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GREETINGS

JOHN CRELLIUS MINISTER OF THE RACOVIAN CHURCH, TOHE CHRISTIAN READER,
GREETING.

We set forth not long since, Christian Reader, alkBmuching God and his Attributes, which we
prefixed before the Books dbhn Volkeliustouching the true Religion: When we discoursedetime
touching the Unity of God, it seemed requisitehe full explication of that Unity, that we should
shew the most high God to be One, not in Essenlgelmit also in Person, and to be no other then the
Father of our Lord Jesus Christ; and indeed we bégaemonstrate this with divers Arguments, and
to guard those Arguments against such Exceptionsveas either common, or somewhat more
specious and plausible. But since the Work didywaghere said, grow under our hand, we thought
that this Treatise was to be parted from the reghe Work: For not only the plenty of Arguments,
which did of their own accord offer themselves saut of the Scripture, increased the bulk of our
Writing; but also our desire not willingly to omany of those things which might seem to men to be
of some moment for the over-throwing of our Argutsen

For since, for this Opinion chiefly, touching Onedzthe Father, though grounded upon many most
clear Testimonies of the Scripture, we are expdseithe most bitter hatred and Persecution of all
men, | thought it very expedient to shew what grejairy was done unto us in this behalf; yea, how
injurious the Christian World was to it self, in ebstinately rejecting this part of the Divine Trut
especially since there is so various and notabdeafighis Doctrine in Divinity, and in the whole
Christian Religion, as by the help of God we whikss in the end of these Books. Now | thought this
Book to be the more necessary, in that | saw oun,Mehilst they were daily opposed by the
Adversaries, for the most part with an hostile Martti Pen, were chiefly busied in answering their
Reasons, inserting their own Arguments commonlyriaf, and in a scattered manner here and there;
inasmuch as they acted the parts of Respondehir ridtan Opponents. For though certain Eminent
Men in our Church did sometimes begin to take uploem the Office of Opponents in this
Controversie; yet being diverted by other laboukaiting, they were forced to lay this out of their
hands: Wherefore they left to us nothing but thgirb@ng of that Work which they undertook to this
end, and which we certain years ago did publislita@#y it was a thing exceedingly to be desired,
that such men, far better furnished with Wit, arithuKnowledge of Divine Things, than we are, had
rather finished this Work, than left it to Us to perfected: But inasmuch as that hath not been done
by them, we ought not to suffer that it should mdse accomplished. Now we might the more boldly
attempt this labour, in that the evident Truth bé tOpinion, and the multitude of most solid
Arguments arising of their own accord out of thdéyhecriptures, did ease the meanness of our Wit;
and in that we saw how the Opinion it self haddomany years together been opposed by so many
and so acute Adversaries, with all sorts of Armd &mgines, to no purpose: wherefore we took
Courage from the Goodness of the Cause. Truly wee lio God and Christ, that they who are
studious of knowing the Truth, when they shall haxeghed our Arguments, will see the Truth of
that Opinion that we hold; yea, that they also wehasnds are so beset and besieged with pre-
conceived Opinions, that they will at no hand givace to the Truth, will notwithstanding perceive
(if they will have but the patience to reade ouritig) that we were not moved with slight Reasons
from that Opinion which hath for so many Ages beeceived in the Christian World; and if they
have any Equity and Humanity left in them, will seao pursue us with so great an hatred for so
doing: For though we, relying on the Divine Helpe aeady to suffer any thing for the Truths sake;
yet would it be the part of others, not only totabrs from all bitterness of Hatred, but also to be
touched with compassion towards them whom theyghbto be fallen indeed into a great Error, but
yet were driven thereinto with no slight groundsr i is not the part of a Christian, yea, not of a
Man, when he thinketh any one fallen into some EofoJudgment, though in a weighty matter, not
only to forbear in a courteous way to raise himoup of the same, but also with a bitter spirit to
plunge him further thereinto. But let them do wtiey please, we in the mean time trust in God that



they shall never be able to make us repent of thmi@ which we profess. Howbeit, Christian
Reader, we beseech thee by the love both of thin, Tand of thy own Salvation, that thou wouldest
diligently consider the things which we write, aedamine them by the Rule of Gods Word: We
crave nothing which the Apostle hath not alreadyuneed of thee, whilst he commandethtity all
things, and hold fast that which is godth despise and slight those things, is altogeatimmsistent
with Piety: For though we should omit other thinghich are to be mentioned in their place; consider
that the Glory of God is herein concerned, thetlpag whereof, is greater than the greatest ofdrum
Affairs; whereon notwithstanding, see how much paifi, and thou perhaps thy self doest bestow.
The ignorance of these things is excusable in @npbiecause he hath perhaps wanted an opportunity
to be acquainted with them, and so is not guiltgaftempt; but thou canst have no excuse for thy
self before that Judge, who, that thou mayst ngdorbe ignorant, offers thee an occasion of better
information; thereby causing that thou canst noigoerant of those things without contempt: The
Divine Truth suffers not it Self to be despised tScee. Thou knowest that of our Saviotip whom
much is given, of him much shall be required; aritth wvhom they have deposited much, the more
shall be expected of hirihe Lord will require more of thee than of othdyecause he affordeth thee
a more ample occasion of knowing the Truth, thamémy others: Beware lest that most Righteous
Judge find thee an Unrighteous Judge in this Camuke; when thou hearest our Adversaries every
where opposing us, for the most part with Railiregher than Reason, dost notwithstanding refuse to
hear us, who defend our Selves and our Opinion nmodest manner. But if thou farther darest to
condemn our Cause, holding that we are not onlyuded out of Heaven, but ought also to be
banished out of all Countries; think with thy séfffat to condemn Men before their Cause is heard, i
to condemn them as innocent. Neither will it belwggiofor thee to refer the labour of examining unto
others, so as to follow their Judgment without ¢hivn; Think that thou thy self must answer for thy
self: Thou, thou, | say, according to thy Underdtag and Opportunity, oughtesttry all things, and
hold fast that which is goodFor, shalt thou commit all things unto otherskélaeed, and that very
diligently, lest thou commit thy self and thy Salea unto men either negligent, or puffed up with a
Opinion of Learning and Knowledge, or wholly add@tto human Authority and pre-conceived
Opinion, or otherwise obstinate, and not knowing ho yield; or loving their own quiet and security,
rather than their own or others Salvation; or callyarand not daring to utter their Opinion: In sthor
lest blindly following blind Guides, thou fall witthem into the Ditch. Think not they are Godly, and
Lovers of the Truth, whom | follow: For to omit ththis Opinion concerning others is often times
confuted by their manners and Actions, there areyntéding holes of Vices, and private Closets in
the Breasts of Men, into which none but God andis€lman penetrate; so that we are in greater
danger of mistaking in our Judgment concerningratimens Piety, when we go this way to work, than
if the question only is concerning an Opinion, @ming which we dare not pass Sentence. Neither
canst thou say, These things are too subtile forUngerstanding: For, if thou considerest the
Opinion it self, whereof we here dispute, what igrenplain and simple than it? For, what doth it
contain above that which is called the Apostlese@ravhich Children are acquainted with? Namely,
that that One God is no other than the Father of laird Jesus Christ. If you look upon the
Arguments which we have drawn out of the Scriptutlesy are of themselves plain and easie; so that
the Adversaries can no other way decline theirdptican by turning away from the simplicity of the
Word, and endeavouring to draw us away from theesarea, those Arguments which we have
fetch'd from Reason, if you except a few which vesehadded for the sake of Learned Men, are so
clear, that one must rather offer violence to heagdn and Understanding, that he may not admit the
force of them, than use any great intention of Miadunderstand them. But perhaps, if any thing
occur in the defence of the Arguments fetch'd duhe Scripture, which may to a Man unskill'd in
the Art of Disputing, seem somewhat subtile, he pass it by: for the other things which may easily
be understood by every one, we are confident wilkbfficient for him to pass sentence concerning
this Cause: Though we have so tempered this whisld &f Writing, that all things may be
understood by a man indifferently versed in Leagn&ven those which in the second Book we have
culled out of Philosophy, and the received Opirdbithe Schools. Neither indeed is it to be imputed
to us, if now and then we speak something which rirger sort may call subtile, but to the
Adversaries; who, as we have said, do draw us dvweayg the simplicity both of the Words and
meaning of the Spirit of God, which Reason dothtade to the unlearned themselves, and by the
subtilties of distinctions endeavour to elude thestrplain Arguments which we produce for our



Opinion: Wherefore we friendly admonish and besesdtkthem to whom this Writing of ours shall
come, that they would diligently weigh and exanoue Words by the Balance of the Divine Oracles,
and offer no violence to their conscience, whery teve found the Truth, and so either by resisting
it, or perpetually burying it in silence, increadeir own and others servitude; but use diligemce t
draw Others, partly to the truer Opinion partlynbore moderate Counsels, and as much as in them
lies, cause that all may dare to erect their Mod free Inquiry touching sacred matters, andfta

their Eyes to the Light thereof: And that so througe whole World, Men may with Piety of Mind,
Mouth, and Life, praise that One God the Fathenvlodm are all things; and that One Lord Jesus
Christ, by whom are all things: To Him be Glory daolwer for ever and ever.

AMEN.



THE SCOPE AND DISTRIBUTION OF THE WORK.

The scope of this our Work is to shew, That thetritigh God is no other besides the Father of our
Lord and Saviour Jesus Christ. Now we will divithe tvhole Work into two Books: In the first we
will confirm our Opinion with Scripture-Testimonieand Arguments drawn thence; In the latter we
will make use of other sufficient Reasons to prtve same, and refute the contrary; Though even
there we will now and then recall the Reader toSbeptures. But in the former part of the Work, we
will so proceed, as that we will first directly g That only the Father of Jesus Christ is thetmos
high God; and that partly by those Testimonieshefdacred Scripture which make opeention of
the Father; Partly by those wherein the Name of Fa¢her is not indeed exprest, yet is he truly
spoken of. Then will we demonstrate the same icitireas they say; when we shall shew out of the
same holy Scripture, That neither Christ, whom atise we confess to be by the Gift of the Father a
God over all, to be blessed for evermore, is thatritigh God; nor the Holy Spirit, whom we will
prove to be the Virtue and Efficacy of the mosthH&pd Book 1. Sect. 3. Chap. bor so it will
remain that the Father only is the most High Gadgs no other else can be imagined.



