the Word and of the flesk.

62 Secondly, we must not, on the contrary, invent a conversion

of the human nature into the Divine, as the Eutychians of old
did fancy. For sure the incarnation could not at first eonsist in
such a conversion, it being unimaginable how that which had
no being should be made by being turned into something else.
Therefore the humanity of Christ could not at the first be made
by being the Divinity of the Word. Nor is the incarnation so
preposterously expressed, as if the flesh were made the Word,
but that the Word was made flesh. And if the manhood were
not in the first act of incarnation converted into the Divine
nature, as we see it could not-be; then is there no pretence
of any time or manner in or by which it was afterward% so

88 ¢ Absit ita credere, ut conflatili
quodam genere duas naturas in unam
arbitremur redactas esse substantiam ;
hujusmodi enim commixtio partis utrius-
que corruptio est. Deus enim qui ca-
pax est, non capabilis, penetrans, non
penetrabilis, implens, non implebilis,

qui ubique simul totus, et ubique diffu-
sus est per infusionem potentiz suw,
misericorditer nature mixtus est hu-
mane, non humana natura naturz est
mixta Divin®.” Leporius Libel. Emend.

[e. iv. p. 397 D.]

89 In that proposition, ‘O Adyes cdpk
&yévero, there hath been strange force
used by men of contrary judgments,
and for contrary ends, as to the word
éyévera. The Socinians endeavouring
to prove it can have no other sense
than simply fuit, the Word was flesh :
the Flandrian Anabaptists stretching it
to the highest sense of factum est, the
‘Word was made flesh. It is confessed
that the verb yivesfa: in the use of the
Greek language is capable of either in-
terpretation : it is also acknowledged
that the most ancient interpreters were
divided in their renditions. For the
Syriac rendered it 21 RID1 RDYM
Et verbum caro fuit; the ancient Latin,
Et verbum caro factum est. It cannot
be denied but in the Scriptures it hath
been used indifferently in either sense.
And the same old vulgar translation
in some places renders it, as the Syriac
doth here, Matt. x. 16. Tiveafe odv ¢pd-
vipor &s ol dpes, Estote ergo prudentes
siout serpentes ; and 25. Aprerdv 7§ ua-
On7h va yéymrar s 6 Siddoraros adTod,
Suficit discipulo ut sit sicut magister
¢jus. From whence it is evident that
they placed not the force in the signifi-
cation of the word ~yives8a:, but in the
circumstance of the matter in which it
was used. Howsoever, neither of these
interpretations prove either of these
opinions. For if it be acknowledged
that the Word was flesh, and it hath

PEARSON.

been already proved and presupposed
by St. John in his precedent discourse,
that the Word had a former being ante-
cedent to his being flesh; it followeth,
that he which was before the Word,
and was not flesh, if after he were
flesh, must be made such., And so
the Socinian observation falls, Again,
if he which was made flesh was the
Word, and after he was made such was
still the Word, as certainly he was, and
is still the same; then his being made
or becoming flesh can no way evacuate
that nature in which he did before sub-
sist. And so the Flandrian interpreta-
tion is of no validity.

90 This was the proper opinion of
Eutyches, as appeareth by his own con-
fession in the Council of Chalcedon.
‘Oporoy®d éx dbo ploewy yeyevijobar Tov
Kipov fudv mpd 7hs &vdaews, perd ¢
™ wow ulay ¢plow uokoys. Act. I.
[Mansi vi. p. 744 B.] Two distinct
natures he confessed at first ; but when
the union was once made, he acknow-
ledged but one. But when that union
was made, he expressed not, nor could
his followers agree ; some attributing it
to the conception, some to the resur-
rection, others to the ascension. How-
soever, when they were united, his
opinion clearly was, that the human
nature was so absorpt into the divine,
so wholly made the same, that it ceased
wholly to be what it was, and so there

U
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transubstantiated. Vain therefore was that old conceit of
Eutyches, who thought the union to be made so in the natures,
that the humanity was absorbed and wholly turned into the
Divinity, so that by that transubstantiation the human nature
had no longer being. And well did the ancient Fathers, who
opposed this heresy, make use of the sacramental union between
the bread and wine and the body and blood of Christ, and
thereby shewed, that the human nature of Christ is no more
really converted into the Divinity, and so ceaseth to be the
human nature, than the substance of the bread and wine is
really converted into the substance of the body and blood, and
thereby ceaseth to be both bread and wine. From whence it is
by the way observable, that the Church in those days understood

WHICH WAS CONCEIVED.

163 Being then he which is conceived was the only Son of God,

and that only Son begotten of the substance of the Father, and
so always subsisted in the Divine nature; being by the same
conception he was made truly man, and consequently assumed
an human nature; being these two natures cannot be made one
either by commixtion or conversion, and yet there can be but
one Christ subsisting in them both, because that only Son was
he which is conceived and born: it followeth, that the union
which was not made in the nature, was made in the person of
the Word; that is, it was not so made, that out of both natures
one only should result, but only so, that to one person no other
should be added. '

Nor is this union only a scholastic speculation, but a certain

no such doctrine as that of transubstantiation9:,

was but one, that is the divine, nature
remained. This is sufficiently expressed
by St. Leo, who was the strongest op-
poser of him, and speaketh thus of his
opinion, Serm. 8. de Nativ. [vol. i. p.
171.] ‘Hic autem recentioris sacrilegii
profanus assertor unitionem guidem in
Christo duarum confessus est naturarum ;
sed ipsa unione id dixit effectum, ut ex
duabus una remaneret, nullatenus alte-
rius exsistente substantia.’ And the
Eranistes in the Dialogue of Theodoret
arguing for that opinion, being urged
to declare whether in that union one
nature was made of them both, or one
remaining, the other did not so, an-
swered plainly, ’Eyd Thr fedtnra Adyw
pepevnrévas, kaTamobivar 8¢ mwd Tabrys
Ty &lpwndryre, [Dial. il. vol. iv.
p. 77 A.]

91 There can be no time in which we
may observe the doctrine of the ancients
go clearly, as when they write professedly
against an heresy evidently known, and
make use generally of the same argu-
ments against it. Now what the heresy
of Eutyches was is certainly known, and
the nature of the sacrament was gene-
rally made use of as an argument to
confute it. Gelasius Bishop of Rome
hath written an excellent book against
Eutyches, De duabus naturis in Christo,
in which he propoundeth their opinion
thus: ‘Eutychiani dicunt unam esse
naturam, id est, divinam ; and, ¢ Sola
exsistente deitate, humanitas illic esse

jam destitit.” That then which he dis-
putes against is the transubstantiation
of the human nature into the divine.
The argument which he makes use of
against it is drawn from the eucharist ;
¢Cerle sacramenta que sumimus corporis
et sanguinis Christi divina res est, prop-
ter quod et per eadem divine efficimur
consortes naturz: et tamen esse non
desinit substantia vel natura panis eb
vini. Et certe imago et similitudo cor-
poris et sanguinis Christi in actione
mysteriorum celebrantur. Satis ergo
nobis evidenter ostenditur, hoc nobis
in ipso Christo Domino sentiendum,
quod in ejus imagine profitemur, cele-
bramus, et sumimus, ut sicut in hanc,
scilicet, in divinam, transeant, Sancto
Spiritu perficiente substantiam, perma-
nente* tamen in suz proprietate naturz;
sic illud ipsum mysterium principale,
cujus nobis efficientiam virtutemque
veraciter repreesentant, ex quibus con-
stat proprie permanentibus, unum Chris-
tum, quia integrum verumque, perma-
nere demonstrant.” [p. 641 B.] In which
words it is plain he affirms the union of
the human nature of Christ to be the
principal mystery, the representation of
that mystery to be in the sacrament of
the eucharist: he concludes from thence,
that as in the representation the sub-
stance of the bread and wine remaineth
in the propriety of their own nature,
so the human nature of Christ in the
greater mystery doth still remain. In

* [f(;r. legendum est, permanentia, Routh, Script. Eccles. Opuse. ii, 139.]

the margin of this place in the Biblio-
theca Patrum there is printed Caute, as
if there could be any danger in observing
the sense of the Fathers, when they
speak so expressly and considerately.
In the same manner we find a disputa-
tion between an Heretic and a Catholic
in the second dialogue of Theodoret,
[vol. iv. p. 85 B.] where Eranistes, as
an heretic, asks Orthodoxus by what
namés he calls the bread and wine after
congecration ; who answers, the body
and blood of Christ: from whence Era-
nistes argues, “Qomep Tolvur T4 oluBora
100 deomorinod odupatés TE Kol dinaros
¥ANa v elol wpd Tis lepaTind)s mkAfoews,
perd 8¢ ve Thy émlkAnow peTaBdANeTas
kal érepa ylverars ofitw TO BesmoTicdy
ocdpa perd THY GvdAqyw €ls Thr odsiay
pereBAROn Thy Oelav. As the symbols of
the body and blood of Christ are one
thing before consecration, and after that
change their name, and becone another ;
30 the body of Christ after his ascension
s changed into the Divine substance. To
this Orthodoxus answers, ‘EdAws als
S¢nves tpwvow, You are taken in your
own nets. OUSE yap perd Ty dyraoudy T4
wooTikd obuBora Tis olkelas étioTaTal
doews, pdves vap &l Tiis wporépas obaias,
kal 7o oxhuatos, kal Tob eldovs, wal
dpatd éoTi kal Gmwra, ola kal mprepov
fv.  The bread and wine even after
consecration leave not their own na-
ture, but remain in their former sub-
stance, shape, and form. In the same
manner, kel éreivo T cdua TH utv wpd-
Tepov eldos Exet kal oxipa kal Teprypaphy,

ral GrafamAds elmelv, Thy Tob oduaTes
obatav. The body of Christ hath the
same form, figure, and shape, and indeed
the same bodily substance. And when
Eranistes still objects, that the bread is
called the body, and not bread, Ortho-
doxus answers that he is mistaken ; 0J
vdp odua pérov, GANG kal Hpros (wis
ovopdletal, ofitws abTds 6 Kipios mpoo-
nydpevae, kal adTd 3¢ odua Oeiov bvo-
pdfouev oéua. For it is not only called
the body, but also bread of life, and the
body itself we call the Divine body. Who
sees not then that Theodoret believed
no more that the bread is converted
into the body, than that the body is
converted into the Divinity of Christ?
Who perceives not that he thought the
bread to be as substantially and really
bread after the consecration, as the body
of Christ is really a body after his ascen-
sion? The same argument is used by
St. Chrysostom upon the same occasion
against the Apollinarians in his Epistle
ad Casarium, notyet published in Greek,
and by Ephraimus in Photii Bibliotheca
against the Eutychians. As therefore
all the peracroryeiwats of the sacramen-
tal elements maketh them not cease to
be ofthe same nature which before they
were ; so the human nature of Christ,
joined to the Divine, loseth not the
nature of humanity, but continueth
with the Divinity as a substance in
itself distinct ; and so Christ doth sub-
sist not only exr, but in duabus naturis,
as the Council of Chalcedon determined
against Eutyches.

U2
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and necessary truth, without which we cannot have one Christ,
but two Christs, one Mediator, but two Mediators; without
which we cannot join the second Article of our Creed with the
third, making them equally belong to the same person; without
which we cannot interpret the sacred Scriptures, or understand
the history of our Saviour. For certainly he which was before
Abraham, was in the days of Herod born of a woman ; he which
preached in the days of Noah, began to preach in the reign of
Tiberius, being at that time about thirty years of age; he was
demonstrated the Son of God with power, who was the seed of
David according to the flesh ; he who died on the cross, raised
bim from the dead who died so, being put to death through the

Rom. ix. 5. flesh, and quickened by the Spirit ; he was of the fathers according

to the flesh, who was God over all blessed for ever. Being these
and the like actions and affections ecannot come from the same
nature, and yet must be attributed to the same person; as we
must acknowledge a diversity of matures united, so must we
confess the identity of the person in whom they are conjoined,
against the ancient heresy of the Nestorians?, condemned in the
council of Ephesus.

92 This heresy doth most formally
contradict these words of the Creed,
because it immediately denies this
truth, that the eternal Son of God was
conceived and born. And in vain did
Nestorius seek not only to avoid it in
the Nicene Creed, but to make use of
the words of the Creed even against the
unity of the Person of Christ. St. Cyril
had well objected the series, order, and
consequence of that confession : YE¢n 7
Gyla kol weydAn Suvddos, adTdv TOV ér
Deod Narpds katd Plow vidy povoyevi,
Ty ek OcoD &AnOwob Oedv &ANBwdv, TO
P@s T & Tob PwTds, Tov 8’ ob 76 wdvTa
wemwoinker 6 TMaThp, KaTebeiy, caprwbivai
7€ Kkal évavfpwmioal, wafely, &vaoTivar
7§ Tplry Huépa, xal dvedety eis obpavols,
[Epist. v. vol. v. pt. ii. p. 25 D. The
words after dvactivar are not in Au-
bert’s edition.] The strength of this
objection lies in this, that Christ, the
only-begotten Son, begotten of the Fa-
ther before all worlds, was incarnate.
The answer of Nestorius was in this
manner : icTedouer els TOv Kipioy fudv
ooty XpioTdy, Tdv vidy abred Ty
wovoyer® oxbmyooy Swws Ingods, Xpe-

orbs, Kkal uoveyevds, ol vids, mpbrepov
0évres, T& Kowd Tis Gebryros wal drbpwmd-
TNTOS, bs feuerlovs, dvduara, Tdre THY Tis
&vavBpwmhoews, kal Tob wdfovs, rkal THs dva-
ordoews, émoirodouovol wapddosw. [Ibid.
p- 26 B.] And the strength, or rather the
weakness, thereof is this: that first the
Council placed the names of Jesus,
Christ, and the only-begotten Son,
names common to the divinity and
humanity of Christ; and then upon
them built the doctrine of his Incar-
nation. Whereas it is evident that,
supposing the only-begotten a term com-
mon to the humanity and divinity, yet
the Council clearly expounds it of the
eternal generation, adding immediately,
begotten of his Father before all worlds ;
neither is there any word between that
exposition and the Incarnation, but
such as speak wholly of Christ as God.
Therefore that only-begotten Son, who
was begotten of his Father before all
worlds, descended from heaven, and
was incarnate. Thus St. Cyril in his
second Epistle to Nestorius, and Nesto-
rius in his second to him. Which mis-
take of his seems yet more strange to
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BY THE HOLY GHOST.

By the Holy Ghost.

HAVING thus despatched the consideration of the first
Person concerned in this Article, and the actions contained in it
so far as distinctly from the rest they belong to - him, we descend
unto the other two concerned in the same; and first to him
whose operation did precede in the conception, the Holy Ghost.
‘Which second part some may think to require a threefold con-
sideration ; first, of the conception; secondly, of the Person;
thirdly, of the operation. But for the Person or existence of
the Holy Ghost, that is here only mentioned obliquely, and
therefore to be reserved for another Article, where it is pro-
pounded directly. And for the coneeption itself, that belongeth
not so properly to the Holy Ghost, of whom the act cannot be
predicated. For though Christ was. conceived by the Holy Ghost,
yet the Holy Ghost did not conceive him, but said unto the
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Virgin, Zhou shalt conceive. There remaineth therefore nothing Luke i. 3:.

proper and peculiar to this second part, but that operation of
the Holy Ghost in Christ’s conception, whereby the Virgin was
enabled to conceive, and by virtue whereof Christ is said to be

concetved by him,

Now when we say the conception of our Saviour was wrought
by the operation of the Spirit, it will be neecessary to observe,
first, what is excluded by that attribution to the Spirit; secondly,
what is included in that operation of the Spirit.

For the first of these, we may take notice in the salutation of

the Angel, when he told the blessed Virgin she should conceive
and bring forth a Son, she said, How shall this be, seeing I know Luke i. 24.
not @ man! By which words she excludeth first all men, and

me, when I consider in the same Epistle
of Nestorius that fundamental truth as-
serted, which of itself sufficiently, nay,
fully confutes his heresy: for he ac-
knowledgeth the name of Christ to be
aradods kal wadnTis odolas &v movadikg
mposdre mpoayoptay onpartichy, [Ibid.
p. 26 E.] and consequently Christ him-
self to be a single person in a double
nature, passible and impassible : which
once granted, it evidently followeth,
that he which was born from eternity
was also born in time, for by those
several nativities he had those several
natures ; that he which was impassible

as God, might and did suffer as man,
becaunse the same person was of an im-
passible and a passible nature ; impas-
sible as God, passible as man., Where-
fore by that which Nestorius hath con-
fessed, and notwithstanding that which
he hath objected; it is evident out of
the Nicene Creed, that the Son of God,
begotten of his Father before all worlds,
was incarnate and made man ; and as
evident out of the Apostles’ Creed, es-
pecially expounded by the Nicene, that
the same only-begotten Son was con-
ceived by the Holy Ghost, and born of
the Virgin Mary,
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then herself: all men, by that assertion, I know not a man ;
herself, by the question, How shall this be, secing it is so?
First, our Melchizedeck had no father on earth; in general, not
any man; in particular, not Joseph. It is true, Ais mother
Mary was espoused to Joseph : but it is as true, before they came
together she was found with child of the Holy Ghost. We read
in St. Luke, that e parents brought the child Jesus into the
Temple : but these parents were not the father and the mother,
but as it followeth, Joseph and his mother marvelled at those
things whick were spoken of him. It is true, Philip calleth him
Jesus of Nazareth, the son of Josepk ; and which is more, his
mother said unto him, Bekold, thy futher and I have sought thee
sorrowing®: but this must be only the reputed father of Christ,
he being only, as was supposed, the son of Joseph, which was the
son of Heli. Whence they must needs appear without all excuse,
who therefore affirm our Saviour to have been the proper son of
Joseph, because the genealogy belongs to him; whereas in that
very place where the genealogy begins, Joseph is called the
supposed father. Iow can it then therefore be necessary Christ
should be the true son of Joseph, that he may be known to be
the son of David, when in the same place where it is proved
that Joseph came from David, it is denied that Christ came from
Joseph? And that not only in St. Luke, where Joseph begins,
but also in St. Matthew, where he ends the genealogy. Jacod

begat Joseph the husband of Mary, of whom was born Jesus, who is 165

called Christ93. Howsoever then the genealogies are described,
whether one belong to Joseph, the other to Mary, or both to
Joseph, it is from other parts of the Scriptures infallibly certain,
not only that Christ descended lineally from David according to
the flesh, but also that the same Christ was begotten of the
Virgin Mary, and not by Joseph.

Secondly, as the blessed Virgin excluded all mankind, and
particularly Joseph, to whom she was then espoused, by her
assertion, so did she exclude herself by the manner of the ques-
tion, shewing that of herself she could not cause any such con-

93 Tndeed in our tramslatien, whom original it evidently belongs to Mary ;
may relate to both, as well as one, and Tdv "lwohe Tdv &rdpa Mapias, é s &yer-
to Joseph as well as Mary; but in the »48y 'Inoobs.

* [Jesus might be thought to have tacitly alluded to this incorrect expression
of his mother, when he said to her, “Wist ye not that I ought te be in my
¢ Father's house ¥ for-so the words év 7ols Tob marpds pov ought to be translated.]
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ception. Although she may be thought the roof of Jesse, yet
could she not germinate of herself; thoungh Eve were the mother
of all living, yet generation was founded on the divine benedic-
tion which was given to both together: For God blessed them, Gen.i. 28.
and said wnto them, Be fruitful and multiply, and replenish the
earth. Though Christ was promised as the Seed of the woman,
yet we must notf imagine that it was in the power of woman to
conceive him. When the Virgin thinks it impossible she should
conceive because she knew not a man, at the same time she con-
fesseth it otherwise as impossible, and the Angel acknowledgeth
as much in the satisfaction of his answer, For with God nothing Lukei. 37.
shall be impossible. God then it was who immediately and
miraculously enabled the blessed Virgin to conceive our Saviour ;
and while Mary, Joseph, and all men are denied, no person
which is that God can be excluded from that operation*,
But what is included in the conception by the Holy Ghost, or
how his operation is to be distinguished from the conception of
the Virgin, is not so easily determined. The words by which it
is expressed in Scripture are very general: first, as they are
delivered by way of promise, prediction, or satisfaction to Mary;
The Holy Ghost shall come upon thee, and the power of the Highest Luke i. 33.
shall overshadow thee: secondly, as they suppose the conception
already past; When his mother Mary was espoused to Joseph, Mats. i. 18.
before they came together, she was jfound with ckild of the Holy
Ghost ; and give satisfaction unto Joseph, Fear not to take unto Matt.i. 2o.
thee Mary thy wife, for that whick is conceived in kher is of the

. Iloly Ghost. Now being the expressions in the Seriptures are

so general, that from thence the operation of the Spirit cannot
precisely be distinguished from the concurrence of the Virgin,
much less shall we be able exactly to conclude it by that late
distinction, made in this Article, conceived by the Holy Ghost,
born of the Virgin; because it is certain that the same Virgin
also conceived him, according to the prophecy, Thou shalt con-
cetve and bear a Son: and therefore, notwithstanding that dis-
tinction, the difficulty still remains, how he was conceived by
the Spirit, how by the Virgin. Neither will any difference of
prepositions9* be sufficient rightly to distinguish these opera-

94 Ag, ¢ conceptus de Spiritu Sancto, indeed hath delivered a distinction be-
natus ex Maria Virgine.” St. Augustin tween de and ex, after this manner,

* [This last sentence is in the Latin translation, ‘ Excludi tamen nequit ab hac
operatione persona illa, que est ille Deus.’]
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tions. Wherefore there is no other way to bound or determine
the action of the Holy Ghost, but by that concurrence of the
Virgin which must be acknowledged with it. For if she were
truly * the mother of Christ (as certainly she was, and we shall

speaking to those words of the Apostle,
¢ Quoniam ex ipso, € per ipsum, et in
ipso, sunt omnie. Ex {pso non hoc sig-
nificat quod de ipso. Quod enim de
ipso est, potest dici ex ipso ; non autem
omne quod ex ipso est, recte dicitur de
ipso. Ex ipso enim ccelum et terra,
quia ipse fecit ea ; non autem de ipso,
quia non de substantia sua. Sicut ali-
quis homo si gignat filium, et faciat
domum, ex ipso filius, ex ipso domus ;
sed filius de ipso, domus de terra et lig-
no.” De Nat. Boni adv. Manich. cap.
26, 2. [vol. viil. p. 508 C.] This dis-
tinction having no foundation in the
Latin tongue, is ill made nse of for the
illustration of this Article, because in
the Greek language of the Testament
there is no such diversity of prepositions;
for as we read of Mary, é fis éyervhn &
*Inaods, so also of the Holy Ghost, efpéby
& yaarpl Exovoa ék wreduatos dylov, and
7d &v abrii yevvnliv éx wreduards éoTw
aylov, It is therefore said as well ér
mveduatos, as éx Maplas. Again, the
Vulgar observeth no such difference, as
rendering for the one, de qua natus est
Jesus, and for the other, in utero habens
de Spiritw Sancto. Correspondently in
the Greek Creeds, ovAAng8évTa ek myved-
paros, yevvn0évra éx Maplas, or as in the
Nicene, é wreduaros kol Mapias. And
the Latin not only de Spiritu Sancto ex
Maria Virgine, but sometimes de Spiritu
Sancto et Maria Virgine, and de Maria
Virgine. Chrysologus and St. Augustin
often de T'rinitate. Wherefore in vain
have the Schools first accepted of St.
Augustin’s distinction, and then applied
it to Christ’s conception, first taking the
preposition de to signify no less than a
procession from the substance of the
cause, and then acknowledge Christ so
begotten of the Holy Ghost,gbecause the
eternal Son, who was so begotten, was
of the same substance with the Holy
Ghost. Thus Thomas Aquinas has de-
livered the subtilty, Sum. p. iii. ¢. 32.
a. 2. ‘In Spiritu Sancte duplex habi-

tudo consideratur respectu Christi. Nam
ad ipsum filium Dei, qui dicitur esse
conceptus, habet habitudinem consub-
stantialitatis; ad corpus autem ejus
habet habitudinem cause efficientis.
Hac autem prepositio de utramque
habitudinem designat, sicut cum di-
cimus hominem aliquem esse de suo
patre. Et ideo convenienter dicere
possumus Christum esse conceptum de
Spiritu Sancto hoc modo, quod efficien-
tia Spiritus Sancti referatur ad corpus
assumptum, consubstantialitas vero ad
personam assumentem.” But this dis-
tinction of consubstantiality and effec-
tive causality can make nothing for the
propriety of the phrage ; for the prepo-
sition de signifieth the material cause as
well as the efficient, it must do so in
respect of that which is the effect, if it
require that the thing which is made be
made of the substance of that de quo
est: then must Christ, according unto
that which is made, be made of the sub-
stance of the Holy Ghost ; or, to speak
in the words of the Scripture, ¢ Quod in
ea natum est, de Spiritu Sancto est.’
‘Where either that which was conceived
in the Virgin must be acknowledged of
the substance of the Holy Ghost, or else
the preposition de must not be taken in
St. Augustin’s sense. Howsoever, being
there is but one preposition éx, common
to both in the original Greek; being
the Vulzar translation useth de indif-
ferently for either; being where they
have distinguished de and ex, they have
attributed ex, which doth not signify
consubstantiality, to the Virgin, of
whom they confess he did assume the
substance of his body, and de, which
signifieth (as they say) consubstantiality,
to the Holy Ghost, of whose substance
he received nothing ; it followeth, that
the difference in the prepositions can no
way declare the different concurrence
of the Spirit and the Virgin in Christ’s
conception.

* [In the first edition it is ““truly and properly.”}

BY THE HOLY GHOST.

hereafter prove), then is there no reason to deny to her in respect
of him whatsoever is given to other mothers in relation to the

166 fruit of their womb; and consequently, no more is left to be

attributed to the Spirit, than what is necessary to cause the
Virgin to perform the actions of a mother. When the Scripture
speaketh of regeneration, or the second birth, it denieth all
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which Dbelongeth to natural procreation, describing the soms ¢f Johni. 1o,

God as begotten not of bloods, nor of the will of the flesk, nor of the 'S

will of man, but ¢f God: and in the incarnation of our Saviour,
we remove all will or lust of the flesh, we deny all will of man
concurring ; but as the &/oods in the language of the Hebrews
did signify that substance of which the flesh was formed in the
womb, so we acknowledge in the genération of Jesus Christ, that
he was made of the substance of his mother.

But as he was so made of the substance of the Virgin, so
was he not made of the substance of the Holy Ghost, whose
essence cannot at all be made. And because the Holy Ghost
did not beget him by any communication of his essence, there-
fore he is not the father of him, though he were conceived
by him. And if at any time I have said, Christ was begotten
by the Holy Ghost of the Virgin Mary¥, if the ancients speak
as if he generated9® the Son, it is not so to be understood, as if
the Spirit did perform any proper act of generation, such as is
the foundation of paternity.

Again, as the Holy Ghost did not frame the human nature of
Christ out of his own substance, so must we not believe that he
formed any part of his flesh of any other substance than of the
Virgin. For certainly he was of the fathers according to the
flesh, and was as to that truly and fotally the Son of David
and of Abraham. The Socinians, who will acknowledge no
other way before Christ’s conception by which he could be the
only-begotten Son of God, have been forced to invent a strange
conjunction in the nature of Christ: one part received from the
Virgin, and so consequently from David and from Abraham,
from whom that Virgin did descend; another framed by the

95 As Chrysologus, Serm. 57. [p. mundo solus aperit quid est, quod Spi-
7o3 C.] “Ubi Spiritus generat, Virgo ritus generat, Virgo coneipit, Virgo
parturit, totum divinum geritur, nihil parit.’ [p. 707 F.]
humnanum.” Et Serm. 62, ¢ Stupenti

* [Such expressions occurred oftener in the first edition, but were altered into
““ conceived by the Virgin Mary.”]
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Spirit, and conjoined with it9; by the one part of which
humanity he was the Son of Man, as by the other part he was
the Son of God.

The belief of this is necessary to prevent all fear or suspicion 167

of spot in this Lamb, of sin in this Jesus. Whatsoever our
original corruption is, howsoever displeasing unto God, we may
be from hence assured there was none in him, in whom alone
God hath declared himself to be well pleased. Wko can bring
a clean thing out of an wunclean ? saith Job; a clean and un-
defiled Redeemer out of an unclean and defiled nature? He
whose name is Holiness, whose operation is to sanctify, the
Holy Ghost. Our Jesus was like unto us in all things as born
of a woman, sin only excepted, as conceived by the Holy Ghost.

96 ¢ Deus ipsemet ad sanguinem Marize
addidit aliam materiam, ex quibus de-
inde Christus conceptus et natus est.’
Smalcius, de vero et natwrali Dei Filio,
cap. 2. [p., 17.] ¢ Verum manet ge-
nerationem et hanc dici posse, qua-
tenus in Deum ea cadere potest, si ad
sanguinem Marie addita sit ex parte
Dei materia, ex qua cum sanguine
Marize juncta natus sit Christus.” Ibid.
cap. 3. What this was thus added to
the substance of the Virgin, he else-
where explains: ¢ Nos Dei virtutem in
Virginis uterum aliquam substantiam
creatam vel immisisse aut ibi creasse
afirmamus, ex qua, juncto eo quod ex
ipsius Virginis substantia accessit, verus
homo generatus fuit.” This he doth not
only without any authority affirm, but
ground upon it the Sonship of Christ.
For so it follows: ‘Alias enim homo
ille Dei filius a conceptione et nativitate
proprie non fuisset.” And again, ‘Ne-
cessitas magna fuit ut Christus, ab initio
vite sue esset Dei Filius, qualis futurus
non fuisset, nisi Dei virtute aliquid
creatum fuisset, quod ad constituendum
Christi corpus una cum Mariz sanguine
concurrit.” Thus while they deny the
eternal generation of the Son, they
establish a temporal in such manner as
is not consonant with that word which
they pretend wholly to follow, and have
made a body of Christ partly descending
from the Father, partly not: and
whereas as man he is like to us in all
things, sin only excepted, they have
invented a body, partly like ours, partly

not, and so in no part totally like,
Indeed some of the ancients did speak
so as to make the Holy Ghost the semen
Dei: as Tertullian; ‘Ergo jam Dei

filius ex Patris Dei semine, i. e. Spiritu, -

ut esset et hominis filius, caro ei sola
erat ex hominis carne sumenda sine viri
semine. Vacabat enim viri semen apud
habentem Dei semen.” De Carne Christi,
cap. 18. [c. 17. p. 311 B.] And St. Hi-
lary calls it ¢ sementivam ineuntis Spi-
ritus efficaciam.” De Trin. Uib. ii. cap.
26. [p. 8or C.] But in this they only
understood the operation of the Spirit,
loco seminis. And whosoever spake of
any proper semen, they abhorred; as
appears by the 191st sermon De Tem-
pore; [al. 236. §. 4. vol. v. App. p.
388 G.] ‘Nec, ut quidam sceleratissimi
opinantur, Spiritum Sanctum dicimus
pro semine fuisse, sed potentia et vir-
tute Creatoris operatum.” I know not
whether be the greatest folly ; to make
the Holy Ghost the Father, as these

men have done, by creating part of his

body by way of seminal conjunetion ; or
to make the same Spirit Mother of
Christ, as the Nazareans did. ‘In
Evangelic Hebreorum quod lectitant
Nazarzi, Salvator inducitur loquens,
Modo me arripuit mater mea, Spiritus
Sanctus.” There is only this difference,
that one is founded upon no authority
of Scripture, the other upon the autho-
rity of a pretended, but no Scripture :
the one maketh the Holy Ghost a par-
tial, the other a total, mother.