THE FIRST BOOK. THE FIRST SECTION.

WHEREIN IS DIRECTLY PROVED THAT ONLY THE FATHER OF OUR LORD JESUS
CHRIST IS THE MOST HIGH GOD; AND FIRST OUT OF THOSE TESTIMONIES OF
THE SACRED SCRIPTURESWHICH SPEAK EXPRESLY OF THE FATHER.



CHAP. 1: John 17. 3.

The first Argument from the words of Christ, John 17. 3. This is Life eternal, that they might
know thee (Father) the Only true God, and whom thou hast sent, Jesus Christ.

The first Testimony therefore, and Argument of @inion, shall be that of Christ himself, speaking
to his Father in these wordRhis is Life eternal, &Here none doubteth that by the Name oftthe
God is understood the most high God. Wherefore sitwest so describeth the Father, as to call him
the Only true Godit is understood that only the Father of Chssthe most High God.

The Defence of the Argument.

Many there are, who forced by the evidence of thed4/, grant all that which we say, but not to the
same purpose: For they say, that the Father isheotfore called the only true God, to exclude the
Son and holy Spirit from the same Godhead; but dolgxclude Idols, or the false Gods of the
Heathen. For that here the TRUE God is opposedlse fones. And indeed it is true, that only the
Father is therefore called the true God, to exclinden from true Godhead, who were then falsely
esteemed and worshipped for gods: but neverthatessgone by Christ in such a manner, as is of
larger extent, and excludeth not only them, bubtlers also, besides the Father, from the most hig
Godhead.

Wherefore it is given us to understand, that ifiinest high Godhead is attributed to any one besides
the Father of Jesus Christ, it is done erroneotyv as for that which we assert, both the force of
the words, and the occasion or cause intimatedéytversaries themselves doth require. For as to
the first, such is the force of the word, ONLY,that it excludeth all others from the communion of
the predicate, besides him to whom it is appliad I to whom the word ONLY, if you consider the
sense (for we will afterwards speak of the consimacof the words) is applied, is the Father ofudes
Christ, as they themselves confess; with whom we m@w to do. And the Predicate is, THE TRUE
GOD, or the Most High God: Wherefore the word ONdath from the communion of the Predicate,
exclude all besides the Father, and consequentlistGind the holy Spirit. As to the latter; either
therefore the gods of the Heathen, are by thesdsaafr Christ understood to be excluded from true
Godhead, because it is apparent that they areatitférom the Father, whom Christ calleth the only
true God; or because it is already apparent they Hre false gods. Not for the latter cause, for
otherwise they would be judged already excludethfiaue Godhead, before they were understood to
be excluded by virtue of the words of Christ, nauwd there be need to make use of these words to
that purpose. If for the former cause, it is neassshat all, who are apparently different from the
Father of Jesus Christ, should be excluded fromttoe or most high Godhead; for otherwise the
Argument which should from these words be drawextdude the Idols of the Heathen from the true
Godhead, would be invalid. For it would be thust ghould by way of Syllogism be proposed: some
different from the Father of Jesus Christ, arethettrue God. The Idols of the Heathen are differen
from the Father of Jesus Christ; therefore aretmtrue god. The Major would be particular in the
first figure, which makes the consequence invalherefore although the false Opinion of the
Heathen touching their Idols, gave occasion to sghio call his Father the only true God, yet did h
so shape his words, that others also mighexmudedirom that true Godhea@ And not only they, to
whom supreme Godhead was then falsely attributeidsuch also to whom the same might in time to
come be likewise falsly attributed. For, that weynaald this also, who doubteth theter (for
example)Paul, Gabriel, Michael are by virtue of these words of Christ, strongkgluded from the
most high Godhead? But there was then none, thétlem to be most high Gods; nor consequently
did Christ specially intend, to exclude them frame Deity. Wherefore the force of the words and
meaning is of a larger extent than the occasiaiheh, and is rightly drawn forth to others likewise
besides the Idols of tHeentiles Neither may any one here say, that thereforenlgtthe Idols of the
Gentiles but also those Men and Angels, are by virtuehesé words, excluded from the most high
Godhead, because they are not of the same essescbstance, but that the Son and holy Spirit are
not excluded, because they are of the same Esaéticthe Father; Since it is agreeable, if any ghin



be attributed to the Father only, that those perssiould not be excluded from the communion
thereof, which have the same numerical substararebésides, that this is indeed nothing else than t
take that for granted which is most in controversieen Christ called his Father the only true God,
he meant no less the only Person of the Fathar,ttieeEssence or Substance, & consequently no less
excluded them from that true and most high Godhedud, were different Persons from the Father,
then who were different Substances. For Christuagtopular kind of speaking, and applyeth himself
to the capacity of his Disciples. For thereforewith a clear voice uttered Prayers to the Father in
their presence, that he might both instruct andfodnthem no less with this supplication to the
Father, then he had formerly by speaking to themot @nong the people, yea among all, THE
FATHER ONLY doth no less denote the only persontltd Father, then the Substance; and
consequently doth no less exclude all differenspes from the Father, than Substances. Besides,
when the Vulgar think of a Person different frore ffather, they also presently think of a Substance
different from him. Where they conceive one Substarthey cannot think of a different Person.
Certainly concerning Moods, Subsistences, Suppibigisaand Personalities, which existing in the
same numerical Substance, do constitute Persolg déstinct, even at this day the vulgar sort of
Christians do not think: so unlikely is it, thatré®fore among the Jews, even Fishermen did know
them.

Wherefore if Christ fitting himself to the capaciy the Vulgar, would have all different Substances
from the Father, be excluded from the most hight&ad, he would also have all different Persons
from the Father excluded from the same. Whencerevgigen to understand that in these words, the
contrary to what is urged in this exception, isheattaken for granted, namely, that he who is
distinguished in Person from the Father, as Chgjs$ also distinguished from him in Substancet an
consequently, by virtue of these words of Christ,excluded from that true and most high Godhead.

And this is so much the more to be believed tougl@hrist, in that the Disciples, who were then
present, did not only see him to be a true manatsat heard him distinguished from the Father, as a
Messenger from the Sender; and also that he pawredrayers unto the same, and begged glory of
him. Again, if none by virtue of these words of Bhris excluded from the true Godhead, although
he manifestly differ in person from the Father,asslit be also apparent that he is different fram h

in Essence, it will follow, that he cannot be cdetliby these words, who shall say, tGatbriel (for
example)Peter, Paul, or finally Jupiter, Neptune or the other gods of the Heathen, are the trug, Go
differing indeed from the Father in Persons, butofdhe same Essence with him; namely, in such a
manner, as they commonly think of Christ, or thiy I8pirit.

But who seeth not that such Persons, whether wriieigned, are by virtue of these words of Christ,
most efficaciously excluded from the Deity, so tbaé confess them to be DIVERS from the Father.

But they say, that we our selves contend, thatyftaing be attributed to God only, it is not prethe
denied to them, who depend on him, or are subamlit@a him, in the number of whom we rank
Christ. Wherefore although the FATHER ONLY be cdltbe true God, yet is not Christ presently
denied to be a true God. As neither when God oslgdid to be wise, or potent, or to have
Immortality, are they excluded from these attrisuteho have received them from God? But this
Objection, if the thing be rightly understood, is $ar from overthrowing our Opinion and
Argumentation from the words of Christ, that it ldabnfirm it. For neither do we hold, that Christ i
by virtue of these words wholly excluded from trGedhead; namely, if true Godhead be more
largely taken, so as to comprehend that Godhead atsich doth indeed, and not only, in the false
opinion of men, depend on the most high Godheadwechave shown in our Book &od and his
Attributes that the name GOD, is in its own Nature commaidl, @greeth to all them, who have some
sublime Empire, or eminent Power; as to PrincesMadistrates on the Earth; in the Heavens, to
Angels; and above all these, to Christ, the HeadlloAngels, and King of all kings; but by way of
Excellency to that Supreme and Independent Monairath attributed to him as proper. Wherefore our
meaning only is, that Christ, by virtue of the w®id contest, is excluded from that true Deity, by
way of excellency so called; that is, from Supreand Independent Deity. For by these words, first,
all besides the Father are held to be excluded Bapreme Godhead; and consequently, from Deity



taken more largely, all such who have not receivdcbm the Father; to whom alone supreme and
independent Divinity is said to agree. For he isoanted as Independent, who doth not depend on
him, on whom only he can truly depend. WhenceladlItlols of theGentiles are by virtue of these
words, or rather, of the sense therein comprehersiegly excluded from true God head; since they
were so far from truly depending on the Fathethasthey were not believed to depend. But Chsist i
not excluded therefrom, because his dependanckeoRdther, in respect of his Divine Empire over
all things, and Worship suitable to such an Emgiegh by most evident proofs been demonstrated.

Now what we speak touching this place, doth likewaeme to pass in others, wherein such Attributes
are attributed to God only; which neverthelesscammmunicated to others besides him. For in them
likewise, all besides God are excluded from the @amion of those Attributes taken by way of
excellency, and strictly. For God is said to beyamise, powerfull, having Immortality, not because
he alone is simply wise, powerfull, immortal, betchuse he is only such of himself. And therefadre al
others besides God, are by virtue of such wordduded from independent and underived Wisdom,
Power and Immortality; and then at length simply amiversally excluded from those Attributes,
when it is apparent that they have not receivedntiimm God, to whom they first agree, and
consequently do not herein indeed depend on hifeighied Dependency, is by right accounted for
nothing. Whence it is understood, what our meanméngvhen we say, That if any thing is in the
Scripture attributed to God only, it is not presemenied to them, who are dependent on God, and
subordinate to him: For we mean not that such Aitgs are in no wise denied unto them; (for they
are denied unto them being taken by way of Exceyfgbut that they are not presently denied simply
and universally, or in a larger signification.

But perhaps they with whom we now have to do, wliject and say, that they do in some sort hold
the same: For that the Father only is called the ér most high God, because he is the Fountain of
Divinity, and consequently in regard thereof hathPr@rogative above the Son and holy Spirit,
inasmuch as They have the Divine Essence from HunhHe from no other. For which reason they
expresly call the Fathgsod of himselfthereby opposing him to the Son and holy Spitt they
who answer thus, either contradict themselves,agr rothing; and obtrude upon us bare words
instead of things: for if the Father hath a truerBgative or Excellency above the Son and holyitSpir
so that for it the Name of GOD may be attributedh® Father alone, but taken away from the Son
and holy Spirit; it cannot be that the Son and &yrit should be the supreme and most high God:
for nothing in any wise more worthy, nothing morea@lent than the most high God, can possibly be
imagined: And they themselves,Athanasius'Creed, contend that in the Trinity nothing is lefor
after, nothing greater or less: But if the Fatlsethie Fountain of Divinity, in respect of the Sorda
holy Spirit, how will there be the same numericalibity of the Father, Son, and holy Spirit? Foe th
Father would be the Fountain of his own Divinity,vine Essence, before and after himself: How,
if the Father be the Fountain of the other Persshall not the Son and holy Spirit depend on the
Father? How shall not each be an Effect of thedf&tAnd finally, How shall the Son and holy Spirit
be the supreme and most high God? For He is dependenone, is the Effect of none. But if they
will not acknowledge these things, what else dg,tligen obtrude upon us empty words instead of
things, and so say nothing? And upon what groumay, dare they to this purpose wrest the words
of the Scripture, which are most plain, and expdsetthe capacity of the rudest understanding? For
how can an ignorant man (that | may not now spegkthing of the Learned) conceive in his mind
that the Father only is the most high God, whetlhinmean time he is commanded to believe that also
the Son and holy Spirit is the same most high Gad® can he imagine a Prerogative of any one
above him who is the most high God? How the Prenagaf him above one who is the same
Numerical God with himself? How him to be the Faintof other Persons, on whom they do not
depend as Effects on a Cause? Certainly this isontgach an ignorant man, but quite to take away
his Understanding, and to cause that he who comapdsd something, does now comprehend nothing
at all: Which will also happen to learned Men, ey will endeavour to consider things, and rather
conceive them in their mind, then to cozen thenesebnd others with a mere sound of words. By this
also it may easily be understood, how we oughngwar them who say that the NameGsdD is by

an attribution or an appropriation, as they spbakh here and elsewhere ascribed to the Father, and
that, as we now suppose, to him only: for eitheytgrant that the Name &OD is by reason of the



Prerogative which the Father hath above the SorhalydSpirit, attributed to him only as proper, and
so tacitly taken away from the Son and holy Spottwithout any regard to that Prerogative: If the
first, how they may be refuted, we have alreadykeppif the latter, they shall be able to shew by n
sufficient Example, out of either sacred or proph¥¥riters, or out of the vulgar Custom of speaking,
that an Attribute equally common to Many, may kghtly ascribed to but One of them, in such a
manner as that it may be said to agree to him ONMerefore no regard is to be had to such an
attribution in these words of Christ.

But now let us refute other things which are wamtbe alledged by way of answer to this first
Testimony of our Opinion. There are therefore sevhe deny that the words of Christ before cited,
contain this Opinion, which is admitted by otharamely, That the Father Only is the true God; for
they explain the Words in another, and that a t@ld-tvay: Some say that the word ONLY doth not
belong to the Subject of Christs words, which if e@nsider the sense is the Father, but to the
Predicate, namely, The TRUE GOD. for that Chrigthdeay, That THE FATHER IS THE ONLY
TRUE GOD, and not THE FATHER ONLY IS THE TRUE GORhich first proposition doth not
hinder, but that the Son also, or the holy Spiityrbe called th@rue God yea, theOnly True God
Inasmuch as these Propositions are not repugnartbdhe other, the Father is the only true God, an
the Son or the holy Spirit is the true God, or ¢imy true God. But others contend that these words
are so to be ordered and construed, that the seagebe, THIS IS LIFE ETERNAL, THAT THEY
KNOW THEE, AND WHOM THOU HAST SENT JESUS CHRISTBEOHE ONLY TRUE GOD

So that these words are so far from excluding €lfmden supreme Deity, that they rather are to be
thought expresly to attribute the same unto himjdWinswers, what weight they carry with them,
let us see.

As to the first therefore, they are exceedinglytakien: for the Adjective ONLY, as oft as it is
employed to exclude other Subjects from the comomof the Predicate, belongs to the Subject, not
the Predicate. Now that in this place the w@nmly is employed to exclude other Subjects, namely,
Idols, from the communion of the Predicate, whishthie True God all the Adversaries contend;
wherefore it belongeth not to the Predicate, bilhé&Subject, which, if we consider the sensepigen
but the Father. And that you may more plainly peee¢he thing, see whether by our or their opinion,
the Idols or gods of the Gentiles are strongly ecet from true Deity: If you follow out Opinion,eh
business is dispatched: for, if Only the Fathe€bfist be the true God, certainly Idols cannotep b
since they are not the Father of Christ. But if yfollow their Opinion, the business is not yet
dispatched: for they hold, that notwithstanding fReoposition,THE FATHER IS THE ONLY TRUE
GOD, the same Predicate may also be applied to othigie&s: for that it may nevertheless be said
THE SON IS THE TRUE GQ@yea, THE ONLY TRUE GODin like manner also the Holy Spirit.
And therefore these words of Christ would not bgntiselves hinder, but that the same Predicate
might also be attributed to infinite other Subjeststhat it would not be apparent from these woffds
Christ, that Idols are not the true God, but thatenwholly to be understood from elsewhere.

Perhaps some one will say, That the Subject, tahviie word ONLY is immediately adjoined, is the
name of GOD, not the FATHER; and the Predicate fleenCommunion whereof other Subjects are
excluded, is the word TRUE. For that the sensthi, the Father is that God, who only is true. But
this shift likewise is vain, and that for two ReaspFirst, Because the word TRUE is not here such a
Predicate, as here signifieth any thing by it s&lf] denoteth some peculiar Attribute of any thing,
only together with it, whereto it is adjoined. Faither doth TRUE in this place signify the saméhwi
Trusty, ortruth speakingbut when it is opposed to a thing that is fatsefalsely so called, it signifies
nothing but the reality of the thing to which itdanexed. And therefore it is predicated of nothigpg

it self, but together with it to which it is annakavhich in this place, is God. So that, being taken
together with that word, it signifies him, who iuth and very deed, and not only in the opinion of
men, is God. Thus we say that Christ is a true N&the true Messiah, and so forth. For it is akk o

as if you should say, that he is truly and in véegd a Man, and the Messiah; not falsely, nor amly
the Opinion of Men. Wherefore these words, THE TRB@ED, are not so to be parted, as that the one
may again constitute a Subject, the other a Prediead the word ONLY thought to be applied to
that of GOD, that the Predicate of TRUE may be nezdafrom all other Subjects besides God; but



the words TRUE GOD, do jointly constitute one Pcati; and the word ONLY must be thought to
be annexed unto the Subject thereof, namelyf-dtieer, that all other Subjects beside the Father, may
be excluded from the Communion of this Predicaéeely, The True GodAnd indeed the design of
Christ was not simply to exclude Idols, or the Gofishe Heathen from truth, but to shew that they
are to be excluded from true Godhead, or not tadmounted true Gods. But if you say, the word
GOD is again to be repeated, that the sense majhia¢ the Father is that God who only is the true
God; what else will you do, than make Christ toakgethat by circuity of words, which any one
would simply utter, and so without necessity douim¢h the Subject and the Predicate, referring the
Subject again to the Predicate; as if any one shialde this speech directed to Christ, THAT THEY
MAY KNOW THEE THE ONLY TRUE CHRIST OR MESSIAS, andther express it thus, THAT
THEY MAY KNOW THEE TO BE THAT CHRIST WHICH ONLY ISTHE TRUE CHRIST,; then
simply to say, THAT THEY MAY KNOW THEE WHO ONLY ARTTHE TRUE CHRIST OR
MESSIAS. For, that we may also adde the other Readthough the words were so to be taken, as if
it were said that the Father is that God who oslthe true God; yet would it be all one as if itreve
said, That the Father only is the true God: Assifibuld sayChrist is that Man who Only was born of
a Virgin, or Christ is that Man who Only is the true Messidds all one as if | should saghrist
Only is the Man born of a Virgin, Christ Only isetlrue MessiasThus alsoElias is that Prophet
who Only was carried towards Heaven in a fiery Gotuit is all one as if | should safglias Only is
that Prophet who was carried towards Heaven ireayfiChariot: Likewise Gabriel is that Angel who
Only declared to the Virgin Mary the ConceptionGtirist, it is all one as if you should sa@abriel
Only is that Angel which declared to the Virgin Mahe Conception of ChrisNeither shall they
bring any instance to the contrary, either outhef Ecripture or other approved Authors, or outhef t
common and vulgar use of speaking. Certain itiat &s often as any one is said to be that, tohwhic
only some other thing is attributed, it is all aeeif it should be said that both did jointly agtedhat
first subject only.

Neither do they quit themselves handsomely, whgnfdtxamples of this sort; as namely, That a
certain Church (we for instance fake, will take thecient Church oAntioch is that Church which
only is a true Church, although there be other €harches extant together with it: for they sagpt th
we must speak thus, Ti@hurch of Antioch is a Church that only is truegmely, because it is of the
number of those Churches which only are true Chlagclirhus another would sa®eter is a living
Creature which only is rationabecause he is one of those living Creatures whidh are rational.
But those Examples are without Example: for it $tidne proved by some sufficient Example, either
sacred or prophane, that one may rightly speakan manner: Out of the Scripture they shall not
produce an Example, neither do the Vulgar speaBsbChrist speaks after the Vulgar fashion. Now
that they do not speak rightly, who make use ohdticamples, is hence evident: because when we
say, that any Church only is a true Church, if soMe hold that there are many true Churches by the
name of that Church which only is true, we do nodarstand any particular Church taken separately,
but the whole kind or rather species of that Chufoh it cannot be said of any particular Church
taken separately, that it only is a true Churcheowise it would be rightly said, that the Churdh o
Antiochonly was a true Church, which they themselves matl admit, who feign such Examples: But
that doth agree as proper to that whole specidsndr of Churches, namely, which professeth the
saving Doctrine of Christ, and is rightly said txard to that only.