BY THE HOLY GHOST.

This original and total sanctification of the human nature was
first necessary, to fit it for the personal union with the Word,
who, out of his infinite love, humbled himself to become flesh,
and at the same time, out of his infinite purity, could not defile
himself by becoming sinful flesh. Secondly, the same sancti-
fication was as necessary in respect of the end for which he
was made man, the redemption of mankind: that as the first
Adam was the fountain of our impurity 97, so the second Adam

299

should also be the pure fountain of our righteousness. God Rom.viii3.

sending his own Son in the likeness of sinful flesh, condemned sin
wn the flesk ; which he could not have condemned, had he been

sent in sinful flesh. The Father made %im to be sin for us, who 2 Cor.v.21.

knew no sin, that we might be made the righteousness of God in
him ; which we could not have been made in him, but that he

did no sin, and knew no sin. For whosoever is sinful wanteth a 1Pet.ii.22.

Redeemer; and he could have redeemed none, who stood in

need of his own redemption. We are redeemed with the precious 1 Pet.i. 19.

blood of Christ: therefore precious, because of @ Lamb without
blemish, and without spot. Our atonement can be made by no

other High-Priest than by him who 4s Zoly, harmless, undefiled, Heb.vii6.
and separate from sinners. We cannot know that he was manifested 1Johniii.5.

to take away our sins, except we also know that i Zim is no sin%.
‘Wherefore, being it is so necessary to believe the original holi-
ness of our human nature in the Person of our Saviour; it is as
necessary to acknowledge that way by which we may be fully
assured of that sanctity, his conception by the Holy Ghost.
Again, it hath been observed?9, that by this manner of
Christ’s conception is declared the freedom of the grace of God.
For as the Holy Ghost is God, so is he also called the gift
of God: and therefore the human nature in its first original,
without any precedent merit, was formed by the Spirit, and
in its formation sanctified, and in its sanctification united to

97 ¢Tllud unum peccatum, quod tam
magnum in loco et habitu tante felici-
tatis admissum est, ut in uno homine
originaliter, atque, ut ita dixerim, radi-
caliter, tobum genus humanum damna-
retur, non solvitur ac diluitur, nisi per
unum Mediatorem Dei et hominum,
hominem Christum Jesum, gui solus
potuit ita nasci, ut ei non opus esset
renasci” S. August. Enchir. cap. 48. [§.
14 vol. vi. p. 214 B _

98 ‘In quo non est peccatum, ipse
venit auferre peccatum. Nam si esset
in illo peccatum, auferendum esset illi,
non ipse auferret.’ 8. August. [In Ep.
Joan. Tract. iv. §. 8. vol. iil. pt. ii
p- 854 E]

99 By 8t. Augustin; ‘Ex hoe, quod
de Spiritu Sancto est secundum homi.
nem nativitas Christi, quid aliud quam
ipsa gratia demonstratur? Enchir. cap.

37. [p- 211 B.]
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the Word ; so that the grace was co-existent, and in a manner
connatural with it!. The mystery of the incarnation is frequently
attributed in the Scriptures to the love, mercy, and goodness of
God. Through the tender mercy of our God the day-spring jfrom
on high hath visited ws: in this, the kindness and love of God our
Saviowr toward man appeared. And though these and such other
Scriptures speak properly of the love and mercy of God to man
alone, offered unto him in the incarnation of our Saviour, and so
directly exclude the merits of other men only; yet because they
speak so generally with reference to God’s mercy, they may well
be thought to exclude all merit universally. Especially consider-
ing the impossibility of merit in Christ’s humanity?, in respect
of his conception; because all desert necessarily precedeth its
reward, and Christ was not man before he was conceived, nor
can that merit which is not.

Thirdly, whereas we are commanded to be holy, and that
even as he is holy; by this we learn from what fountain this
holiness must flow. We bring no such purity into the world,
nor are we sanctified in the womb; but as he was sanctified at
his conception, so are we at our regeneration. Ie was conceived
not by man, but by the Holy Ghost ; and we are born not of blood,
nor of the will of the flesk, nor of the will of man, but of God. The
same overshadowing power which formed his human nature,
reformeth ours ; and the same Spirit3 assureth us a remission of
our sins, which caused in him an exemption from all sin. He
which was born for us upon his incarnation, is born within us
upon our regeneration®.

1 * Modus iste quo natus est Christus
de Spiritu Sancto non sicut filius, et
de Maria Virgine sicut filius, insinuat
nobis gratiam Dei, qua homo, nullis
precedentibus meritis, in ipso exordio
natura sue que. esse ceepit, Verbo Deo
copularetur in tantam personz unita-
tem, ut idem ipse esset filius Dei qui
filius hominis, et filius hominis qui filius
Dei: ac sic in nature humana suscep-
tione fieret quodammodo ipsa gratia iili
homini naturalis, quee nullum peccatum
posset admittere. Quze gratia propterea
per Spiritum Sanctum fuerat signifi-
canda, quia ipse proprie sic est Deus, ut
dicatur etiam Dei donum.” 8. 4ugust.
Enchir. cap. 40. [p. 212 D.]

2 ¢Cum ad naturam Dei non pertineat
humana natura, ad personam tamen

unigeniti Filii Dei per gratiam pertinet
humana natura; et tantam gratiam, ut
nulla sit major, nulla prorsus sequalis.
Neque enim illam susceptionem hominis
ulla merita preecesserunt, sed ab illa
susceptione merita ejus cunecta coepe-
runt.’ 8. August. Tract. 82. in Joan.
[vol. iii. part ii. p. 707 A.]

38 ¢<Ea gratia fit ab initio fidei sue
homo quicunque Christianus, qua gra-
tia homo ille ab initio suo factus est
Christus. De ipso Spiritu et hic rena-
tus, de quo est ille natus. Eodem Spi-
ritu fit in nobis remissio peccatorum,
quo Spiritu factum est ut nullum habe-
ret ille peccatum.” S. Aug. de Pred.
Sanct. cap. 15. [§. 31. vol. x. p. 810 C.]

4 “Nolite desperare ; quod semel na-
tum est ex Maria, quotidie et in nobis
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BORN OF THE VIRGIN MARTY.

All which considered, we may now render a clear explication
of this part of the Article, whereby every person may under-
stand what he is to profess, and express what is the object of
his faith, when he saith, I believe in Jesus Christ, whick was
concewed by the Holy Ghost. For hereby he ought to intend thus
much; I assent unto this as a most necessary and infallible
truth, that the only-begotten Son of God, begotten by the Fa-
ther before all worlds, very God of very God, was conceived and
born, and so made man, taking to himself the human nature,
consisting of a soul and body, and conjoining it with the Divine
in the unity of his Person. I am fully assured that the Word
was in this manner made flesh, that he was really and truly con-
ceived in the womb of a woman, but not after the manner of
men ; not by carnal copulation, not by the common way of human
propagation, but by the singular, powerful, invisible, immediate
operation of the Holy Ghost, whereby a Virgin was beyond the
Law of nature enabled to conceive, and that which was con-
ceived in her was originally and completely sanctified. And in
this latitude I profess to believe in Jesus Christ, whick was con-
cetved by the Holy Ghost,

Born of the Virgin Mary.

THE third person considerable in this third Article is repre-
sented under a threefold description, of her name, condition,
and action. The first telleth uws who it was, it was Mary;
the second informeth us what she was, a Virgin; the third
teacheth us what she did, she conceived and bare our Saviour,
and brought forth the Son of God, which was born of the Virgin
Mary.

The Evangelist, relating the annunciation, taketh particular

01

notice of this name; for shewing how an angel was sent unto @ Lukei.27.

Virgin espoused to o man, he first observeth that his name was
Joseph ; and then that the Virgin’s name was Mary: not for
any peculiar excellency in the name itself, or any particular ap-
plication to the Virgin arising from the origination of it, as some
have conceived®; but only to denote that singular person, which

nascitur. 8. Hieron. Comm. in Psal. Christi: [vol. iii. p. 346 D.] ’Emedir
Ixxxiv. [vol. vii. App. p. 227.] eréxtn b waudlov, wvépace pev adTiy

5 For some have thought the dignity
of the Virgin to be denoted in her
name. As Gregorius Nyssenus (or ra-
ther his interpolator,) Homdl. in Natal.

Maplar, &s v xal S Tiis émwyvulas T
Oeddorov Biaonuavbeln Ths xdpiTos mis-
taking, as I conceive, the origination
of Mary for that of Anna, her mother,



302

Matt. xiii.
55.

John xi. 1.
Mat. xxvii.
56.

John xix.

25.

ARTICLE III

was then so well known to all men, being espoused unto Joseph,
as appeareth by the question of his admiring countrymen, Is zot

this the Carpenter’s son ? Is not his mother called Mary ?

Other-

wise the name was common even at that time to many ; to the
sister of Lazarus, to the mother of James and Joses, to the wife
of Cleophas¥, to the mother of John, whose surname was Mark,
to her which was of Magdala in Galilee, to her who bestowed

73, Thus he thought Grace, others
Dominion, to be contained in her name.
‘H Mopla épunvedetar wupia, GAAL kal
éxnis. Kbpiov vyap ¥rexe Thy éamida Tob
wartds kbéopov Xpietdy. Auctor Homil.
de Laudibus B. Marice, sub nomine Epi-
phanii. [Epiph. vol. ii. p. 292 B.] Tix-
TeL Toryapoby %) xdpis (TobTo yap 7 *Avvd
épunpeberar) THY kvplav: TobTo Yip on-
pafver T3s Maplas 70 dvoua. Damase.
Orthod. Fid. lib. iv. cap. 14. [vol. i. p.
275 B.] ‘Sciendum quod Maria ser-
mone Syro Domina nuncupatur.” 8.
Hieron. de Nom. Hebraicis. So Chry-
sologus ; ¢ Dignitas Virginis annuncia-
tur ex nomine: nam Maria Hebrao
sermone, Latine Domina nuncupatur.
Vocat ergo Angelus Dominam, ut Do-
minatoris genitricem trepidatio deserat
servitutis, quam nasci et vocari Domi-
nam ipsa sul germinis foecit et impe-
travit auctoritas.” Serm. 142. [p. 765 D.]
¢ Sermone Syro Maria, Domina nuncu-
patur, et pulchre, quia Dominum ge-
nuit.” Isidor. Hespal. Orig. lib. vii. cap.
10. [p. 62 E.] The same lsidore, with
others, gives another etymology: ‘Ma-
riw, illuminatrix, sive stella maris ;
genuit enim lumen mundi.’ fb¢d. And
Bernard, Homil. 2. super Missus est,
[p. 31 M.] ¢‘Loquemur pauca et super
hoc nomine, quod interpretatum maris
stella dicitur, et matri Virgini valde
convenienter aptatur. Ipsa namque
aptissime sideri comparatur, quia sicut
sine sui corruptione sidus suum emittit
radium, sic absque sui lesione Virgo
parturit filium.” So far not amiss. But
when from a bad etymology he makes
worse divinity, calling her the Star of
Jacob, and attributing unto her the light

of our minds, the life of our graces, and
extirpation of our vices, (the work of
the Spirit of Christ,) when in the midst
of all our temptations, horrors of con-
science, and depths of despair, he advis-
eth us immediately to a ¢ Respice Stel-
lam, Mariam cogita, Mariam invoca ;’
his interpretation can warrant no such
devotion. This etymology also descend-
eth from St. Jerom, who in his inter-
pretation of the names in Exodus, as
from Philo, ¢ Maria, illuminatrix mea,
vel, illuminans eos, aut smyrna maris,
vel stella maris.” And again, on the
names in St. Matthew, ‘ Mariam plerique
existimant interpretari, illuminant me
isti, vel iluminatrix, vel smyrna maris ;
sed mihi nequaquam videtur. Melius
autem est ut dicamus sonare eam stel-
lam maris, sive amarum mare.” ‘Epunveds
erat mdAw T Mapla oubpra Bardoans.
Homil. de Laudibus B. Marice. [p. 292
B.] ¢ Dicte sunt et ante Marize multe :
nam et Maria soror Aaron dicta fuit,
sed illa Maria amaritudo maris vocaba-
tur.” 8. Ambros. Instit. Virg. cap. 5.
[§. 34. vol. ii. p. 257 B.] Indeed that ab
amaritudine, without the adjection of
mare, is the etymology observed by the
Jews, as appears by the author of the
Life of Mosest, who, relating how Am-
ram took Jochebed to wife, and of her
begat a daughter, addeth mmw Rpm
Y31 DMIRBT AT R0 DY) ) on
w12 on vnd on She wos
called Miriam, because at that time the
Egyptians, who were the offspring of
Cham, made the lives of the sons of Is-
rael bitter. Andin the like manner Seder
Olam, [c. {ii. p. 1g.] Yy DD DV RIPI
Mo ow

* [The wife of Cleophas, and the mother of James and Joses, seem to have been

the same person.

Corapare Matt. xxvii. 56. John xix. 25.]

 [An account of this anonymous work, called non v ©'n' 117, may be

found in Wolff’s Bibliotheca Heb. ii. 12%8.

the Venice edition of 1544.—R. P. 8.]

The words quoted occur in page 2 of
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much labour on St. Paul: nor is there any original distinction Actsxii.io.
between the name of these and of the mother of our Lords.
For as the name of Jesus was the same with Josuah, so this of Rom.xvi6.

170 Mary was the same with Miriam7.

The first of which name

recorded was the daughter of Amram, the sister of Moses and

Aaron, a Prophetess; to whom the bringing of Israel out of
Egypt is attributed, as well as to her brethren.