Now this which we say, is also hence apparentyahwhen we will attribute to any Church Only the
name of a true Church, we cannot adde to that @hiive wordevery which would signify that the
same might be affirmed of all Churches separatily:it is not agreeable to safvery Church
professing the saving Doctrine of Christ is onlir@e Church;but only simply, A Church professing
the saving Doctrine of Christ, only is a true Chur@ut when we call the Church @&ntioch a
Church, we so take the name of the Church, as ithdénoteth a particular Church, and one
considered separately; or a Church taken distriblyti not collectively: For one cannot separately
predicate the whole kinde, or species takelhectively, of any Individuum Wherefore one cannot
like wise say, That the Church ohttoch is that Church which only is true. In the gamanner it is
not rightly said, ThaPeteris that living Creature that only is rational; f@eteris not that whole
kinde or species of a living Creature, to whichydhbhgreeth to be rational: and so in the rest.



Hitherto therefore it remaineth unshaken, thathmwords of Christ this meaning is contained, That
the Father only is the true God. We say this sensentained in these words: for that we may adde
this likewise, which will give great light both the words of Christ, and to our Opinion: These wgord
The only true Godare put by apposition to the preceeding wdiltke designing the Father; as if it
were saidWho only art the True Godind therefore the article set before the word anlthe Greek,
sheweth that the same thing is again describeitljsaslsewhere wont to come to pass in appositions
You have a place very like to this,Tim. 6. 16. where, wheRaul had said Which (namely, the
coming of our Lord Jesus Christ) his times he will shew, who is the blessed arig Botentate, the
King of kings, and Lord of lorddye addethwho only hath Immortalityy®Where every one seeth that
these words agree with the former by appositiod, that the article in the Greek serveth to joirs thi
new description of God with those going before, émat the wordOnly is referred to the subject;
Wherefore let none imagine that we think that therdvonly, if we consider the grammatical
construction, is to be connected with the precedemtl Thee for both the article set before the word
only doth hinder, and by this means we must undedsthe Verb TO BE: For it would be all one as if
Christ had saidThee only to be the true Godhich though it is by it self true, will yet pregéy after
appear to be disagreeable unto the sense of #us.pl

For now it is time to examine and confute their i@ likewise, who so take these words, as if
Christ had saidThis is life eternal that they know thee (Fathamyldnim whom thou hast sent, Jesus
Christ, to be the only true Godkirst, we say, that this Explication cannot therefconsist, because it
refers the wordOnly to the Predicate; namelfhe true Godwhich we before shewed was to be
referred to the Subject. But if any one will sogdke word, as if it were sai@lhee, and whom thou
hast sent, Jesus Christ ontg, be the true God; First, the placing of the womdy doth hinder it; for
when the wordOnly is referred to many subjects at once, it is watlhtee to be set after all, as we
even now did, or to be set before all. Which latt@ppeneth in those words Béul, which are alone
brought by some to illustrate their Explicationtbis place, and are extantCbr. 9. 6. for thus it is
there to be read out of tlégreek, Or have only | and Barnabas no power to darbworking?But in
this place of ours, not alone the word only, bgetber the whole Predicate, namdliae true Godis
interposed between these two Subjects, to whishtlitought to be referred; that is to say, betwaen
word Thee andJesus Christwhom the Father hath sent. To omit, that the Artset before the word
only, doth not suffer, that it should be in thatrmer joined either with the wortihee or with the
wordsJesus Christas all who are not ignorant of the Greek Tongukasifess.

Again, By this means notwithstanding, the Opiniénhe Adversaries touching the Deity of the holy
Spirit, will be overthrown: for if the Father andh@st only be the true God, the holy Spirit canaisb

be. The same will also follow, although you so téhke words, as if Christ had saithat they know
thee (Father) and whom thou hast sent, Jesus Cloiste that God who only is the true God: For we
have before shown, that this is all one as if @ baen saidThee and Jesus Christ only to be the true
God; there is, | say, no difference in this behalf, thiee the wordOnly be presently added to the first
Subject, or to that Subject which is part of thedirate. Besides, it is false, That Eternal Lifethe
Way to attain Eternal Life, doth herein consisgttmen know the Father and Christ to be the only
true God: Properly taken it cannot consist; othsewt would be both necessary, requisite, and also
sufficient to acknowledge the Father and Christthar only true God. But by this account, all, who
comprehend that Opinion in their minds, shouldiat@&ternal Life, when nevertheless they may
withal stick in those vices, concerning which tlegi@ure openly pronounceth, that they who do such
things, shall not inherit the Kingdom of Heaven.

You will say therefore, that it is to be taken imperly, that this knowledge may comprehend in it
self faith in Christ, working by love and all kindf virtues; namely, by aMetonymy or
Transnominatiorjoined with aSynecdochewhereby under the name of the cause, the effealsb
comprehended. After which manner Eternal Life sdbritethe Scripture to be ascribed to that Faith
whereby men believe, That Jesus is the Christ déimeoS God. But neither can this consist, for even s
nevertheless, it would be signified, that this Kienige is necessary for all unto eternal Life, and a
certain ground of faith working by Love: But th&ig is false, doth hence appear, in that not only



Christ himself, who was sent by God to declare uném the way of Salvation, and implant in them
Saving-Faith, did never openly deliver, or incuictd men this Doctrine; yea, neither his Apostles,
the most clear Preachers both of his Divinity amgtfine. For as to Christ, he did not only of higno
accord not teach and inculcate, that he togethiér tive Father, is the only true God, but also when
commodious occasion was afforded him to pronounaedoncerning himself, did yet abstain from so
doing, speaking in such a manner of himself, astikaopenly differenced himself from God, taken
by way of excellency, and shewed that himself whdkpended on him; as appeareth from the 10th
chapter of this very Gospel, verse 33, &c. conegrnwhich words we have elsewhere spoken; and
shall hereafter speak in its place: But the Apesstvhen they speak of the Dignity of Christ, the
Knowledge whereof is the ground of that Faith amety? whereby we are saved, do mention no
higher things, than that Jesus is the Christ, e/Sbn of God; both which they put for the same; and
that is very frequent in this Writer.

Concerning which thing likewise, we shall have @ioa to speak of hereafter.

Moreover, the sacred Writers, addhn by name, when they speak of that Knowledge wherein
Religion, or the Way to eternal Life consistethieimd not such a Knowledge whereby some attribute,
essential to God or Christ, is known to be in hirarsas this knowledge would be, that the Father and
Christ is the only true God: but they mean the Keoge of God simply; whereof we suppose Christ
here speaketh, understanding the knowledge of @aly in respect of his will, and of the things
any way thereunto belonging; and also the knowlexfdgehrist in respect of his office, which wholly
pertaineth to discover, confirm, execute, and petfee Divine Will. | pass by the manner of speagkin
such, as neithefohnnor any Writer of the new Covenant useth, whesgeaketh of the knowledge
of some whole complex or proposition; for the Sddvériters would express this sense, which they
with whom we now dispute, would have to be compneled in those words of Christ, in this manner,
That they know, that thou art the only true God, &s they, who are more diligently versed in the
reading of the Scripture, will observe: Thus foample sake, we read in the sadwdn, Who have
known that thou art the Christ the Son of God. Rhéers have known that this is the Christ.

| forbear to urge (what we will elsewhere demorts)rahat neither the prayers which Christ here
poureth out to the Father, nor his sending fromRhther, whereof in these very words he maketh
mention, do admit, that Christ should be accountexdtrue and supreme God, together with the
Father. | will only here speak, what hath in someasure been observed by certain very learned
Adversaries, namely, that it is not agreeable t® fitace, that Christ should pronounce concerning
himself, that he together with the Father is thly tnue God; partly because he prayeth to the Fathe
and so speaketh most modestly of himself; partbabse he considereth and describeth himself as the
Fathers Embassador. For praying to the Fathes hetito be thought to have equalized himself ¢o th
Father, and to have pronounced that of himself) thieich the Father hath nothing greater, but as it
became one that is very modest, and a supplicahgve set himself below him. Furthermore, in that
he here considereth and describeth himself asdtiee’s Embassador, he is not to be thought to have
attributed unto himself the supreme Majesty andrnGluf the Father that sent him, which herein
consisteth that he is the only true God. Besidet) the order and the meetness of the speech, doth
require that the first description should be prapethe Father, to whom it is immediately joined, a
the latter is peculiar to Christ, and not Christdascribed both in a peculiar manner; and again, in
such an one, as is common to him with the Fathet that in those words, which, if you respect the
order, seem no less properly to be attributed ¢oRhther, than the latter to Christ. And the fost
these three Reasons was in some measure toucheednbgt accute and learned popish Interpreter.
For amongst other causes, for which Christ in fitéee called not himself, but the Father, the only
true God, he allegeth this also, that Christ woakljt became a Son, speak honorably of his Father,
but very modestly of himself; (wherefore saithteeyalled not himself God, but the Father. Upon the
same account, | suppose, neither would he nameeHijrfar he said, not that they may know thee and
me, but that they may know thee, and whom thoudeait Jesus Christ, speaking of himself in the
third Person, which argueth greater modesty thamame himself, when he treateth of honorable
things, such as this waBut if Christ is to be thought to have here regdré/lodesty in so small a
matter, how much more in not saying, that he togret¥ith the Father, is that only true and most high



God? although Christ would not only have regarantmdesty, but to the very thing it self; for he
would join himself to the Father, and the knowledf&imself to that of the Father, in such a manner
as that he might withal shew what difference theas between them: for he would signify that the
Father is to be known as the supreme Monarch aimd¢dPof all things, and that his will is to be
regarded by its self; but that he himself was tddo&ed upon as his Embassador, who declareth his
will, and demonstrateth it by most certain protising afterwards in the name of God, to execute and
complete the same; for such descriptions of Persotie Scripture, are not wont to be idle, buetit

to illustrate the thing that is treated of. But eghb of this.

He that liketh plain Interpretations of the Scrigtucannot chuse but reject this which we oppase, a
imbrace ours, unless he will prefer his pre-conegigpinion concerning that thing, before any proof
whatsoever:



CHAP.11: 1Cor. 8. 6.

The second Argument taken out of the words of Paul, 1 Cor. 8. 6. To us there is One God the
Father, of whom are all things.

The second testimony of our Opinion touchidge God the Fathershall be that notable place of
Paul, where he explaineth to us, who is that One Gdilstvhe speaketh in this manné&g us there

is One God, the Father, of whom are all things, ave to him,or, for him What could be more
clearly spoken to shew, that tf@he Godis no other besides the Father of our Lord Je$uis For

Paul, explaining who that One God is, simply saiflnat he is the Fathemot the Father, Son and
holy Spirit. But it could no way come to pass, tRaul being about to explain, who that one God is,
should mention the Father only, omitting the otbersons, if that one God were not only the Father,
but also the Son and holy Spirit, since those twoséhs besides the Father, were as necessary to
declare who that one God is, as the Father himselthat they could not here by him be omitted or
concealed.

The Defence of the Argument.

These things though they be so plain and cleat ahthe first sight they gained belief, yet haib t
love of defending mens Opinions, prompted them samagéto answer thereunto.

For some except, th&aul doth not say, that that one God is only the Fatgrsimply is the Father;
by which means the other Persons are not excludatithat they may not seem to speak this without
ground, they alledge the words immediately follogviwherePaul affirmeth, That there is one Lord
Jesus Christ, by whom are all things, and we by Bt (say they) none will say that that one Lord is
Christ only, otherwise the Father would not be that one Lardich every one may see to be most
absurd, inasmuch as that one God cannot chusestibabone Lord.

Others answer, that the name of fether being used in divine things, is ambiguous; foisibne
while taken essentially, signifying indistinctly ehGodhead or whole Trinity; another while
hypostatically, that is personally, denoting thestfiPerson of the Trinity (as they speak) even the
Father of our Lord Jesus Christ; and that in thee@ it is taken in the first signification, not tine
second, as our Opinion requireth.

But as to the first Adversaries, we have alreadynsh that the force of these wordsRaul is such,

as if it were said, that that one God is no otle=ides the Father: For the Apostle would here @xpla
who that one God is. But doth he rightly explaitheng, who omitteth not only as much, but more
also then he expresseth, when in the mean timewthigh he omitteth, is necessary to explain the
thing, and instead of three Persons, mentionethobat as the Apostle by this account would do?
Who, | pray you, of our Adversaries, when he igxplain who that one God is, doth so handle the
matter, as that he maketh mention of the Fathey, @md saith, that there is one God, namely, the
Father of Jesus Christ? Which of them doth not ould not rather say thus, there is one God,
namely, the Father, Son and holy Spirit? for indéedought so to speak, if he will speak agreetble
his Opinion: But had the Apostle been of the samiion with the Adversaries, he should rather
have spoken so, to avoid the giving of occasiomi®Opinion of ours; which (as they imagine) is an
errour so grievous and pestilent, namely, that ¢ingt God should be accounted one no less in Person
than in Essence, and believed to be no other tirmfdther of our Lord Jesus Christ; especiallyesinc
the distinction of a Person from its Essence waghen commonly known, or to speak more rightly
was not yet invented: and besides, it might julsdydoubted of the Son and holy Spirit, whether they
were the most high God, partly because it was sseftt amongst all, that both do proceed from the
Father, partly because the Apostles did most fretfpudistinguish both from God simply so called,
by calling the one the Son of God, the other thieitSif God: Wherefore that most faithful Teacher,
who was most studious of mens salvation, oughtaepeak so dangerously, and give to the faithful
an occasion of so great and pernicious an Errauthey are pleased to stile it. From whence also it



appeareth, that that is nothing which some herav@msamely, thaPaul said by an Attribution or
Appropriation, as they call it, that that one Geadthe Father; for by this course he had not at all
instructed the vulgar sort of Christians, but hather, as we have already said, entangled them with
most grievous errour; for of that Attribution whiih here held, the Vulgar doth not understand the
reason, since many of the very Learned themseklwes hot so much as heard of it: So that it was not
worth the while, to use this figure to the detrimneh the thing it self. In explaining of things,| al
faithful Teachers study clearness; and that theemthie greater the things are, and the greater the
danger is that may accrue from obscurity.

But who was more faithful than the Apostle? Whatsvgaeater than the things treated of? What
Errour, especially if we believe our Adversariepren grievous? What Danger more prejudicial?
Besides, what kind of Attribution or Appropriatias this? is it such a one, that a word of a stricte
signification, namelyThe Father,should be a larger word, and actually comprehendinit many
persons, namelyGod, be joined by apposition, or simply predicatedt®fBut by what instance will
they shew, that this may rightly be done? Indeedntime of an Individual is sometimes wont to be
adjoined to the name of the Species; as the nardesols Christo the wordMan: but then the name
of the Species doth not actually comprehend madiyibiuals, but only denoteth some one Individual
comprehended under it. But if they say that ther@ppation lies herein, namely, that the wddd,
which otherwise is common to many persons in nuirthat is, to the Father, Son and holy Spirit, is
here taken as proper to one, to wit, the Fathest,Rhey take that for granted, which is not only
controverted, but also false, and ought to be attesucontrary to these very wordsRdul, namely,
that the namé&od when it is put for the most high God, is commomtany persons in humber; so
that it may univocally, or essentially be predichté each: in which manner they hold that the Fathe
is God, and the Son God, and the holy Spirit Gadl.gihce the most high God is lrein number,
and is so here biyaul said to be, he cannot in that manner be predia#tethny distinct in number;
for one in number cannot be univocally predicatechany differing in number, since that it is proper
only to the Species and the Genus, or rather toathizh is one in Genus or Species.

Again, by this means, the aforesaid Answer to ogufent, namely, that the Apostle saith not, that
that one God is the Father only, falleth to theugdy for if the word God, is in this place taken as
proper to the Father, certainly it is agreeablbitomind to say, that that one God is the Fathéy: on
for if he were not the Father only, but also the 8ad holy Spirit, then the wo@od would not be
taken as proper to the Father, but as common tthtiee Persons. Wherefore at the beginning, they
ought not to deny th&aul saith that which we affirm, namelyhat that one God is the Father Only;
or reciprocally,That the Father only is that one Gduljt only to dispute with us concerning the sense
of this very assertion. Furthermore, if the w@dd is here used as proper to the Father, it is either
taken by way of excellency, and signifieth thatd®arwhich is the fountain of the others: or without
any regard to that excellency, is simply put far Eather. If the first be said, we have alreadywshe

in the foregoing Chapter, that they who so spealgither contradict themselves, and hold the Father
only to be indeed the most high God, or say nottinthe purpose. If the latter, the Apostle had not
spoken to the thing in hand; for the question wats whether there be one Father, but whether there
be one God; as is manifest from the preceding wofdlse Apostle, though even on the first account
the Apostle had not spoken to the matter; for thestjon was not, whether there were but one, that
was the fountain of other persons, endued withesuprDeity; but simply, whether there were one or
more, who indeed had supreme Deity, and consequeatk originally and by themselves capable of
Divine Worship.

Hitherto we have explained and defended one reelsefly whereby their answer is confuted, who
denied it to be the meaning Baulswords,That that one God is the Father only

Another reason is, that if you will say, that tbae God is not the Father only, but also otherd?exs
namely, the Son and holy Spirit, you must of neitg$all into one of these two absurdities; either
say, that the Father is not that one God, nor likevihe Son, nor the holy Spirit; or that every ohe
these Persons is both the Father, and Son, andSpaty. for when you assert, that the Apostlefsait
not, that that one God is the Father only, but ¢inét that one God is the Father, either you hudd t
the expression of the Apostle is not proper, bual§ynecdoche, one Person of the Trinity is put for



the whole Trinity; whereas the proper expressionldide this, That one God is the Father, Son and
holy Spirit, or the whole Trinity; or else you suse this expression, That one God is the Father, to
be proper; but yet not such, but that we may nosténding properly say, that one God is the Son,
that one God is the holy Spirit. If you hold thesfj either every Person of the Trinity is the veéhol
Trinity, or is not that one God: For thus we magus, That one God is the whole Trinity, or the
Father Son and holy Spirit jointly. But the Fatigethat one God; therefore the Father is the whole
Trinity. There is the like reasoning concerning 8@ and holy Spirit. But if you acknowledge the
conclusion to be absurd, you must deny the Mindrictvis partly confirmed out of the Scripture,
partly out of your Opinion. For thus we may reasbinat one God is the whole Trinity. The Father is
not the whole Trinity: Therefore the Father is timat one God. In like manner may we discourse
concerning the Son and holy Spirit. If you hold tatter, we will thus reason; That one God is the
Father; That one God is the Son and holy Spirier&fore the Son and holy Spirit are the Father; and
contrariwise.

Now we add not in the conclusion the partideme onebecause the terms are singular. But if you
will not admit the conclusion as being absurd, youst again deny the Minor: For thus we will
dispute; That one God is the Father. The Son ahdSpirit are not the Father; Therefore the Son and
holy Spirit are not that one God. In like manner mvay also conclude thus concerning the Father,
That one God is the Son, or holy Spirit. The Fatiarot the Son, nor the holy Spirit; Therefore the
Father is not that one God.