For I brought

thee up out of the land of Egypt, saith the Lord, and redeemed thee
out of the house of servants ; and I sent before thee Moses, Aaron,

6 This is to be observed, by reason of
some learned men, who make the name
of the Virgin different from that of
others called Mary in the Gospel, lipon
two grounds, in respect of the accent,
and the termination; the one being
Mapidu the other Maple ; the first with
an Hebrew termination, indeclinable,
and the accent in ultima ; the latter
with a Greek termination, declinable,
and the accent in penultima. As,”Ovo-
ua Tijs rapfévoy Mapidu, Luke i. 27, in
the nominative : *Awoypdjacfai edv Ma-
puip, Luke ii. 5, in the dative ; MY ¢o-
Bnbfis maparaBety Mapidu, Matt. i. 20, in
the accusative ; and M#% ¢poBot, Mapidu,
Luke. i. 30, in the vocative case. All
which belong to the Virgin, who is
never named Mapfa ; as none of the rest
by any of the Evangelists is ever called
Mapidu. But notwithstanding this ob-
servation, we find the same Virgin's
name declined : as, Mvnorevfelons Tijs
pnTpds adrod Mapias, Matt. 1. 18, and,
3oy yvvaudl kal Mapia T unrpl 703 Inoot,
Acts i. 14, both which must come from
the Greek termination Mapfa n recto.
And, on the contrary, that Mary which
St. Paul mentioneth hath the same
Hebrew termination with the Virgin,
*Agwdoac@e Mapiay, ¥tis moAAL éxomia-
gev eis nuas. Rom. xvi. 6. Beside, the
Syriac translation makes no difference
between the name of these and of the
Virgin, as, nxr D0 8xnYh1an o0
1py»1 Mark xv. 40.  So again, o"n
RN oY ®’RYTan Matt. xxviii 1.
And therefore there can be no sufficient
foundation for any such distinction.

7 For whereas we first read, Exod.
xV. 20, IR'1371 D0 the LXX. trans-
late it, Mapiap % mwpogpims, and the
vulgar Latin, Maria prophetissa. The
Hebrew first was D)% Mirjam ; the

Syriac altering the pronunciation, not
the letters, D)0 Marjam, as for 51131,
532’2- And because the Greek lan-
guage admitteth no jod consonant, they
pronounced it Mapidu. Though some-
times indeed even the Greeks did use
the barbarous pronunciation in the bar-
barous words, as Lucian with the
Latins makes 'Tovdaios of three sylla-
bles: -
*Yovdaios Erepov pdpov édder AaBdy.
Tragop. v. 172.

Again, because no Greek word endeth
in u, to make it current in that lan-
guage, it was necessary to alter the
termination, according to their cus-
tom ; as for Annibal ’AwviBas, As-
drubal ’AcdpodBas, Amilcar *AufAkas,
and Kdiv, Kdis. This was to be done
sometimes by addition ; as N&x Nayxos,
*ABEN “ABeAos, Aauéx Aduexos, ‘lapéd
*Idpedos, *Evdss *Evwoos, 370 3ibos, *ASdu
YAdapos, *ABpadu “ABpauos and ABpa-
duns. And so for Mapidu, Meapiduun
or Mapidurn. Josephus, Mepidun Tod
woudds &deAd, of Miriam the sister of
Moses ; whom in another place he calls
&deAgphy adrob Mapiduyny. Therefore
he thought the name of Mariamne to be
the same with Miriam. And as the
Greeks were wont to add their own ter-
minations to exotic words, so did they
at other times leave out the exotic ter-
minations, if thereby their own were
left. As for man and i ’Apla and
*Avwa, for NOX and 7113 °Agd and Zapd,
for D ©apd, for Mapidu Mapla.
Wherefore from the Hebrew Mirjam
came, by variety of pronunciation, at
first the Syriac Marjam, and from the
Syriac Marjom, at first, only by the
variation of pronunciation, Mapidu,
then, for the propriety of termination,
Mapla.

Luke viii.
2

Mic. vi. 4.
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and Miriam. As she was exalted to be one of them who
brought the people of God out of the Egyptian bondage ; so
was this Mary exalted to become the mother of that Saviour,
who through the Red sea of his blood hath wrought a plenteous
redemption for us, of which that was but a type : and even with
the confession of the lowliness of an handmaid she seems to bear
that exaltation in her name®.

Beside this name of the blessed Virgin, little hath been dis-
covered tous. Christ, who commended the faith of the centurion,
the love of Mary Magdalene, the excellencies of John the
Baptist, hath left not the least encomium of his mother. The
Evangelists, who have so punctually described the city, family,
and genealogy of Joseph, make no express mention of her rela-
tions, only of her cousin Elizabeth, who was of the tribe of Levi,
of the daughters of Aaron. Although it be of absolute necessity
to believe that he which was born of her descended from the
tribe of Judah, and the family of David; yet hath not the
Scripture clearly expressed so much of her, nor have we any
more than an obscure tradition® of her parents Joacim and
Anna.

8 For though- that interpretation
Domina may seem to come conveniently
enough from w71, yet that being rather
from the Chaldees, cannot so well agree
with Miriam ; nor is the » so properly
added at the end, as to the beginning
of an Hebrew word, where it is usually
in words of simple signification Hee-
mantical. Again, though ©° 1 may
signify Smyrna maris, or Illuminatrie,
which 8t. Jerom rejected ; and Stella
(or rather Stilla, which is properly ")
maris, or amarum mare, which he ra-
ther embraced ; yet these compositions
are not so proper, or probable at all,
especially in a name dissyllable. Though
the Jews themselves deduce it from
n, to signify the bitterness of the
Egyptian bondage, as we read in Mid-
rash Y©Y'Y,* beside the two authors
before quoted, MW D nNrPs
Do nr oenn yet still the addi-

tion of the final mem is not proper; or
if that should stand for o, there were
no good account to be given of the jod.
Whereas if we deduce it from the radiz
DY, with the addition of the Heeman-
tic mem, the notation is evident, and
the signification clear, as of one exalted
above others.

9 I call this a tradition, because not
in the written word ; and obscure, be-
cause the first mention we find of it
was in the fourth century. Epiphaniug
first informs us, who, speaking of Jo-
seph, says he knew thus much : Twaika
utv fdee abthy TH wAdoer, kal OhAear T4
pbaet, wal éx unTpds "Avyys, kal ék TaTpds
Twakelp., Heeres. Ixxviii, §. 17. [vol. i
p- 1049 D.] Again, Ei &yyérovs mpoo-
kuveloOar ob Oéher, whap udAroy THY
and “Aveys yeyevmuéomy, Thv ék Tob
Twakely 77 “Avve dedwpnuévny ; Heres.
Ixxix. §. 5. [p. 1062 C.] where he makes

* [The Midrash ywyn is an exposition of the Canticle of Moses, said to Le
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Wherefore the title added to that name maketh the distine-
tion: for as divers characters are given to several persons by

171 which they are distinguished from all others of the same com-

mon nomination, as Jacob is called Israel, and Abraham the
Friend of God, or Father of the faithful: so is this Mary suffi-
ciently characterized by that inseparable companion of her name,
the Virgin'©, For the full explication whereof more cannot be
required, than that we shew first that the Messias was to be
born of a Virgin, according to the prediction of the Prophets;
secondly, that this Mary, of whom Christ was born, was really
a Virgin when she bare him, according to the relations of the
Evangelists ; thirdly, that being at once the mother of the Son
of God, and yet a Virgin, she continued for ever in the same
virginity, according to the tradition of the Fathers, and the
constant doctrine of the Church.

The obdurate Jew, that he might more easily avoid the truth
of the second, hath most irrationally denied the first; resolved
rather not to understand Moses and the Prophets, than to ac-
knowledge the interpretation of the Apostles. It will therefore
be necessary from those Oracles which were committed unto
them, to shew the promised Messias was to be born after a

of the eleventh century, and takes its name from the first word of Exod. xiv.
30. The Bodleian copy consists of four leaves, and the words referred to are
in the first columm, TwR ATIAYI BN AR 7O DV Y DD NP, A simi-
lar but more important passage may be found in the Midrash Rabbah on Exod.
xvii. 8.—R.P.S.]

mention of the history of Mary, and
the traditions concerning her nativity.
‘H 7Hs Maplas ioTopla, ral wapadioeis
Exovow, 81 dppétn 1§ watpl abris ‘lwa-
kely &v 7§ éphue, 11 ) yuvh gov ouven-
¢vie, &e. Damasc. Orthod. Fid. lib. iv.
cap. 14. et Orig. cont. Cels. de Panthera.*
What this history of Mary was, or of
what authority those traditions were,
we cannot learn out of Epiphanius.
‘What the interpolator of Gregory Nys-
sen’s Homily produceth, he confesseth
taken from apocryphal writings. And
divers of the like relations descended
from the prime and greatest heretics,
The Gnostics had a book among them,
which was called T'évwa Maplas. 8.
Epiph. Heres. xxvi. §. 12. [vol. i. p. 94.]
Amongst the Manichees Seleucus wrote
the history of the Virgin. And the
Protevangelium Jacobi deceived many in
relations of this nature ; among which,
many being certainly false, it is not now
easy (if at all possible) to distinguish

what part of them or particular is true.
‘Quod de generatione Mariee Faustus
posuit, quod patrem habuerit ex tribu
Levi sacerdotem quendam nomine Joa-
chim, quia canonicum non est, non me
constringit,” saith 8t. Augustin, cont.
Faust. lib, xxiii. cap. 9. [vol. viii. p.
427 B.]

10 Tis wote, # év molg yeved TeTéAunxe
kehelv 0 Bvoua Maplas 7is aylas, kol
epwTdbpevos obi ebBbs émfveyre TO mwaplé-
vov; 'EE abT@v vyip Tév émibérwy dvoud-
Twv kal T Gpetiis dmopalvet T& Texufipia.
*Abiduata ptv ydp dvopacidy eiMipacw of
ixator éndaTy mpemdyrws, Kal &s Hpuole,
Kol 7¢ utv *ABpadu mpooerédn 14 ¢iros
@¢od, xal ob diaAvbioeTar 79 8¢ lards,
7d *IopalA kaAeloOas, kal odk GAAowbfoe-
Tat, kal Tols *Amoordhois, 7O Boavepyls,
Toutéoriv, viol Bpovriis, kal obk dwoxaTa-
AewpbfioeTas” kal 7 dyle Mapla, 75 mapbé-
vos, xal ob Tparfgerar, S. Epiph. Heores.
Ixxviii. §. 6. [vol. i. p. 1038 A.]

* [Celsus seems to have mentioned a report, that the Virgin Mary was with
child by a soldier called Panthera. i, 32. p. 350 A.]
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miraculous manner, to be the son of a woman, not of a man,

Gen. iii. 15. The first promise of him seems to speak no less; ke sced of the

Jer. xxxi.
22,

woman skall bruise the serpent’s head: for as the name of seed is
not generally or collectively to be taken for the generation of
mankind, but determinately and individually for that one seed,
which is Christ; so the woman is not to be understood with
relation unto man, but particularly and determinately to that
sex from which alone immediately that seed should come.
According to this first evangelical promise followed that
prediction of the Prophet, The Lord kath created a new thing on
the earth, 4 woman shall compass a man. That new creation of a
man is therefore new, and therefore a creation, because wrought
in a woman only, without a man, compassing a man; which
interpretation of the Prophet is ancient, literal, and clear!?; and
whatsoever the Jews have invented to elude it, is frivolous and
forced. For while they force the phrase of compassing a man,
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eonception, they do not only wrest the Scripture, but contradict
the former part of the promise, making the new creation neither
new, as being often done, nor a creation, as being easy to perform.

But if this prophecy of Jeremy seem obscure, it will be suffi-
ciently cleared by that of Isaiah, Bekold, a Virgin shall conceive,
and bear a Son, and skall call kis mame Emmanuel. The ancient
Jews, immediately upon the promulgation of the Gospel?,

‘172 understanding well how near this place did press them, gave

three several answers to this text: first, denying that it spake
of a Virgin13 at all ; secondly, asserting that it could not belong
to Jesus!4; thirdly, affirming that it was fully completed in the
person of Hezekiah!5. Whereas the original word was trans-
lated & Virgin, by such interpreters as were Jews themselves!s,
some hundred years before our Saviour’s birth. And did not
the notation of the word, and frequent use thereof in the Scrip-

in the latter part of the prediction, to any thing else than a

11 For it is not to be denied that the
proper signification of 11D is circum-
dare, or cingere. R.Judah has observed
but one interpretation of this verb,
R 1y o3 ; and Kimchi testifieth
that all words which come from the root
110 signify incompassing, or circuition.
Therefore those words, 111 1200 71p2
must literally import no less than that
a woman shall encompass, or enclose a
man, which, with the addition of a new
creation, may well bear the interpretation
of a miraculous conception. Especially
considering that the ancient Jews did
acknowledge this sense, and did apply
it determinately to the Messias: as ap-
peareth in Bereshit Rabba, Parash. 89.*
where shewing that God doth heal with
that with which he woundeth, he saith,
as he punished Israel in a virgin, so
would he also heal them with a Virgin,
according to the Prophet, The Lord hath
created a new thing on the earth, a woman

shall compass a man. By the testimony
of R. Huna in the name of R. Idi, and R.
Josuah the son of Levi, monn Tinm
TR @i ‘2w This i3 Messiak the
King, of whom it is written, (Psal. ii. 7.)
This day have I begotten thee. And
again in Midrash Tillim (fol. 4. c. 3.)
upon the 2d Psalm, R. Huna in the
name of R. Idi, speaking of the suffer-
ings of the Messiah, saith, That when
his bour is come, God shall say, by
IR ANDIN NI 10T VI ) Ry
Ty oy I must ereate kim with & new
creation. And so (by virtue of that new
creation) he saith, This day have I be-
gotten thee. From whence it appeareth
that this sense is of itself literally clear,
and that the ancient Rabbing did under-
stand it of the Messias ; whence it fol-
loweth that the later interpretations are
but to avoid the truth which we profess,
that Jesus was born of a Virgin, and
therefore is the Christ.

* [Quoted, to the end of the extract from Midrash Tillim, from Martini Pug,
Fid. p. 284. The Bereshit Rabba referred to is not the well-known work of that
name, but a somewhat apocryphal manuscript, of which Martinus has made great
use in his treatise. Its reputed author is R. Moses Haddarshan, the teacher of the
famous Rashi ; but the passages quoted are entirely contrary to the views of the
Jews in the eleventh century, when he lived. A short summary of the arguments
for and against the possible existence of this work may be seen in Wolff’s Bibl.
Heb. i, p. 818.—R.P.8.]

12 How soon these objections were
made use of by the Jews, will appear
by Justin Martyr, the first writer which
made any considerable explication and
defence of the Christian religion ; who,
in his Dialogue with Trypho the Jew,
shews us what were the objections of
the Rabbins: *Ewel 8¢ duels xal of 5:5d-
okahot Dudy TohudTe Adyew, undé eipi-
ofa & ff mpopnrele Tob ‘Hoalov, *1od,
# mwaplévos & yaoTpl &e, AN, 130D, 7
veanms & yaorpl Mpetai xal TéfeTar vidy
§. 43. [p- 139 E.] And Tertullian,
whose works are full of the divinity of
Justin ; ¢Si quando ad dejiciendos ali-
quos ab hac divina praedicatione, vel
convertere singulos simplices quosque
gestitis, mentiri audetis, quasi non Vir-
ginem, sed juvenculam, concepturam et
parituram Secriptura contineat.’ Adv.
Jud. cap. 9. [p. 192 C.] & adv. Marcion.
1ib. iii. cap. 13. [p. 404 B.]

13 And as they soon began, so did
they go on with this objection : ¢Hodie,
toto jam credente mundo, argumentan-
tur Judei, Esaia docente [de Maria et
virginitate ejus,] Ecce virgo in utero con-
cipiet, et pariet filium, in Hebreo juven-
culam scriptum esse, non eirginem, id
est, halma, non bethula.’ [S. Hieron.
adv. Helvidium, vol. ii. p. 209 A.]