The third Reason may be fetched from the followivayds; For if that one God were not only the
Father, but also some other, certainly Christ wdadche. But Christ is here manifestly distinguished
from that one God; and so is demonstrated not tthdéeone God, whilst it is addednd One Lord
Jesus Christ: by whom are all things: and we by.him

But whereas they say, that these very words inéntaat when that one God is called the Father, the
Son or holy Spirit is not excluded from the sameli@ad; because neither here, where that one Lord
is called Jesus Christ, the Father is excluded filsensame Lordship; they are therein exceedingly
mistaken, inasmuch as the wdrard doth in this place denote him who is some waysriatir to the
most high God, and subordinate to him in dominalthough he be next to him; that is, signifieth
him: by whom the most high God governeth all thiagy way belonging to the Salvation of Men.
But in this manner that one God is not Lord, siheecannot in any sort be inferiour and subordinate
to himself: wherefore he is rightly excluded by fbBowing words from such a Lordship. And what
we have spoken, is proved by a twofold Reason dfasn this very place. For first,hat one Lord,

is either the same with that one God, or some wégriour to him. The same he is not, otherwise
there will be no ground of distinction, nor woultete be any cause, why that one God should be said
to be the Father, and that one Lord, Jesus Chuistio less that one Lord, than that one God, shoul
be said to be the Father; for what reason there wiag that one God should be said to be the Father,
the same would there also be, for which that onel Ishould be said to be the Father: It remaineth
therefore, that it signifieth him, who is somewaferiour to that one God. Again, The same is proved
by the descriptions which are added to both; thaboth to the Father and to Christ; and by which
they are distinguished one from another; for, ahinged in the former Chapter, the Descriptions tha
are added to things or Persons in the Scriptueenar wont to be either idle, or foreign to thenthi
which is treated of, but fitted to illustrate orope the same. In this place, if these descriptinake

any thing to the purpose, namely, that the Fathdreiof whom are all things, and we to hiemd
Christ he,by whom are all things, and we by hithey shew that the Father is that one God, and
Christ that one Lord; as if the Apostle had said, U there is one God, namely, the Father, in as
much as all things are of him, and we consequéathim; and there is also to us one Lord, namely,
Jesus Christ, in as much as all things are by &ird,we consequently by him; for it is necessary tha
he should be that one Gaaf, whom are all thingsthat is, who is the first and highest efficientsa

of all those things which pertain to us Christigfus that he hath a peculiar regard to Christidhs,
word We several time repeated doth intimate) and conselyuenwhom as the ultimate Scope we
ought to look, and to confer all worship and hondtor he is to be accounted by us the most high
God, who is the first and highest Cause, as ofrdtiiags, so of those, namely, which belong to us



and our Salvation. He also is to be accou@ed who is the highest Cause, not only of some things
but of all; for if he were nobne some would proceed from him, others from anothsrthe prime
Author and highest Cause; and consequently, the gibthose things ought by us to be referred
partly to him, partly to the other. Now that we hasne Lord, even Christ, is thence evident, because
all things are by him; that is, because he is thtlla cause of all those things which belong tad

our salvation, and in that all things are govergedispenced by him from that first Cause of all
things. Where also it followeth, that we by him btjkewise to worship God; that is, that he is the
middle scope and end of the honour, which oughtu$yo be exhibited unto God: for because all
things are byhim, it is apparent not only that he is Lord, but alsat one Lord; for if there were
many, some things would be administered by hinerstby another, and so we ought to worship God
partly by him, partly by another. Now who seeth tiwit these things are very suitable to the words
and scope of the Apostle? Neither can any one dlgjext, that it is also said sometimes concerning
the most high God, thatl things are by himfor it is certain that it signifieth not, that senother
who is the supreme Cause, doth effect those thigighe most high God. But it is frequently said of
Christ in the Scripture, that some other, namelgd @r the Father, who cannot chuse but be the
supreme Cause, doth do something by him, whichegshpelongeth to a second cause. Concerning
which thing, we will hereafter treat more largeatyits place.

But that in these words &faul it is not upon the same account s#igt all things are done by Christ,
as it is elsewhere said of God, is very evidentalse in this place those expressi@isywhom are

all things, and by whom are all thingand also thoséVe to himandwe by himare opposed the one
to the other, and put to distinguish divers perstviserefore neither is that which is applied to the
Father, common to Christ; nor that which is apptedhrist, so taken, as that it may be common to
the Father. But this will come to pass no other wthgn if the words annexed to the Father, signify
that he is the prime efficient cause of all thirysd the ultimate end of us and our Religion: drusé
things which are annexed unto Christ, signify tlwhich the propriety of the words requireth; namely,
that he is the middle efficient Cause of all thingad the intermediate end of our Religion. From
whence it is now understood, that that one Godifsggim him, who is the prime efficient Cause of all
things, and the ultimate end; and that that onel Isignifieth him, who is the middle efficient Cause
of all things, and likewise the intermediate endha&f Worship that is to be performed to God from us
and consequently, that the one is superiour anaterethe other some ways inferiour and less. And
indeed the greatest part of Interpreters of Sarptaeem to acknowledge this signification of that
Lordship which is peculiarly attributed to Chrifdy as oft as they read that Christ is made Lord, o
Authority and a Kingdom given unto him, or thatstell at length deliver the Kingdom to God the
Father, they usually say, that it is there spoKehat Lordship or Kingdom over the Church, whish i
peculiarly granted unto him, as mediator, by théh&a Since therefore such a Lordship agreeth to
Christ only, why may he not in regard thereof, la#led! thatOne Lord, especially in this place;
where, as we have seen, that one Lord is openiyngligshed from that one God; and without making
mention of any other, is said to be Jesus Chmst,Ghrist himself is looked upon as he, by whom are
all things, and by whom God is to be worshippedusf which is proper to a Mediator, as they
commonly take the word; where finally there is aiplrelation to us Christians and the Church.
Wherefore it is evident enough, that the Fathewisthat one Lord which is here spoken of, nor doth
the same Lordship which is attributed to Christeagto him. Which being so, what they say
concerning that one Lord, is so far from over thirgnour opinion which we hold is contained in the
former words, speaking of thahe Godthat it much confirms it; for if wheRaul saith, that there is
one Lord Jesus Christ, his purpose was to sigthfgt, that Lord is no other but Jesus Christ; ie lik
manner also when he saiffhat we have one God, even the Fatlmés, purpose was to signify that
that God was no other but the Father, for thetkeassame force and reason of the words; neithér hat
the one less force to exclude others than the .other

Before we go hence, we must briefly explain, hoat thne Lord is distinguished from that one God,
when notwithstanding the nameladrd altogether seemeth here to be taken by way ofllercy, for
otherwise there would be many Lords;Rasil himself in the precedent words, ver. 5. did decl&ut
the name otord taken by way of excellency, seemeth to signifyotiwer than the most high God,
and that independent Monarch. We answer, thataheerofLord, when it is put as proper to Christ,



is taken by way of excellency, but only in respafabther Lords, who are so far forth of the sammalki
with him, as they have received their Lordship frittea most high God, and consequently depend on
him: For that Christ is of the same rank, the Sargs most manifestly testify; and we, hereafter
producing most clear testimonies thereof, will destmate. Wherefore whatsoever that Excellency be,
which is contained in the woildbrd when it is put for Christ, or attributed to himlpryet is it not of

so large extent, nor so sublime, as to comprehandbaolute supreme and independent Lordship,
such as is proper to the most high God? and coesdgwneither doth the hame bbrd in that sense
agree to the most high God, but is distinguishethfhim. Thus namely, Is it come to pass, that since
the name ofGod doth in its own nature signify something more éecg and noble, than the bare
name ofLord, that the nam&odtaken by way of excellency, should denote him, Wwath an Empire
altogether independent, and is the prime efficadnall things: But the name dford distinguished
from him, who is called God by way of excellenciipsld by a certain preheminency design him,
who amongst the Lords dependent on God, holdethirtigank, and is far sublimer than all the rest.
Concerning which thing we could say more, but thatmust hasten to somewhat else.

For now we must examine the other Answer to oumuArgnt drawn from this place Bfaul; which is,
that Fatherin this place is not taken for the Father of JeShadst, but compriseth the whole Trinity:
Which answer, that it should come into any onesdhés a wonder: certainly it is altogether
inexcusable unto them, who boast that they teathingpbut the mere word of God, and are wont to
object to us that following reasowe depart from the Word of God, and wrest the 8mepfor what

is it to speak besides the Scripture, and to ddpart the plain and obvious meaning thereof, i thi
be not? for by what instance will they ever prowattthe word-ather, spoken of God, doth signify
three Persons of Divinity? The places are obvicusany one, wherein the worBather either
absolutely taken, or manifestly related to us (Witleey hold is here tacitly done) denoteth the &ath
of our Lord Jesus Christ. And indeed the sameasHdther both of Christ and us; as Christ himself
teacheth inJohn and many other things demonstrate. Since therdfos signification of the word
Father, is notorious to all, and most usual in the Sarigf but that other can by no sufficient instance
be demonstrated; what came into their heads, #aafrig that, they should imbrace this, or rather
devise it, and that in such a place, wheesl intended clearly to explain who th@nhe Godis, and
consequently to use the known signification ofwwed? indeed they alledge places where they think
God is for the Creation called Father; but herey tbay, respect is had to Creation, siait¢hingsare
saidto be of himBut this latter is taken without proof; for the rcAll is wont to be referred to the
subject matter, and to be restrained thereunto.nBue it is spoken ofis that is, Christians, and
consequently of things peculiarly belonging untgi§€tians.

Again, They do not prove, that the Father, whooigalled for Creation, is any other than the Father
of our Lord Jesus Christ. Certainly we see hovwhat tvhich is called ThApostles Creedhe same is
called the Father Almighty, and the Creator of H#aand Earth, and Jesus Christ said to be his Son;
yea, they themselves, though they make creatiah ttaa other actions, which are performed out of
God, common to the whole Trinity, do yet affirmattcreation is peculiarly attributed to the Father,
redemption to the Son, sanctification to the hghyri® Wherefore although God should in this place
be called Father for Creation, yet would there beause why we should imagine any other besides
the Father of our Lord Jesus Christ to be undedstbot there would rather be great cause why we
should think that he is peculiarly to be meant.