14 ¢ Dicunt Judzi, Provocemus istam
predicationem Esaiw, et faciamus com-
parationem, an Christo, qui jam venit,
competat illi primo nomen quod Esaias

pradicavit, et insignia ejus quz de eo
nunciavit. Equidem Esaias predicat
eum Emmanuelem vocari opertere, de-
hine virtutem sumpturum Damasci et
spolia Samarie adversus regem Assyri-
orum. Porro, inquiunt, iste qui venit,
neque sub ejusmodi nomine est editus,
neque re bellica functus.” Tertul. adv.
Jud. cap. 9. {p. 192 A.]

15 So Justin testifieth of the Jews,
gpeaking to Trypho, and in him to them :
*Etnyeice Ty mpopnreiar &s els "Efexlay
Tov yevbuevoy Spdv Bacinéa. Dial. cum
Tryph. §. 43. [p. 139 E.] And Trypho
replies again to Justin, "ISwuer &s éxer-
vov eis Xpiordv Tov uérepoy dmodeuvbes
elpficbar uels yip els "Efexiav abrdv
Aéyopev mempopnrevodor. Ibid. §. 77.
[p. 174 A] .

16 The LXX. ’I80d % wapbéves év
yagrpl AMfperar. It is true, the rest of
the interpreters, concurring with the
objection of the Jews, translated it,
*ISob % veawss, i. e. adolescentula, or ju-
vencula. But as their antiquity, so
their authority is far short of the
LXX, especially in this case. I shall
not need to shew how the origination of
nnby from ©by proves no less. We
know the affinity of the Punic tongue
with the Hebrew; and by the testimony
of St. Jerom, ¢ Lingua Punica, que de
Hebreorum fontibus manare dicitur,
proprie virgo alma appellatur.” [vol. iv.
p. 109 B.]
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tures persuade it, the wonder of the sign given by the Lord kim-
self would evince as much. But as for that conceit, that all
should be fulfilled in Hezekiah, it is so manifestly and undoubt-
edly false, that nothing can make more for the confirmation of
our faith. For this sign was given and this promise made (e
Virgin shall conceive, and bear a Som) at some time in the reign
of Ahaz. This Akaz reigned but sizteen years in Jerusalem ; and
Hezekiah his son, who succeeded him, was twenty and five years
old when ke began to reign, and therefore born several years before
Ahaz was king, and consequently not now to be conceived when
this sign was given. Thus while the ancient Jews name him
only to fulfil the propheey, in whom it is impossible it should be
fulfilled, they plainly shew, that, for any knowledge which they
had, it was not fulfilled till our Saviour came: and therefore
they cannot with any reason deny but that it belonged unto the
Messias, as divers of the ancient Rabbins thought and confessed ;
and is yet more evident by their monstrous error, who therefore
expected no Messias in Israel!7, because they thought what-
soever was spoken of him to have been completed in Hezekiab.
‘Which is abundantly enough for our present purpose, being only
to prove that the Messias promised by God, and expected by the
people of God, before and under the Law, was to be conceived
and born of a Virgin.

Secondly, as we are taught by the predictions of the Prophets,
that a Virgin was to be the mother of the promised Messias; so
are we assured by the infallible relations of the Evangelists, that
this Mary the mother of Jesus, whom we believe to be Christ,
was a Virgin when she bare him, when she brought forth ker
Jirst-born Son. That she was a Virgin when and after she was
espoused unto Joseph, appeareth by the narration of St. Luke:
For the Angel Gabriel was sent from God to a Virgin espoused
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to & man whose name was Joseph. After the salutation of that
Angel, that she still was so, appeareth by her question, How
shall this be, seeing I know not @ man? That she continued so
after she conceived by the Holy Ghost, is evident from the
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relation of St. Matthew : for when she was espoused unto Joseph, Matt. i. 18.

before they came together, she was found with child of the Holy
Ghost. 'That she was a Virgin not only while she was with

173 child, but even when she had brought forth, is also evident

out of his application of the Prophecy ;. Bekold, a Virgin shall Matt.i. 23.

be with child, and shall bring forth a Som. For by the same
prediction it is as manifest that a Virgin should &ring forth,
as conceive a Son'S. Neither was her act of parturition more
contradictory to virginity, than that former of conception.
Thirdly, we believe the mother of our Lord to have been not
only before and after his nativity, but also for ever, the most
immaculate and blessed Virgin. For although it may be thought
suffieient as to the mystery of the incarnation?9, that when our
Saviour was conceived and born, his mother was a Virgin;
though whatsoever should have followed after could have no
reflective operation upon the first-fruit of her womb; though
there be no farther mention in the Creed, than that he was
born of the Virgin Mary: yet the peculiar eminency and
unparalleled privilege of that mother, the special honour and
reverence due unto that Son, and ever paid by her, the regard
of that Holy Ghost who came upon her, and the power of the
Highest which overshadowed her, the singular goodness and

18 ¢Hme est Virgo quee in utero con- cedat, partus sequatur. Sed si doctri-
cepit, Virgoque peperit filium. Sic nis non creditur sacerdotum, credatur

17 Tt is the known saying of Hillel,
recorded in Sankedrin ¢. Chelek, (fol.
98vo.) M1dw Hrwh mwn Dnh pr
mpiy 001 ymhaR There @8 no Messias
to the Israelites, because they have already
enjoyed him in the days of Hezekiak.
Divers of the later Rabbins endeavour
to mollify these words of Hillel by their
several expositions, but in vain. And
R. Joseph understood him better, who
thought he took away all expectation of
& Messias, and therefore fairly prayed
for him, ‘Condonet Dominus hoc R.

Hillel” Howsoever it appears that
from two principles, whereof one was
false, he gathered that false conclusion.
For first, he thought those words in
Tsaiah were spoken of the Messias:
which proposition was true. Secondly,
he conceived that those words were
spoken of Hezekiah, and fulfilled in
him, which proposition was false. From
hence he inferred, that the Israelites
were not to expect a Messias after He-
zekiah : which conclusion was also false.

enim seriptum est, Ecce Virgo in utero
concipiet, et pariet filium. Non enim
concepturam tantummedo Virginem,
sed et parituram Virginem dixit.” &S.
Ambros. Epist. 4. ad Siricium. [al. Ep.
42.§. 8. vol. ii. p. 964 C.] So he argued
from the prophecy, and St. Augustin
from the Creed: ‘Quo si vel nascente
corrumperetur ejus integritas, non jam
ille de Virgine nasceretur; eumgque
falso, quod absit, natum de Virgine
Maria tota confiteretur Ecclesia, quse,
imitans ejys matrem, quotidie parit.
membra ejus, et virgo est.” Enchir.
cap. 34. [vol. vi. p. 210 A.] As also St.
Ambrose in the same Epistle: ¢ Qua
potuit Virgo concipere, potuit Virge
generare ; (UUM semper conceptus pre-

oraculis Christi, credatur monitis an-
gelorum  dicentium, credatur symbolo
Apostolorum, quod Ecclesia Romana
intemeratum semper custodit et servat.’
[vol. ii. p. 967 A.] And St. Basil upen
occagion of the same prophecy: ‘H abr)
yurl kal wapléves wal. phrnp,. Kol év T$
byiaoud Ths wapbevias uévovea, kal Thy
T7is Texvoyovlas ebhoylay wAnpovopoboa.
Homil. 25. [vol. il. p. 599 D.] . Virgo
peperit, quia Virgo concepit.” Vigil. de
Unitate Trin. cap. 10. [p. 340.]

19 Méxp: ydp Tis ward Ty oikovoulay
tmnpeaias dvayrala 7 waplevia, 70 &
epeliis amoAvmpayubynrov TG Abyy Tob
wvarnplov. 8. Basil. Homil. de Nativ.
Dom. [§. 5. vol. ii. p. 600 A.]
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piety of Joseph, to whom she was espoused, have persuaded the
Church of God in all ages to believe that she still continued in
the same virginity, and therefore is to be acknowledged the ever
Virgin Mary®. As if the gate of the sanctuary in the Prophet
Ezekiel were to be understood of her: This gate shall be skut, it
shall ot be opened, and no man shall enter in by it : because the
Lord the God of Israel hath entered in by if, therefore it shall be

174 no success.
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because not recorded in the sacred Writ: and not only so, but
to assert the contrary as delivered in the Scriptures; but with
For though, as they object, St. Matthew testifieth
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that Joseph Znew not Mary until she had brought forth her first- Matt i. 25.

born Som, from whence they would infer, that afterwards he
knew her; yet the manner of the Scripture-language produceth

no such inference22. When God said to Jacob, I will not leave Gen.xxviii,

shut.

Many indeed have taken the boldness to deny this truth®',

20 For so the Greek church always
called her derrdpOevos*, and from them
the Latins Semper Virgo.

21 First we read in the time of Origen,
that some did maintain the Virginity of
Mary no longer than to Christ’s nativity.
‘In tantam nescio quis prorupit insa-
niam, ut assereret negatam fuisse Ma-
riam a Salvatore, eo quod post nativi-
tatem illius juncta fuerit Joseph.’ Ho-
mil. 7. in Lucam+t. Tertullian himself
was produced as an assertor of the same
opinion¥; nor does St. Jerom deny it,
though I think he might have done it§.
Apollinaris, or at least his followers,
delivered the same, says Epiphanius,
and Eunomius with his, rdv "Twong pera
Thw dppactor kvopoplay cuvdmrew ob
weppikaos T wapbévw, as Photius out of
Philostorgiusfl. Not that these words
in Photius were the words of Philogtor-
gius, for he was clearly an Eunomian,
and therefore would never express their
opinions with an o wegpiras.. And as
he always commended Eunomius, so
was he not commended but by an Eu-
nomian, that is, a man of his own sect.
As that epigram,

Ebwopiavoi

‘Ioroplny éréAecaa Oeob yapiresas
godhior
which I therefore mention, because
Gotofred hath made an unnecessary
emendation in the verse, éréaeod’ &0éov,
and a worse interpretation in the in-
scription, taking the Funomian to be
a Catholic, and the name of the sect
for the name of a man ; and confirming
this error by a greater mistake, saying
Eunomianus was the name of a man,
twice spoken of in Suidas, once in Edwo-
pavds, and again in ZAovoe. It is true
indeed Suidas says expressly, Edvo-
paavds, bvoua kbpiov, and immediately
adds these words, 7ds 8¢ Edwouiavdy
Eovae BeAiodpios 1 feiov Aourpdy, as if
Belisarius had baptized one whose name
was Eunomianus. But the words are
taken out of Procopius in Hist. Arcana,
pag. 2. from whence it appears that he
who was baptized was by name Theo-
dosius, and by sect an Eunomian. And
whatsoever his name was who wrote
that epigram on the history of Philo-
storgius, he was certainly by sect an
Eunomian, and that was intended in
the inscription, written without ques-
tion by some Catholic, who thought no

* [The earliest writer in whom I have observed this term, is Athanasius, Orat,
ii. cont. Ariam. 70. p. 538 B. In Psalm. lxxxiv. 11. p. 1151, In Luc. p. 1271,
She was called so at the Council of Chaleedon, A.p. 451. (Evagr. ii. P 324.) and
in the Confession of Faith published by the emperor Justin II. in the sixth century.

(Ibid. p. 429, 430.)]

t [That Origen himself maintained the perpetual virginity of Mary, is plain

from his saying, e yidp oddels vids Mapias,

Kkatd Tobs Jyids wepi abrijs Sofdlovras, A

"Iyoods, k.7.A, in Joann. i. 6. vol. iv. p. 6 D.]
1 [The passages adduced are, de Carne Christi, . 7.p. 312. de Monogam. c. 8. p.

529. but neither of them is conclusive.]

§ [The meaning is, that Jerom might have denied that such an opinion was held

by Tertullian. }

|l {The passage may be seen in Reading's edition of the ecclesiastical historians,

vol. iil. p. 310.]

man could commend the history of
Philostorgius but one of his own opinion.
These contradictors of the perpetual
Virginity of the Mother of our Lord
afterwards increased to a greater num-
ber, whom Epiphanius calls by a general
name, Antidicomarianite. And from
him 8t. Augustin, ‘Antidicomarianite
appellati sunt heretici, qui Mariz Vir-
ginitati usque adeo contradicunt, ut
affirment eam post Christum natum
viro suo fuisse commixtam.’ de Heres.
6. {vol. viii. p. 19 C.] condemned under
that name by the sixth General Coun-
cil, A¢t. 2. The same were called by
the Latins, Helvidiani, from Helvidius,
(a disciple of Auxentius the Arian,)
whose name is most made use of, be-
cause refuted by St. Jerom. He was
followed by Jovinian, a monk of Milan,
as St. Jerom testifieth; though St.
Augustin delivereth his opinion other-
wise, ¢ Virginitatem Marie destruebat,
dicens eam pariendo fuisse corruptam.’
[Her. 1xxxii. vol. viii. p. 24 B.] And
Bonosus, a Bishop in Macedonia, re-
ferred by the Council of Capua to the
judgment of Anysius Bishop of Thessa-
lonica, was condemned for the same, as
appeareth by the 79th Epistle of St.
Ambroge, written to Theophilus and
Anysius: ‘Sane non possumus negare
de Marie filiis jure reprehensum, me-
ritoque vestram sanctitatem abhorruisse,
quod ex eodem utero virginali, ex quo
secundum carnem Christus natus est,
alius partus effusus sit.’ [vol. ii. p.
1009 A.] This is the catalogue of those
by the ancients accounted heretics for
denying the perpetual Virginity of the
Mother of our Lord.

22 For in the word &ws there is no
such force. Td dws od wdvrws dwribrai-

petran 78 wéArorri, &AAL TO péxp piv
ToUde Tibnol, 75 peTd TobTo 8¢ obk dval-
verat, 8. Greg. Naz. Orat. 2. de Filio,
[Orat. xxx. §. 4. vol. i. p. 542 A] T
€ws moARaxob xpdvov uév Tva Sokel mepi-
opiopdy imodaivew, kard 8¢ Thy dAndeloy
7 dbpioTov delkvvaw. 8. Basil, Homil.
de Nativ. Dom. {§. 5. vol. ii. p. 6oo A.]
YEbos 77} ypagii Thv plow Tabray wh éml
Biwpiopévor Ti0var xpdvov. S. Chrysost.
[In Matt. Hom. v. §. 3. vol. vil. p. 77 A.]
Td €ws moAAdkis kal éml ToD Binvends &v
TH Oelg ypagphi edplonopey keluevov, Isi-
dor. Pelus. Uib. i. Epist. 18. [p. 6 B.]
T &ws moAAaxob obx éml xpdvov Aéye,
BAN’ ér) Tob abrod mpdymares. Adrian.
Isag. in 8. 8. T éws évlore piv mpds
GyTidaoTory Tob épekiis xpbvov Tapaiaus
Barbuevoy, dvlore & oly émi dnadoer peyd-
Awv pty Epywy kal Ocompendy: Kafdmep
al viv, ot ptv mpds drridiaoToANy éTépoy
xpbvov Twbds, &AAL kal évavriov els Two-
Mrwow émepdvrov diaorhparos. Phot.
Epist. 30*. [p. 89.] In the same man-
ner it is observed by the Greek gram-
marians of wply, that if any one declared
that he did it not wpiv before such a
thing were done, it followeth not that
he did it when or after that thing was
done. As when Helena saw and knew
Ulysses a spy in Troy, she promised
upon oath that she would discover him
to none till he was safe returned to the
Grecian fleet :

Kal &uooa kaprepdy Bpkov,
MY wév mplv "Obucfja uerd Tpdeoa®

avapiva,
Tiply ye Tdv és vijds Te Oods khiolas 1°
apcéoat. *03. ¥, 253.

And yet it is not likely, says Eustathius,
that Helena did ever discover Ulysses
to the Trojans after he was returned.
’Ev 8¢ 7¢, MY mplv *Odvocéa Tpwolv

* [Theophylact (ad loc. p. 10 C.) refers to Gen. viii. 7. odx dwéorpefer €ws Tob
Enpavfijvar o U8&p dmd Ths viis. See also 2 Sam, vi. 23. Matt. v. 18, xxiv. 34.
xxvi, 29. 1 Tim. iv. 13. Glassius, Philol. Sacr. p. 457-]

15
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thee until I have done that whick I have spoken to thee of, it
followeth not that when that was done, the God of Jacob left
him. When the conclusion of Deuteronomy was written, it
was said of Moses, No man knoweth of his sepulchre unto this
day : but it were a weak argument to infer from thence, that the
sepulchre of Moses hath been known ever since. When Samuel
had delivered a severe prediction unto Saul, he came no more fo
see him wntil the day of his death: but it were a strange col-
lection to infer, that he therefore gave him a visit after he was
dead. Michal the daughter of Saul had no ckhild unto the day of
her death: and yet it were a ridiculous stupidity to dream of
any midwifery in the grave. Christ promised his presence to
the Apostles until the end of the world: who ever* made so
unhappy a construction as to infer from thence, that for ever
after he would be absent from them?

Again, it is true that Christ is termed the first-born Son of
Mary2s, from whence they infer she must needs have a second;
but might as well conclude that wheresoever there is one there
must be two. For in this particular the Secripture-notion of
priority excludeth an antecedent, but inferreth not a consequent;
it supposeth none to have gone before, but concludeth not any
to follow after. Sanctify unto me, saith God, all the first-born ;
which was a firm and fixed law, immediately obliging upon the
birth: whereas if the first-born had included a relation to a
second, there could have been no present certainty, but a
suspension of obedience ; nor had the first-born been sanctified

dvadivar, wply abrdv els vias {xéoBas, Ths, GANG TOv mpwrdTorov. 'Eml usv yap

elmep ud dokel mibavdy 3 ebAéyoTov Td
evagivar SAws TOV 'Odveaéa Tpwoly, év-
Ouuntéoy Ty Shvauw Tod, uY Tplv morfoar
7d 8¢ i wplv bw 768¢ yévnrar fimis v )
o payedla Ths *TAiddos ketrar. kol paveirar
exelbey, ds obk elids Thy ‘EAévmy elwely
7ois *IAebion wepl 70D 'Odvooéws 0ddE Yre
eis vias wal rhiolas aplero abrds, A
negation anteceding wpiv or €ws, is no
affirmation following them.

23 For I shall not deny that Christ
wag called the first-born in respect of
his Mother, though Epiphanius thought
that a sufficient answer: Odx elmev #7:
éyévvnoe TOv wpwTéTokoy abris, AN obk
Eyyw abthy Ews $rov éyéyynoe THr vidw
adriis® kal obk elwe, TOv mpwTdToKoy abd-

T¢ vig adris ofjuavey, & abris kara
odpra yeyevviola: éml 8¢ 1 Tob wpwro-
Tékov émwruulg, odréri TH alris &ero,
GAAS, mpwTdToKoy ubvor. Heeres. lxxviii.
§. 17. [p. 1049 B.] as if her Son the first-
born were not her first-born Son. 0O
TdvTws & wpwrbtoxos wpds Tobs émiywo-
pévous Exer Thy olykpiow, AN & mpdTov
Suavolywy uhrpav mpwrdrokes dvoud(erar
8. Basil. Homil. de Nativ. Dom. [§. 5.
vol. ii. p. 600 B.] ¢ Primogenitus est
non tantum post quem et alii, sed ante
quem nullus.’ 8. Hieron. adv. Helvid.
[§. 10. vol. ii. p. 214 E.] It is observed
by Servius, to that of Virgil’s Aneid. .
5. Trojee qui primus ab oris, that pri-
mus is post quem nullus.

* [In the first edition it is ‘“ who never made,” &c. without the note of inter-

rogation, ]
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of itself, but the second birth had sanctified the first. And
well might any sacrilegious Jew have kept back the price? of
redemption due unto the priest, nor could it have been required
of him, till a second offspring had appeared2!; and so no
redemption at all had been required for an only son. Whereas
all such pretences were unheard of in the Law, because the

original Hebrew word 1is not capable of any such construction; -~

and in the Law itself it carriecth with it a clear interpretation,

among the children of Israel, both of man and beast, it is mine. The *
apertion of the womb determineth the first-born25; and the law
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175 Sanctify wnto me all the first-born ; whatsoever openeth the womb Exod. xiii.

of redemption excludeth all such tergiversation: Those that Num.xviii

are to be redeemed, from a month old thow shalt redeem ; o 16.

staying to make up the relation, no expecting another birth to

perfect the redemption. Being then they browght our Saviour 70 Lukeii.zz,

Jerusalem, to present kim to the Lord ; as it is written in the Law *%

of the Lord, Every male that openeth the womb shall be called holy
%0 the Lord ; it is evident he was called the first-born of Mary
according to the notion of the Law of Moses, and consequently
that title inferreth no succession, nor proveth the mother to
have any other offspring.

Indeed, as they thirdly object, it cannot be denied but that
we read expressly in the Scriptures of the brethren of our Lord :

He went down to Capernaum, he, and Jis mother, and kis brethren ; Johnii. 12.
and, While he talked unto the people, his mother and kis brethren Matt. xii.

stood without, desiring to speak with kim. But although his mother 46-

and his brethren be named together, yet they are never called
the sons of his mother; and the question is not whether Christ
had any brethren, but whether his mother brought forth any
other children. It is possible Joseph might have children
before Mary was espoused to him ; and then as he was reputed
and called our Saviour’s father, so might they well be accounted

and called his brethren, as the ancient Fathers®6, especially of

24 Thus St. Jerom makes his plea:
¢ Quid me. in unius mensis stringis arti-
culo? quid primogenitum vocas, quem
an fratres sequantur ignoro ! Exspecta
donec nascatur secundus: nihil debeo
sacerdoti, nisi et ille fuerit procreatus,
per quem is qui ante natus est incipiat
esse primogenitus.” Adv. Helvid. [vol.
i, p. 215 C.] '

25 ¢ Definivit sermo Dei quid sit Pri-

mogenitum ; Omme, inquit, quod aperit
vulvam.” 8. Hieron. adv. Helvid. [p.
215 A.]

26 Origen first delivereth it on St.
Matthew, [tom. x. 17. vol. iil. p- 463 A.]
and Eusebius sheweth his opinion, speak-
ing of St. James the brother of our
Lord. Hist. Eccles. lib. ii. cap. 1.[p. 44.]
Tére dita kal *ldkwBov TO¥ Tob Kuplov
Aeyduevor GdeApdy, BT 3% kal obros ToV
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the Greek Church, have taught. Nor need we thus assert that
Joseph had any offspring, because the language of the Jews
includeth in the name of érethren not only the strict relation of
fraternity, but also the larger of consanguinity ; and therefore it
is sufficient satisfaction for that expression, that there were such
persons allied unto the blessed Virgin. We be brethren, said
Abraham unto Lot; when Abraham was the son of Terah, Lot
of Haran, and consequently not his brother, but his nephew,
Moses
called Mishael and Elzaphkan the sons of Uzziel the uncle of Aaron,

BORN OF THE VIRGIN MARY.

176 And yet this difficulty, though usually no farther considered,

is not fully cleared; for they which impugned the perpetual
virginity of the mother of our Lord, urged it farther, pretending
that as the Scriptures called them the érethren of Christ, so they
also shewed them to be the sons of Mary the mother of Christ.
For first, the Jews express them particularly by their names,

Is not his mother called Mary ? and his brethren James, and Joses, Matt. xiii.

and Simon, and Judas*®? Therefore James and Joses were

against Helvidius; wherein, after a filios suspicantur, sequentes deliramenta

and said unto them, Come near, corry your brethren from before the
sanctuary; whereas those brethren were Nadab and Abihu, the

sons, not of Uzziel, but of Aaron.

Jacob told Rackel that ke

was her father's brother, and that ke was Rebecca’s son: whereas
Rebecea was the sister of Rachel’s father. It i sufficient there-
fore that the Evangelists, according to the constant language
of the Jews, call the kindred of the blessed Virgin the brethren
and sisters of her only Son; which indeed is something the
later??, but the most generally approved, answer.

‘lwohp @vduacto mais® Tob 8¢ XpioTol
warip 6 lwofp. So we read, as it is set
forth by R. Stephanus ; but in my book
collated with an ancient MS. “O7: 8¢
xal obTos vids Ay Tob 'lwohdp ToU vous-
{ouévou olovel marpds Toi Xpiorot® which
is much more plain ; for dvéuasro walis
is nothing so pertinent in this particular
as vids 4v. So St. Epiphanius, "Hv vydp
6 *ldxwBos obTos vids Tob 'lwaigp éx yu-
vauxds Tob Twohp, odk &wd Maplas® Heeres.
xxix. §. 4. [vol. L. p. 119 A.] and, speak-
ing of the rest, he calls them Tobs viobs
'lwohp ek Tijs SvTws adrTov #AAYS yurauds.
Hares. xlil. Refut. 12. [p. 326 B.] Thus
St. Hilary, ‘ Homines pravigsimi hinc
presumunt opinionis suz auctoritatem,
quod plures Dominum nostrum fratres
habuisse sit traditum, qui si Marise illi
fuissent, et non potius Joseph ex priore
conjugio suscepti, &c.” Com. in Matth.
cap. 1. [p. 612 D.] Thus also St. Am-
brose de Virg. and generally all the
Fathers to that time, and the Greeks
afterwards, St. Chrysostom, St. Cyril,
Euthymius, Theophylact, (Ecumenius,
and Nicephorus. These all seem to
have followed an old tradition, which
is partly still continued, in St. Epipha-
nius: "Egxe 8¢ obros 6 'lwohd Tiv uév

wpdryy adTod yuvaike éx Ths PuAdis lodda,
wal kviowner adr@ aliry wadas Tdv &pibudy
&, téooapas plv dppevas, Oniefas B¢ Sdo.
Hores. Ixxviil. §. 7. [p. 1039 B.] The
first of these six children was James:
per’ abrdy 8¢ ylverar wals “lwof} xelol-
pevos, elta per abtdy Svuedv, Emeta
*Tovdas* kal 800 Buyarépes, # Mapia, kal %
Sardun karovuéry. §. 8. Thus had the
Greeks a distinct relation of the sons
and daughters of Joseph, and of the
order of their generation. Whose au-
thority I shall conclude with that of
Jobius; “Eder watépa kal adergods émi
Yis dvopdoos Tdy &mdrTopa: odx éx TEV
ApoTdy kal movnpdy TobTous éfeAéfaro,
GAAG ToUs év dwatoglyy Siardumoerras’
TotoiTos yap "lwoNe, kal of TobTov TATdes.
Econ. Uib. ix. in Phot. Biblioth. 222.
[p. 202.] and that of Amphilochius
Junior ; ‘Hrigrnoar 3¢ mote xal of Tov
Twop viol, kabbs paprupel § Edayyehi-
ors, kal T} welpg didaxBérTes TO dAnbis,
yeypaphraow ‘TdkwBos kal *lo0das mavrl
7§ kooud, Beob kal Kuplov’Inoed Xpiorod
dovAous éavrobs elvar. Orat. in Deip.
[p. 56 B.]

27 The first, I conceive, who returned
this answer, was St. Jerom, in a Trac-
tate written in his youth at Rome

long discourse of several acceptions of
brethren in the Scriptures, he thus con-
cludes: ¢ Restat igitur, ut—fratres eos
intelligas appellatos, cognatione, non
affectn, non gentis privilegio, non na-
tura : quo modo Lot Abraha, quo modo
Jacob Laban est appellatus frater.’
[vol. ii. p. 223 A.] And as for the other
opinion of those which went before him,
he says it was grounded merely upon
an apocryphal history ; ¢ Quidam fratres
Domini de alia uxore Joseph filios sus-
picantur, sequentes deliramenta Apo-
eryphorum, et quandam Escham muli-
erculam confingentes.’ Com. in Matt.
cap. xil. 49. [vol. vil. p. 86 B.] Indeed
Origen himself, followed in this parti-
cular by the Greek Church, did confess
no less; who tells the authors from
whom that interpretation_first arose;
Tobs B &BeApods Inaob pact Twes elvai,
éx mapabboews Spuwpévor Tob émryeypau-
uévov kard Tiérpov ebayyerlov, ) 1iis Bl-
BArov "laxdBov, viods "lwahp éx mporépas
yuvaikds, cvvernrvias abr@ wpd Tis Ma-
plas. in Matt. [tom. x. 17. vol. iil. p.
462 E.] This Jacobus mentioned by
Origen is the same with him whom
Eustathius mentions in Hexaemero [p.
70.] "Afwv 3¢ Thy loroplay v Biéteiot
wepl 7is &ylas Maplas 'IdxwBds Tis émeA-
8eiv. Whence he reckons Joseph inter
Tobs xmpetovras, and Epiphanius calls
ldxwBos ‘EBpalos. Lib. de Vita B.
Marie Virg. St. Jerom therefore ob-
serving that the former opinion of Jo-
seph’s sons was founded merely upon
an apocryphal writing, and being ready
to assert the virginity of Joseph as well
as Mary, first invented the other solu-
tion in the kindred of Mary, as founded
not only in the language, but also
testimony of the Scriptures. ‘Quidam
fratres Domini de alia uxore Joseph

Apocryphorum, et quandam Escham
mulierculam confingentes. Nos autem,
sicut in libro quem contra Helvidium
scripsimus continetur, fratres Domini
non filios Joseph, sed consobrinos Sal-
vatoris, Mariz liberos intelligimus ma-
tertersee Domini, qua esse dicitur mater
Jacobi minoris et Joseph et Jude, quos
in alio Evangelii loco fratres Domini
legimus appellatos. Fratres autem con-
sobrinos dici omnis Scriptura demon-
strat.’ 8. Hieron. in Matt. xii. 49.
[vol. vii. p. 86 B.] After St. Jerom
St. Augustin embraced this opinion:
¢ Consanguinei Virginis Marie fratres
Domini dicebantur., Erat enim con-
suetudinis Scripturarum appellare fra-
tres quoslibet consanguineos et cogna-
tionis propinquos.” Tract. 28. in Joan.
[§. 3. vol. ifi. pt. ii. p. 508 E.] item
Tract. 10. et cont. Faust. lib. xxii. cap.
35. [vol. viii. p. 383.] Although there-
fore he seem to be indifferent in his
Exposition of the Epistle to the Gala-
tians, i. 135. [§. 8. vol.iii. pt. ii. p. 946 A.]
¢ Jacobus Domini frater, vel ex filiis
Joseph de alia uxore, vel ex cognatione
Mariz matris ejus, debet intelligi:’ yet
because this Exposition was written
while he was a presbyter, and those
before mentioned after he was made a
bishop, therefore the former was taken
for his undoubted opinion, and upon
his and St. Jerom’s authority hath been
generally since received in the Latin
Church.

28 From this place Helvidius argued,
Hee eadem vocabula in alio loco mno-
minari, et eosdem esse fratres Domini,
filios Marize.” [§. 11. p. 217 A.] And
from the next he concluded, ¢ Ecce
Jacobus et Joses, filii Marie, quos
Judei fratres appellarunt.” 8. Hieron.
adv. Helvid. [vol. ii. p. 217 D.]