Though furthermore, there is either no place ataalkcarce any in the whole Scripture, wherein, fo
the first Creation only, concerning what they spéaéd is called either simply Father, or our Father
but for other fatherly benefits of his toward mesno call him their Father, and for a certain Ciaati
not common to all men, but peculiar to his Peo@lertainly in the new Testament, it may be justly
denied, that God is any where, for the first Craatinly, either simply called Father, or our Fatimer
particular; for wheresoever the causes of that ligijms are alledged, others are alledged besiues t
first Creation. Finally, they shall no where shélgt Christ is simply called Father, but only ofce
Isaiah, Father of the Ageaand that, as the Greek and Latin translation thgtke come Besides, it is
one thing for the name of Father to be some wheedigated of one; another when the name of
Father is applied to signify a certain subject Wwhis the Father; that he should in particular be
understood, or be comprehended with others. Athiholy Spirit, they do so slightly prove that he



is the Father, that | am even sorry to mention wihey alledge. The cheifest & almost only proof is,
that we are regenerated by him, and that Chritt ¥éhatsoever is born of the Spirit is SpiBut by

this means, they ought to make Water likewise thihét, since Christ a little before, joined it with
the Spirit in this business, saying, that we oughie born again of it and the Spititnless saith he,

a man be born again of Water and the Sgitie vulgar translation addeth holy® cannot enter into
the Kingdom of GodNow by Water, they are wont to understand, thmetgary water which is used

in baptism, and whatsoever you understand by i§ itot a person. Thus also they ought to make
Gods Word the Father, because Peter writeth, Thatne born again not of corruptible seed, but of
incorruptible, by the Word of God which liveth aabideth for ever. The same reason would also be
of force in generation properly so called. Wherefas oft as it is written, that Christ, for example
sake, was born of the Seed@dvid, the Seed obDavid would be accounted the Father of Christ; So
in the rest. But if they cannot prove that the M®pjrit is the Father, or may rightly be so calledw
much less will they be able to prove, that he ig @where designed by, or comprehended under the
name of Father, when the Father is used to desigintain subject, as here it is done?

But further more, although such a significatiorttog word were somewhere found, yet would it here
have no place where the Father is manifestly @jetshed from Christ, and that by a certMark;

for the Father essentially taken, as they speak, idaheir opinion also include Christ: But hehisre

in such a manner, as we have before discussedsepo the Father, and contra distinguished from
him as they speak. Finally, there lies a contraaficin this opinion of theirs: for either the Fathef
whom they understand these words, is a Persos, rti If he is a Person, why do they oppose him
to the Father, taken personally? Why do they nffeshim to be the Father of Christ; for eitheribe
one Person, or more: if one, what other can be tnaderstood besides the Father of Christ? If more,
he must not be called Father, but Fathers.

But if he be not a Person, he is not the Fathere¥ery father, though figuratively so called, & be
indued with understanding, is a Person; for a fatheso called for some action, and chiefly for
generation, either properly or figuratively so edll But such actions agree to none uppositiums
that is, prime Substances complete; as we will @rpin its place. But every Suppositum, being
indued with understanding, by the consent of al§ Person. It is therefore necessary, that thiseFa
whereof Paul speaketh, should be a Person, and but one. BuFdtier taken for one Person in
Divinity, by the confession of the very Adversariés none but the Father of Christ. So that their
endeavour is vain, who to dull the edge of this #edlike places, have devised this new signiforati
of the word.



CHAP. I1I: Ephes. 4. 6.

Thethird Argument from the place of Paul, Ephes. 4. 6. Thereis One God and Father of all.

To that place oPaul to the Corinthians which we have hitherto urged, to prove that nboethe
Father of our Lord Jesus Christ, is the most higitd,Ghis passage of the same Apostle to the
Ephesiansis not unlike; for here thabod which is said to be One, and thather, doth signify one
and the same Subject, and consequently the orfenis larger extent than the other; neither is any
other that One God, besidia® Father of our Lord Jesus Christ

Now we suppose that it is not here necessary to glenany words, that it is very familiar to the
Scripture, when it speaketh of the same thing, @esigneth it by divers names, to connect those
names together by the copulative Particle, andhahis place we see the wobd and that of
Fatherjoined together.

This hath been noted by the Interpreters of theee, both in sundry other places, and also asé¢h
by name wherein these: words, namé&pnd and theFather are joined together. As when the same
Apostle saith, that Christ shall at length deliverthe Kingdonto God even the Fathear when he
thus speaketh together witeter, Blessed be God even the Father of our Lestig Christpr when

he saith,That we may unanimously with one mouth, glorify @edn the Father of our Lord Jesus
Christ. That | may now omit sundry other passages whiéheatant in the same Apostle; for it
sufficiently appears, that in those places, theesanbject is described by divers names, and thst it
all one as if it had been saf@pd who is the Fathepr God, that is, the Fatheor some such way.

Now that in this place to thEphesiansone and the same is understood by the nant@odfand
Father, first is apparent, in that the Apostle speakethtly concerning the Unity of the one and the
other, and not distinctly, as in all the other gswhereof he made mentidhaul had said (intending
afterwards to demonstrate the thing) that Christiaught, being knit together with the bond of peace
to maintain spiritual Union, and addeth to thatpmse,that there is One Body, and One Spirit, as
they were also called in one hope of their Calli@mne Lord, One Faith, One Baptism, One God and
Father of all. Why did he not likewise say, as in the r&@stere is one God, one Father of dflhe did
understand one by the name@dd another by the name of tkather? The same is also evident, in
that he here distinguisheth thahe Godboth from thatOne Lord and thatOne Spirit and that in
such a manner, as not only to design them by digppellations, and to include them in divers
members of the sentence, but also to interpose thinegs between them, that it might the more
clearly appear, that they are different the onenftbe other.

But we saw in the foregoing Chapter, that Chridiysname understood by thate Lord what other
then should be understood, by tkte God distinguished both from th&ne Spirit and also from
thatOne Lord,or Christ, but the Father of Christ? especialhcsithe very name of the Father is by
the Apostle himself expresly added. For lest yoousth understand the whole Trinity by the name of
that God, who is calledOne the foresaid Reason doth forbid; namely, in tinad Persons of the
Trinity were already mentioned, and distinguisheahf thatone God

Again, How absurd would such a speechTieere is one Trinity of all, and Fathef@r to omit that a
Trinity, as the Adversaries hold, is not one Gadt, three, as shall elsewhere be shewn, and is of it
self manifest to every one, if he will not for loeé his prejudicate Opinion, offer violence to his
understanding; what need is there, after the whikéty, to add the Father by name, as if he haid no
been comprehended therein? But would he have aslmi@dthing for Explication sake, he ought to
have expressethree Personsnot one: for neither doth he who maketh mentibrome Person,
explain a Trinity of Persons.

The Defence of the Argument.



But there are not wanting some, who in this pldse do by the Name of the Father, understand the
whole Trinity, or the Godhead indistinctly takenhidéh how absurdly they do, though it may be
understood by the Defence of the foregoing Arguimggttis it here also to be shewn; chiefly because
the principal Patrons of that Opinion have procdeste far, as to say, that by O8pirit, One Lord,
One God, and Fathethe very same is here understood, there beingstioation in the thing it self,
but only in the words. How bold and absurd thatliEgtion of Paulswords is, would be hard to utter.
But so was it necessary for them to do, who weselved to hold their Position, and to defend any
thing which the Opinion that they had once set dadich require.

We for bear to urge, that three persons, everyvemereof is a Spirit, Lord, God, Father, cannot
possibly be one Spirit, Lord, God, Father, as tiagg it for granted.

Our demand only is, By what Example they extendritsme of the Spirit or the Father to the three
Persons? As for the name of tRather, we spake of it in the foregoing Chapter: from nte let
those things be fetched, that are pertinent tontiaitter.

You shall find that the name of tigpirit, one while put simply, another while with an addient, is

in infinite places taken for the hogpirit, but no where for the Father or Christ. Indeed wled
Spirit is once in the Scripture predicated of tlaher twice in a different sense of Christ: but put
subjectively, or designing a certain subject whgthe Spirit, it is no where understood of Chnisir

the Father. Is it then lawful to reject the moatalssignification of words, which it is very appate
that Paul here followed, and to impose such a one upon thelsvas is no where extant? Besides,
what cause can be alledged, why the Apostle haeératpeat the same thing thrice, than distinctly t
reckon up three distinct things, which might beregped by the same words, and each whereof was
very pertinent to the business in hand? Why, | bag, he rather thrice to name God indistinctly, and
only heap up words, than to mention first the Umitythe holy Spirit, under the name ©he Spirit
than that of Christ, under the nameQie Lord afterward that of th&ather, under this very name?
Furthermore, why did the Apostle separate thesethy the interposal of other things? Why did he
not at least conjoin them, and speak of their Umtg continued course? The other things which he
jointly mentioned, we see are divers, those whiehmentioned apart, shall we think the same? We
know indeed that the same thing is sometimes regdeaaith changes of words; but when like things
are reckoned up in order, and each of the resthfad in particular members, or Commaes, the same
thing is not wont to be repeated in divers memli&esto the rest; much less to be sundred by the
interposal of like things and Commaes. No such gkarshall be alledged either out of prophane or
sacred Writers. Add hereunto, that the same thirthiein wont to be by sacred Writers so signifigantl
repeated, (as here it will come to pass) when ah eeord there is some peculiar force which here
hath no place. Certainly there will be no forcehe word Spirit; as shall presently be understood:
And should the name of th@ne Lordhere signify the same with th@ne God and so design the
supreme Monarch of all things, the whole force ébémvould not only have been expressed by the
name of thabne God but also presently explained more clearly, whiter ahe name of the Father it

is addedthat he is over ajlfor it is signified that he only ruleth over alith the highest Authority,
that it may be thence understood, that the Fatlsrdeservedly so joined with that One God, as that
we should conceive him to be the same; as if heshajThere is one God and Father of all, as who
is over all; for were not the Father that one God, he coulduletover all with the highest authority.
Now then, had not the force of the warord been sufficiently expressed in these words?