316

Matt.xxvii,
56.

Mark xvi,
1.

John xix.
25.

Matt.xxvii.
56.

Mark xv.
40.
Mat.xxviil.
1.

ARTICLE III

undoubtedly the brethren of Christ, and the same were also
as unquestionably the sons of Mary: for among the women
at the cross we find Mary Magdalene, and Mary the mother of
James and Joses. Again, this Mary they think can be no other
than the mother of our Lord, because they find her early in the
morning at the sepulchre with Mary Magdalene and Salome, and
it is not probable that any should have more care of the body of
the son than the mother29, She then who was certainly present
at the cross, was not probably absent from the sepulchre:
wherefore they conclude she was the mother of Christ, who was
the mother of James and Joses, the brethren of Christ.

And now the urging of this argument will produce a greater
clearness in the solution of the question. For if it appear
that Mary the mother of James and Joses was different and
distinguished from Mary the Virgin; then will it also be
apparent that the brethren of our Lord were the sons of
another mother, for James and Joses were so called. But we
read in St. John, that Zkere stood by the cross of Jesus kis mother,
and his mother’s sister, Mary the wife of Cleophas, and Mary
Magdalene. In the rest of the Evangelists we find at the same
place Mary Magdalene, and Mary the motker of James and Joses ;
and again at the sepulchre, Mary Magdalene and the other Mary:
wherefore that other Mary by the conjunction of these testimonies
appeareth to be Mary the wife of Cleophas, and the mother of
James and Joses; and consequently James and Joses, the bre-
thren of our Lord, were not the sons of Mary his mother, but of
the other Mary?9, and therefore called his brethren, according
to the language of the Jews, because that the other Mary was
the sister of his mother.

Notwithstanding therefore all these pretensions, there can

BORN OF THE VIRGIN MARY.

be nothing found to raise the least suspicion of any interru; .on
of the ever-blessed Mary’s perpetual virginity. For as she was

177 a Virgin when she conceived, and after she brought forth our

Saviour ; so did she continue in the same state and condition,
and was commended by our Saviour to his beloved Disciple, as
a mother only now of an adopted son.

The third consideration belonging to this part of the Article
is, how this Virgin was a mother, what the foundation was of
her maternal relation to the Son of God, what is to be attributed
unto her in this sacred nativity, beside the immediate work of
the power of the Highest, and the influence of the Holy Ghost.
For we are here to remember again the most ancient form of
this Article, briefly thus delivered, Born of the Holy Ghost, and
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the Virgin Mary; as also that the word dorn was not taken remédra.

precisely for the nativity of our Saviour, but as comprehending
in it whatsoever belonged to his human generation; and when
afterward the conception was attributed to the Spirit, the
nativity to the Virgin, it was not so to be understood, as if the
Spirit had conceived him, but the blessed Virgin by the power
and operation of the Spirit. :

First therefore, we must acknowledge a true, real, and proper
conception, by which the Virgin did conceive of her own sub-
stance3! the true and real substance of our Saviour, according

to the prediction of the Prophet, Bekold, a Virgin shall conceive, Isa. vii. 14.
and the annunciation of the angel, Bekold, thou shalt conceive in Lukei. 31.

thy womb32, From whence our Saviour is expressly termed by
Elizabeth, the fruit of her womb.

Secondly, as she did at first really and properly conceive, so
did she also nourish and increase the same body of our Saviour,

81 < Quamvis fa.ntum ad nativitatem yaorpl AMferar. As therefore & yaorpl

29 Here Helvidius exclaiming t¢ri-
umphed, ‘Quam miserum erit et impium
de Maria hoc sentire, ut cum alie foe-
mina curam sepulturm Jesu habuerint,
matrem ejus dicamus absentem! 8.
Hieron. adv. Helvid. [vol. ii. p. 218 A.]

30 ¢ Jacobus qui appellatur frater Do-
mini, cognomento Justus, ut nonnulli
existimant, Joseph ex alia uxore, ut

tris Domini, cujus Joannes in libro suo
meminit, filius.” 8. Hieron. in Catal.
Script. Eccles. 2. [vol. ii. p. 815 A)]
¢ Sicut in sepulchro ubi positum est
corpus Domini, nec antea nec postea
mortuus jacuit: sic uterus Marie nec
antea nec postea quicquam mortale con-
cepit.’ 8. dugust. Tract. 28. in Joan.*
[vol. iii. part ii. p. 508 F.]

carnis ex se daret, quantum ex se fee-
minz edendorum corporum susceptis
originibus impenderent.” S. Hilar. de
Trin. lib. x. cap. 15. {p. 1045 B.]

32 That is, by a proper conception,
SvAAaBely év yaopl, the Syriac in one
word ju1, ac si diceres, ventrescere. So
the LXX. translated the simple 1777, év

&xew expresseth a proper gravidation,
so doth & yaorpl cuAAaBeiv a proper
conception. According to that expres-
sion of Gregory Nazianzen, Oeikids uev,
871 xwpls &vdpds, dvlpwmikds 8¢, dri véue
wvfioews. Epist. 1. ad Cledon* [Ep. oI
vol. ii. p. 85 C.]

* [Tt appears that there were discussions upon this point in early times: Tols

autem mihi videtur, Marie sororis ma-

*[There was a tradition, that Joseph and Cleophas were brothers, each of whom
married a wife named Mary. Hegesippus apud Eus, H. E. IIL IL V. 22, Epiphan.
Heer. LXXVILL 7. p. 1039 A.]

woAAOTs Kkal pexpl vy Soxel f Mapip Aexd elvar 8 iw Tob maidlov yévnow, otk oboa
Aexd: kal ydp petd T Texely abriy pawwdelvay pact Twes mapOévor edpedivar. Clem,
Alex. Strom. ViL 1. [vol. ii.]p. 889, Tertullian, however, did not hold such a
notion, ¢ Virgo quantum a viro, non virgo quantum a partu.” De Carne Christs, 23.
Ip. 324 C.] See Suicer, v. Mapla. Beausobre, Hist. de Manichée, vol. i, p. 361.]

Lukei, 42.
Heb.jeamp
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Matt. 1. 18. once conceived, by the true substance of her own; by which sie
was found with ckild of the Holy Ghost, and is described going

Luke ii. 5. with Joseph fo be taed, being great with child, and pronounced

Lubout ';q; happy by that loud cry of the woman in the Gospel, Blessed is

kodMah yho womb that bare thee.

Baordoasd .

ve. Thirdly, when Christ was thus conceived and grew in the
womb of the blessed Virgin, she truly and really did bring forth
her son by a true and proper parturition; and Christ thereby
was properly born by a true nativity3s. Tor as we read,

Lukei.s7. Llizabeth’s full time came that she should be delivered, and she
brought forth a son; so in the like simplicity of expression, and

Lukeii. 6, propriety of speech, the same Evangelist speaks of Mary, Tke

& days were accomplished that she should be delivered, and ske
brought forth ker first-born son.

Wherefore from these three, a true conception, nutrition, and
parturition, we must acknowledge that the blessed Virgin was
truly and properly3+ the mother of our Saviour. And so is
she frequently styled the mother of Jesus in the language of

Luke i. 43. the Evangelists, and by Elizabeth particularly the mother of ker |

Lord, as also by the general consent of the Church (because he
which was so born of her was God33,) the Deipara36; which

33 TemAnpodpopnuévovs eis 7dv Kipiov
Nudv, dAn0ds Svra éx yévovs AaBld kard
adpka, vidy @cob kard BéAnua kal Svauw
Ocod, yeyervnuévor aandas éx mapbévov.
8. Ignat. Epist. ad Smyrn. [§.1.]

84 ‘Veri et proprii filii quis nisi ab-
surdissimus neget vere et proprie esse
matrem ¥’ Facund. lb. i. cap. 4. [p. 671
B.] ‘Hoc et ad credendum difficile, et
dignum controversia videbatur, utrum
Deum illa Virgo genuerit: caterum
quod vere et proprie genuerit, quicquid
est ille quem genuit, nulli dignum
disceptationis apparet.’ Ibid.

85 Mds yap od Ocotdkos 7 Oedv vidy
Eovoa ; Theod. Abucara, Disput. 14.
[p- 407 D.]

36 This name was first in use in the
Greek Church, who, delighting in the
happy compositions of that language,
called the blessed Virgin ®cordror.
From whence the Latins in imitation
styled her Virginem Deiparam et Dei-
gendtricem. Meursius in his Glossary
sets the original of this title in the time
of Justinian : ¢ Inditum hcc nomen est
matri Domini ac Servatoris nostri Jesu

Christi a Synodo V., Constantinopolitana
tempore Justiniani.” Whereas this was
not the original, but the confirmation,
of that title. ¢In hac Synodo Catholice
est institutum, ut beata Maria semper
virge @ecordros diceretur: quia, sicut
Catholica fides habet, non hominem
solum, sed vere Deum et hominem,
genuit.” Paul. Warnef. de Gest. Longo-
bard. Ub. vi. cap. 14. [p. 187 E.] 8o
speaketh he of the same Synod: and it
is true, for the seventh Canon of the
same runneth thus, EY mis kataxpnor:-
k@s—Ocotdrov Aéyer iy dylay Ebofoy
SeimapBévoy Maplav: 9 kard dvagopdv—
GAAG wh kvplws kal kar &Af0ciav Ocord-
kov abThy SuoAoyei—34 TowoDros Gvdfeua
¢rrw. [Mansi ix. p. 380 C.] Otherwise
in this Council was but confirmed what
had been determined and settled long
before : and therefore Photius says
thereof, Epist. 1. [p. 11.] Abry 9 ayla
kal vikovuevikh) oivvodos Neotoplov wdAw
T& uapt mapapubueva Sypata els T
wavTeAds €Eebépige, that it utterly cut
off the heresy of Nestorius, which then
began to grow up again, Now part of
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the heresy of Nestorius was the denial
of this @eordros, and the whole was
nothing else but the ground of that
denial. And therefore being he was
condemned for denying of it, that title
must be acknowledged authentic, which
he denied, from the time of the Council
of Ephesus; in which those Fathers,
saith Photius expressly, vhv mavdxpavroy
xal GermapB@éyor (Xpiorot) pnrépa xuplws
kol GAnO@s waAeiobar kal dvevpnueirfar
Ocotdrov mapadeddraat. Epist. 1. [p. 8.]
And that it was so then is manifest,
because by the denial of this the Nesto-
rian heresy was first discovered, not in
Nestorius himself, but in his preshyter
Anastasius, who first in a sermon magis-
terially delivered, ®cordxvy THv Mapiav
kahettw undels. Socrat, Hist Eccles. lib.
vii. eap. 32. [p. 380.] and Liberat. Bre-
viar, cap. 4. as also Evagrius and Nice-
phorus. Upon which words arising a
tumult, Nestorius took his presbyter’s
part, teaching the same doctrine con-
stantly in the Church, xal wavrayoed Thv
Aékw Tob Ocordros éxBdAAwy. And here-
upon the tumult grew so great, that
a general Council for that reason was
called by Theodosius Junior, To? Negro-
plov 7Yy &ylav Maplay elvar ®coréiov
&pvovpéyov, as Justinian testifieth, Epist,
ad V. Syn. [Mansi ix. p. 179.] In
which, when all things seemed clearly
to be carried against Nestorius and his
faction, he hoped to have reconciled all
by this feigned acknowledgment, Aeyé-
60w Kkal Geotéros H Mapla, kol Tavedobw
78 Avmmpd. Socrat. Hist. Eccles. lih. vii.
cap. 34. Liberat. Breviar. cap. 6. It is
plain then that the Counecil of Ephesus,
which condemned Nestorius, confirmed
this title ®eordros ; I say, confirmed it ;
for it is evident that it was before used
in the Church, by the tumult which
arose at the first denial of it by Anasta-
sius; and so confirmed it as received
before, because they approved the Epi-
stles of St. Cyril, who proved it by the
usage of those Fathers which preceded
him. Where by the way it is observ-
able, that while St. Cyril produceth nine

178 being a compound title begun in the Greek Church, was resolved

several Fathers for the use of this word,
and both before and after he produceth
them, affirmeth that they all did use it,
there are but three of them who ex-
pressly mention it, Athanasius, Anti-
ochus, and Ammon : Epist. ad Reginas.
[vol. v. pt.ii. p. 48.] And it is some-
thing to be admired that he should so
name the other six, and recite those
places out of them which had it not,
when there were before him so0 many
beside them that used it. As Gregory
Nazianzen, EY 7is od @cordrov Thy Mapiav
omohapBdves, xwpls éori 7is Oebryros.
Epist. 1. ad Cledon. [Ep. c1. vol. ii. p. 85
B.] and in his first Oration de Filio,
speaking of the difference of his genera-
tion from that of others, Mot yop &
Tols cois &yvws Oeotérov wapbévoy; and
St. Basil asserteth, ph xaradéxeoba Téy
piroxploTwr Thy dkoly, 81 mort émab-
gato elvar mapOévos 7) Ocordros. Homil. de
Nativ. Christi. [§. 5. vol. ii. p. 600 A.}
And that in the time of St. Basil and St.
Gregory this term was usual, appeareth
by the objection of Julian, who derided
the Christians for thinking God could
be born of a woman ; @cordxov 8¢ duels
ob wabdec@e Maplay rwarobvres. S. Cyril.
Alex. comt. Julian. Uid. viii. [vol. vi. p.
262 D.] Before both these Eusebius
speaketh of Helena, who built a church
at Bethlehem ; BaoiAls # BeooeBeordry
This @coTdrov THY Kinow pviuas: Bavua~
aTols katexdouer. De Vita Constant. lib.
iii. cap. 43.% [p. 601.] And before Eu-
sebius, Alexander Bishop of Alexandria:
'Amapx? yéyovev 6 Kipios Hudv ’Ingods
Xpiords, odua Popéoas GAnfads, xal ob
doxhrer, ék Tis @eordxov Maplas. Epist.
ad Alex. apud Theodoret. Hist. Eccles.
1th. 1. cap. 4. [p- 20.] Before him Diony-
sius Alexandrinus calls our Saviour rdv
gapkwbévra éx THs &ylas wapbévoy ral
®cotékov Maplas. Epist. ad Paulum
Samosat. [p. 211. ed. 1796.] And speak-
ing of the words of Isaiah, 4 Virgin
shall conceive, Aeikvvow 87 % Oeordros
Twd ouvvéraBer, § mapbévos SnrovdTi,
Resp. ad Quest. 5. [p.238.] And in
the answer to the same question, Hved-

* [Eusebius also used the term in his treatise cont. Marcell. 1. 1. p. 32, and in
two works published by Angelo Mai, Rome, 1825. Quast. ad Marinum, (vol. i.

p. 69.) Caten. in Matt. (ib. p. 83.)]
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into its parts by the Latins, and so the Virgin was plainly

named the mother of God¥7.

part Gyly Hdpacrai, kal oxémerar TH
Suvdues Tob SfloTov % delurnares gy
Tov Ocot), Mapla # @eordros, kal waplévos.
[p. 240.] And again, Odrwel Aéyer kal
wepl Tob yewvnbévtos éx Tis Ocotdrov.
[ib.] In the answer to the sixth ques-
tion, Awx 70 Pedyew eis Alyvmrov TOV
Twohp Gua 7§ @eordry Maply év &yxd-
Aais pepolop T katapuyhw Hudv, [p.
245.) and so often*, Nay yet before
him Origen did not only use, but ex-
pound at large the meaning of that
title ®cordros, in his first tome on the
Epistle to the Romans, as Socrates and
Liberatus testify-+. Well therefore did
Antiochus [John] Bishop of Antioch
urge the ancient fathers against Nesto-
rius, calling it wpdopopor Bropa kal Te-
Tpyupévoy moARois T&v marépwr. And
again, IloAAols Tdy maTépwy kal ouyredis,
kal ypapeyv, kal pmbéy., Tovro yap T
Bvopa, says he, oddels 7@y éxrAnciaoTi-
kdy SbaokdAwr wapfTnTat of Te yap
xXpnoduevor adrd moArol kal émfonuor, of
Te uh xpnoduevor odk ereAdBorro TaV
xpnoopévwy, Concil. Ephes. par. 1. cap.
25. [Mansi iv. pp. 1064, 1065.]

37 Although @cordros may be ex-
tended to signify as much as the Mother
of God, because tikrew doth sometimes
denote as much as yevrdr, and therefore
it hath been translated Dei genitrix, as
well as Deipara; yet those ancient
Greeks which called the Virgin ®cord-
xos, did not call her uyrépa o Beob 1.
But the Latins translating ®@eordkos Dei
genitriz, and the Greeks translating
Dei genitriz ®cob uhnp, they both at
last called her plainly the Motker of God.
The first which the Greeks observed to
style her so was Leo the Great, as was
observed by Ephraim Patriarch of Theo-
polis, whose words have been very much
mistaken by two learned men, Diony-
sius Petavius and Leo Allatius, who
have produced them to prove that he

thought Leo Magnus was the first man
which ever used the word @eoréros. A
strange error this must needs appear in
80 great a person as a Patriarch, and
that of the Greek Church; and indeed
not imaginable, considering how well he
was versed in those controversies, and
how he compared the words of Leo with
those of the ancient Greek Fathers, and
particularly of St. Cyril. His words are
these in his Epistle ad Zenobium, Ilpd-
705 év Gylois Aéwv Bikds efmev abdrals
AéEeaw, bs phTnp Ocod éorlv ) dyla Oco-
Tékos, Ty wpd abrod matépawy Sampuaios
phuact ud Tovro Ppapévwr. [in Phot, Bibl,
228.] That is, Leo was the first who in
plain terms called the ®ecordros (that is,
Mary) the Mother of God ; whereas the
Fathers before him spake not the same in
express words. Petavius and Allatius
have clearly mistaken the proposition,
making the subject the predicate, and
the predicate the subject, as if he had
first called the Mother of God ®corékos,
whereas he is said first to call the @co-
7ékos Mother of God, as appeareth by
the article added to the subject, not
to the predicate. But if that be not
sufficient, his meaning will appear by
another passage to the same purpose, in
his Epistle ad Syncleticum ; “Ort uprépa
®coi mpdTov ptv % 'EAwwdBer weimer, év
ols Aéyei, Kal wdber pot rodro, tva %
phnp Tob Kuplov pov €Ay mpls ue; oa-
péoTepoy 8¢ Ty UAAwy peTd Tadra THy
Aébw mplTos § 8oios Adwy 6 Tdmas wpo-
freyke. Therefore as he took the Zord
and God to be synonymous; so he
thought Elizabeth first styled Mary the
Mother of God, because she called her
the Mother of her Lord ; and after
Elizabeth, Leo was the first who plainly
styled her so, that is, the Mother of God.
And that we may be yet farther assured
of his mind, he produceth the words of
Leo the Pope in his Epistle to Leo the

* [The places may be seen at p. 261, 264, 274.]
+ [Tt is also used by Origen ¢n Deut. xxii. 23. vol. ii. p.391 A. in Lue. apud
Galland. Biblioth. Patr. vol. xiv. append. p. 87 D. Also by Hippolytus, apud

Routh. Relig. Sacr. vol. ii. p. 215.]

} [Yet Dionysius calls Mary % pfirnp Tob ©cob pov. cont. Paul. Samos. quaest. 8.

p. 265.]
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The necessity of believing our Saviour thus to be born of the
Virgin Mary, will appear both in respect of her who was the
mother, and of him who was the son.

In respect of her it was therefore necessary, that we might
perpetually preserve an esteem of her person proportionable to

all generations shall call me blessed3s ; butb the obligation is ours,
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179 so high a dignity. It was her own prediction, From henceforth Luke i. 48.

to call her, to esteem her so. I Elizabeth cried out witZ so loud Luke i. 42.

a voice, Blessed art thou among women, when Christ was but newly
conceived in her womb; what expressions of honour and admi-
ration can we think sufficient now that Christ is in heaven, and
that mother with him39! Far be it from any Christian to dero-
gate from that special privilege granted her, which is incommu-
nicable to any other. 'We cannot bear too reverend a regard
unto the motker of our Lord, so long as we give her not that
worship which is due unto the Lord himself. Let us keep the
language of the primitive Church: Let her be honoured and

esteemed, let him be worshipped and adored+!.
In respect of him it was necessary, first, that we might be
assured he was made, or begotten of a woman, and consequently

that he had from her the true nature of man.

on kim the nature of angels, and therefore saved none of them,
who, for want of a redeemer, are reserved in everlasting chains Jude 6.

Emperor : *Avadepari{éodw Neordpios, 6
i paxaplay xal @eotdroy Maplay odxl
70D ©cod, &vlpdmov B¢ pdvov mioTebwy
elvar pnrépa. [Ibid.] The sentence which
he translates is this, ‘Anathematizetur
ergo Nestorius, qui beatam Virginem Ma-
riam non Dei, sed hominis tantummeodo,
credidit genitricem.” Epist. xcvil. cap. 1.
[Ep. exxxiv. ¢. ii. vol. i. p. 698.] where
plainly genitriz Det is translated uphrap
©¢ot, and Oeorércos is added by Ephraim
out of custom in the subject, being other-
wise not at all in Leo’s words, It is
therefore certain that first in the Greek
Church they termed the blessed Virgin
@eoTbxos, and the Latins from them Dei
genitriz, and mater Dei, and the Greeks
from them again p#rnp @eod, upon the
authority of Leo, not taking notice of
other Lating who styled her so before
him.

38 ‘Non @®quanda est mulieribus
cunctis, qu® genuit majestatem.” Awu~
ctor lib. de singular. Clericorum. [§. 26.]

PEARSON.

89 ¢ Elisabet et Zacharias nos docere
possunt, quanto inferiores sunt beate
Marie matris Domini sanctitate, quae
conscientia in se habitantis Dei libere
proclamat, Ecce enim ex hoc beatam me
dicent ommnes generationes.’ S. Hieron.
adv. Pelag. lib. 1. [§.16. vol.ii. p.6g8A.]

40 ¢Absit ut quisquam S. Mariam di-
vine gratie privilegiis et speciali gloria
fraudare conetur.’

41 Ev 1iuf &orw Maple, & 8¢ Tardp,
ral Tids, kal dyov Tvelua wpoorvvelobw:
v Maplav undels wpoawvvelrw. S. Epiph.
Heres. 1xxix. §. 7. [vol.i. p. 1064 D.]
Ei xaAAlory § Mepla, kal &yla, xal TeTi
unuéry, AN obk eis Td wWpogrureiolar.
Ibid. ‘Huels 8¢ v@v pdv dpwpévar Oeo-
Aoyotuey 0ddéy T@v 8 &vBpdmwy Tods &y
dpet] Sampéavras bs avpdmovs dploTous
yepalpouer* udvov 5¢ vdv Tév BAwv mpoc-
Kuvobuer Oedy kal Iatépa, kal Td» éxelvov
e Adyov, xal b wavdyiov Tvevpa. Theo-
doret. Therap. Serm. 2. [vol.iv. p.502 C.]

Y
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under darkness unto the judgment of the great day. And man
once fallen had been, as deservedly, so irrevocably condemned
to the same condition, &ut that ke fook wpon kim the seed of"
Abrakam. For being we are partakers of flesh and blood, we
could expect no redemption but by him who likewise took part of
the same: we could look for no Redeemer, but such a one who
by consanguinity was our brother¢2. And being there is but
one Mediator between God and man, the Man Christ Jesus, we
cannot, be assured that he was the Christ, or is our Jesus, exeept
we be first assured that he was a man. Thus our Redeemer,
the Man Christ Jesus, was born of a woman, that he might
redeem both men and women43; that both sexes might rely
upon him, who was of the one, and from the other.

Secondly, it was necessary we should believe our Saviour
conceived and born of such a woman, as was a most pure and
immaculate Virgin. For as it behoved him in all things to be
made like unto us; so in that great similitude a dissimilitude
was as necessary, that he should be without sin44. Our Pass-
over is slain, and bekold the Lamb that taketh away the sins of
the worid ; but the Lamb of the passover must be without
blemish. Whereas then we draw something of corruption and
contamination by our seminal traduction from the first Adam;
our Saviour hath received the same nature without any culpable
inclination, because born of a Virgin without any seminal tra-
duction, Our High Priest is separate from sinners, not only in
the actions of his life, but in the production of his nature. For
as Levi was in the loins of Abraham+?, and paid tithes in him,

42 Under that notion did the ancient
Jews expect him, as appeareth by the
Targum. Cantic. viii. 1. Ran1 2O
YR wnwah kMoo xR hane
RIDY RN RDOR HRwr b 1M
RS And at that time the king Messias
shall reveal himself to the congregation of
Israel, and the sons of Israel shall say
unto him, Come, be unto us a brother,

- 43 ‘Hominis liberatio in utroque sexu
debuit apparere. Ergo, quia virum
oportebat suscipere, qui sexus honora-
bilior est, consequens erat ut foeminei
sexus liberatio hinc appareret, quod ille
vir de feemina natus est.” S, August. Lib.
de divers. quest. Ixxxiii. quest. 11. [vol.
vi. p. 4 B.] ¢Nolite vos ipsos contem-
nere, viri, filius Dei virum suscepit :
nolite vos ipsas contemnere, feemine,

filius Dei natus ex feemina est.’ Idem
de Agone Christiano. [e. xi. §. 12, vol. vi.
p- 251 F.]

44 < Non eum in peccatis mater ejus
in utero aluit; quem Virgo concepit,
Virgo peperit.’ 8. August. Tract. 4. in
Joan. [§. 10, vol. iii. part ii. p. 316 G.]
¢ Ergo ecce Agnus Dei. Non habet iste
traducem de Adam; carnem tantum
sumpsit de Adam, peccatum non as-
sumpsit.” Jbid. [p. 317 A.] ¢ Verbum
caro factum in similitudine carnis pee-
cata omnia nostra suscepit, nullum rea-
tus vitium ferens ex traduce preevarica-
tionis exortum.’ Joan. IV. Epist. ad
Constant. [p. 32 C.]

45 ‘Levi {in lumbis Abrahe fuit,]
secundum concupiscentiam carnalem,
Christus autem secundum solam sub-
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and yet Christ, though the Son of Abraham, did not pay tithes
180 in him, but receive them in Melchizedeck: so though we being
in the loins of Adam may be all said to sin in him; yet Christ,
who descended from the same Adam according to the flesh, was
not partaker of that sin, but an expiation for it. For he which
is contained in the seminal virtue of his parent, is some way
under his natural power, and therefore may be in some manner
concerned in his actions: but he who is only from him by his
natural substance, according to a passive or obediential power,
and so receiveth not his propagation from him, cannot be so
included in him as to be obliged by his actions, or obnoxious to
his demerits.
Thirdly, it was necessary that we should believe Christ born
of that person, that Virgin Mary which was espoused unto
Joseph, that thereby we might be assured that he was of the
family of David. For whatsoever promises were made of the
Messias, were appropriated unto him. As the seed of the
woman was first contracted to the seed of Abraham, so the seed
of Abraham was next appropriated to the Son of David. He
was to be called the Son of the Highest, and the Lord God was Luke i. 32.
to give unto kim the throne of his father David. When Jesus
asked the Pharisees, What think ye of Christ? whose son is ke ? Matt. xxii.
they said unto kim, The Son of David. When Herod demanded 4*
of the chief Priests and Scribes where Christ should be born ; they Mattii.q,s.
said unto him, In Bethlehem of Judaa, because that was the city
of David, whither Joseph went up with Mary his espoused wife,
because he was of the house and lineage of David. After John Lukeii. 4.
the Baptist, the forerunner of Christ, was born, Zacharias

blessed the Lord God of Israel, who had raised up an horn of sal- Luke i. 68,
vation jfor us in the house of his servant David. The woman of g&’m. v,
Canaan, the blind men sitting by the way, and those other &find 22: xx. 30:
that followed kim cried out, Have mercy on us, O Lord, thow Son ™ *T

of David. 'The very children, out of whose mouths God per-
fected praise, were crying in the temple, and saying, Hosannak #o Matt. xxi.

the Son of David. And when the blind and dumb both spake '5-

and saw, all the people were amazed, and said, Is not this the Son Mats. xii.

stantiam corporalem. Cum enim sit in
semine et visibilis corpulentia et invisi-
bilis ratio, utrumque cucurrit ex Abra~
ham, vel etiam ex ipso Adam, usque ad
corpus Mariz, quia et ipsum eo modo
conceptum et exortum est: Christus

autem visibilem carnis substantiam de
carne Virginis sumpsit ; ratio vero con-
ceptionis ejus non a semine virili, sed
longe aliter ac desuper venit.” 8. August.
de Genes. ad lit. 1ib. x. cap. 20. [§. 35. vol.
iii. part i, p. 270 D.}.

Y2
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of Dovid? Thus by the public and concurrent testimonies of
all the Jews, the promised Messias was to come of the house
and lineage of David; for God kad sworn with an oath to him,
that of the fruit of kis loins according to the flesh he would raise
up Christ to sit upon his throne*s, It was therefore necessary we
should believe that our Saviour was made of the seed of David
according to the flesh: of which we are assured, because he was
born of that Virgin Mary who descended from him, and was
espoused unto Joseph, who descended from the same, that
thereby his genealogy might be known.

The consideration of all which will at last lead us to a clear
explication of this latter branch of the Article, whereby every
Christian may inform himself what he is bound to profess, and
being informed, fully express what is the object of his faith in
this particular, when he saith, I believe in Jesus Christ which
was born of the Virgin Mary. For hereby he is conceived to
intend thus much: I assent unto this as a most certain and:
infallible truth, that there was a certain woman, known by
the name of Mary, espoused unto Joseph of Nazareth, which
before and after her espousals was a pure and unspotted Virgin,
and being and continuing in the same virginity, did, by the
immediate operation of the Holy Ghost, conceive within her
womb the only begotten Son of God, and, after the natural time
of other women, brought him forth as her first-born Son, con-
tinuing still a most pure and immaculate Virgin; whereby the 181
Saviour of the world was born of a woman under the Law, with-
out the least pretence of any original corruption, that he might
deliver us from the guilt of sin; born of that Virgin which, was
of the house and lineage of David, that he might sit upon his
throne and rule for evermore. And in this latitude I profess to
believe in Jesus Christ, born of the Virgin Mary.

46 ¢ Atquin hinc magis Christum in- Psalmo ad David, Fx fructu ventris tui
telligere debebis ex David deputatum collocabo super thronum tuum.” Tertul.
carnali genere, ob Mariz Virginis cen- adv. Marcion. 4ib. iii. eap.20. [p. 409 A.]
sum. De hog enim promisso juratur in