But what force would there be in the woggpirit? for it would signify nothing but one spiritual
Essence. Not to say, that the Essence of God wmtlgbresently be signified, let us even without
reason suppose, that a Spirit, or Spiritual Essdrgiag mentioned, the Substance of God is by name
understood? What doth this make to the unity ofisfians? is it because they all believe the same to
be? but neither is the mention of their faith madéhis comma; and the unity thereof is peculiarly
mentioned, whilst it is said)ne Faith How was it then pertinent to the matter, thareheas one
spiritual, add, if you please, divine Essence?ingtht all: for you must understand that the Uity
the Faithful, is not thence simply concluded, #nagry one of these things which are reckoned up, is
one in it self, partly in kind, partly in numbet, is common to all the Faithful; for from this



Communion of such excellent things, or Unity ofntié common to Christians, their Unity is
concluded: Wherefore all the things which are reekbup, are either such as exist in the very
Christians, whether apart, as Hope, Faith, Baptismyhich we may also refer that one Spirit; or
jointly, as that mystical Body, or else they anagls which do indeed exist without them, but yeteha

a manifest relation to them, and reduce them taytJsich as are th&@ne Lord and thatOne God
andFather common to them allwho is over all that is, as we said before, who alone ruleth aller
with the highest Sovereignty, and doth alike gudd govern all; and is alsbrough alt that is, doth

by his providence diffuse himself through all, pthghrough all the Members of the Christian Body,
and by his goodness reacheth unto all, or, whichetb to the same purpose, is as it were conversant
amongst all, and is in the middle of them, nambiyhis help, aid and providence; finally, is in, all
that is, dwelleth in all by his Spirit; for they whom all these things are common, ought to be most
closely united amongst themselves. But what relasahere between thgpirit and Christians, if by
that name you understand the spiritual Essenceodf Bow will that be common to all Christians? for
neither is it possessed by them, as the thingseofarmer sort, by us reckoned up; likewise it hath

a relation unto them, as the wdrdrd, GodandFather. Doth not the thing it self shew, that if you
will by this word, understand a divine Spirit, yooust of necessity understand the holy Spirit,
common to all the Faithful, wherewith they aretasere animated and guided? for then he will be in
the number of those good things which they by tline bounty do obtain; neither indeed ought the
mention of him at any hand to be here omitted;|pdreécause the holy Spirit is of essential note
amongst the good things common to Christians, whigke them one to another, in that he erecteth
and sealeth them to the hope of the same happMésmce the Apostle speaking of the same thing
to the Christians, after he had said that ChrishisrChurch, is one body as it were compacted of
divers members, he addeffor with one Spirit we have all been baptized iotee body, whether
Jews or Greeks, whether bend or free, and we hivmean drenched into one Spirfipr the same
cause he had in the precedent words in the saroe,lsscoursed much concerning the Unity of the
Spirit, lest because of such different facultiesiclvhhe did put forth in different Christians, they
should account one another for strangers, or at laacomparison of themselves, despise them who
had attained lesser gifts; and that they mighthencontrary acknowledge one another to be different
members indeed, but yet of the same body, singewieee as it were enlivened with the same Spirit
of God: why therefore in this place, where the Aj@$andleth the same thing, should he not
expresly mention that Unity of the holy Spirit whetith Christians were imbued? add hereunto, that
the Apostle in the words immediately following, ako in that place to th€orinthians doth
discourse touching the diversities of the giftefiects of the holy Spirit given to Christians; that
there is no doubt, but that he had first spokerteoning the Unity of that Spirit, as in the othéage.

But where is he to be supposed to have mentionedtitvhen he spake &fne Spirit?unless perhaps
he would have him comprehended under the name efBaptism; which notwithstanding they
themselves do not admit, who stifly contend that Aipostle speaketh of Water Baptism: nor are we
against it: and certainly if it be here spoken af\dne Spirit, and not of the mind and will, ingaerd

of which the Faithful ought to be one Spirit, thé&seno doubt but the Apostle speaketh of the holy
Spirit. But if by one Spirityou understand the holy Spirit, there is no causg you should not by
one Lord understand Christ, as in the foresaid place wedtsgone; and consequently by thather,

that which otherwise the word it self requiretre #ather of Jesus Christ.

| suppose we have sufficiently shewn, that by thma ofFather in that place to th&phesiansis
none meant, save the Father of our Lord JesustCarnid consequently none but he, isRaul held
to be that one God.

Now if any one will fly to Appropreation or Attriltion, devised by some in this business, he may
easily be confuted, if one consider these thingichvive have spoken thereof in the foregoing
Chapter, when we examined the first Answer to oigufent drawn out of that place; so that there is
no need any longer to insist upon it.



CHAP.1V: Mat. 24. 36.

The fourth Argument drawn from the words of Christ, Mat. 24. 36. But of that day and hour
knoweth none, no not the Angels of the Heavens, but the Father only: and Mark 13. 32. But of the
day and hour knoweth none, no not the Angelsin the Heavens, no not the Son, but the Father.

Before we go from the places which make expresstiorenf the Father, we think good to add an
Argument more fetched from the words of Chrigiat. 24. Mark 13. wherein he openly affirmeth,
that the Father only or, which is all onethat none but the Father did know of that day outho
namely, of the last judgment, or his coming: for Qpinion is hence most clearly demonstrated; for
he who only sometimes knew the day or hour of éis¢ judgment, is onlthe most high GadBut by
the testimony of Christ, the Father only sometiriesw that day or hour: Wherefore he only is the
most high God. The truth of the major Propositiamthey call it, is apparent to every one; for lhew
only sometimes knew all things, is also only thestiigh God; for the most high God, ever doth and
did know all things. But he who only sometimes kniw day of the last judgement, did then only
know all things; for he that was ignorant of thayddid not absolutely know all things; wherefoee h
who only sometimes knew the day of the last judgeris alsconly the most high God

If any thing pertaineth to the defence of this Argnt, although it is so clear and strong as not to
need it, we will speak of it hereafter when we ktraht of Christ. Now follows Arguments drawn out
of those places, wherein, though the name of tlileeFde not expressed, yet it is indeed spoken of
him.



CHAP.V:1Cor.12. 4,5, 6.

Argument thefifth drawn from thewords of Paul, 1 Cor. 12, 4, 5, 6. There are diversities of Gifts,
but the same Spirit; and diversities of Administrations, but the same Lord; and diversities of
Operations, but the same God.

In these words of the Apostle which we have allelddgieis apparent, that these wortlee same Gad
doth signify that one God common to all Christialdew since the Apostle doth distinguish him both
from thesame Spirit, and the same Lomthom we have before seen, by two places of theesa
Apostle, to be Christ; it is clear, that that Gadtlie Father of our Lord Jesus Christ, and no other
besides him; for what other can be imagined, whoddistinguished from that one Spirit, and one
Lord of Christians; namely, Christ, should be desijby the name afame Gogdbesides the Father
of Christ? But how was it possible, that under tiasne of the same God, he should be distinguished
from thesame Spiritand thesame Lord if that one Spirit, and that one Lord, were nssl¢hatvery
same Gogdthan the Father? Neither will any one doubt a$ tmeaning of that place, who will
compare these things with what we have spoken coimgethose two places of the same Apostle, 1
Cor. 8. 6.Ephes 4. 5, 6.

The Defence of the Argument.

Here we do not much fear, lest any one of the Ashmes should so take these three, namely, The
same Spirit, the same Lord, the same Gadwe said, that some interpreted the like wdegdess.

as, namely, to assert, That all these are commémet@rinity, and do not each of them denote divers
persons, or things, but that the same Trinity iscdbed in three divers manners. For, not to repeat
what was said in that place to tBphesianswhere we saw that that one Spirit is openly digtished
from that one Lord, and that one God, and that @a¢hese names doth design particular persons or
things; whence it is easy to collect, the sameoisedn this place likewise; which is very like twat

of the Ephesianspartly in words, partly in regard of the Argumemtd drift: add hereunto, that by
this means the wor&pirit would not signify the holy Spirit distinguishedi the Father and the
Son, but would be taken for a spiritual Substaraewe saw some took it in that place of the
EphesiansBut besides, that this is other ways foolish, fordign to the meaning of the Apostle, as
may from thence appear; neither doth the foregaimgfollowing words endure that interpretation;
for that the Apostle doth speak of the holy Spint name, which he afterwards sundry times
designeth by the simple name of Bpirit; all the circumstances do argue; for he begampéals of
spiritual Gifts, or such as proceed from the habjri§ and in the very beginning proposed a Rule
whereby theCorinthiansshould discern the holy Spirit from the impure oaed a divine Inspiration
from a diabolical, which might perhaps pass unterrtame of a divine one. Which very Rudtghn
also, though in other words, doth in his first Hgisleliver:for thus speaketh Paul, None speaking by
the Spirit of God, calleth Jesus accursed: and nmarecall Jesus Lord, but by the holy Spitthen

he had spoken thus, he addeth, But there are digersf Gifts, yet the same Spirit; where evergon
seeth that respect is had to that Spirit whereafédiately before mention was made: as if he should
say to all, who speak by the impulsion of Gods ig§ghis is common, that they call Christ Lord, but
otherways very divers are the Gifts flowing fronatlSpirit into men who have been filled with him,
although that Spirit be the same, and not diveesid®s, afterwards, ver. 8, &c. he largely reckonet
up those various effects of the holy Spirit, to &mel he might explain that which he had before,said
namely,That there are diversities of Gifts, but the sarpgitS These things being apparent to every
one, there is, as we said, no great fear, lesbaryshould seek to get out at that chink, althargbr

is wont to seek all possible ways to escape.

But there are not wanting some, who say that tte $Spirit is described in those three manners, and
contend that he is one while callébde same Spirjitanother whilehe same Lordanother whilehe
same Godbut this Interpretation is easily confuted by ttw@lation of this place with that to the
Ephesians where the Apostle handling the same Argumenth,das we have seen, manifestly
distinguish one Spirit both from one Lord, and @wd, and from the unity of each draws particular



Arguments to demonstrate, that Christians oughy géudiously to maintain spiritual union among
themselves, and not for diversity of spiritual &ifor such like things, to separate one from ampthe
which very thing is by the Apostle here also dameany one may easily perceive if he read over this
Chapter. Wherefore it is unsuitable, that the Algoshould here confound them, whom elsewhere,
treating of the same thing, he had so openly djsished; and when, using the same words, he might
bring three distinct arguments very fit for his jpose, he would rather comprehend but one, drawn
from the unity or sameness of the holy Spirit orBgsides, neither doth the thing it self, nor this
place, admit that the holy Spirit should be undsrdt wherPaul saith, that there is the same Lord, or
the same God; for he speaketh not only of some Imght God, or Lord of Christians, by way of
excellency so called, but of him, besides whomehgrno other; for the meaning of the Apostle is
not, that some most high God, or some Lord of d@hrs, by way of excellency so called, is the
same; but simply that, that most high God, and Lbydway of excellency so called, is the same. But
none is Ignorant, that besides the holy Spirit, Begher is the most high God, to whom in
innumerable places, the name of God is attribugegraper unto him, as the Adversaries themselves
confess, and is in this very place done, ver. 2 {@}ere the Spirit is called the Spirit of God.
Certainly, that the Spirit it self, is not theredenstood by the name of God, appeareth to everylone
like manner that there is also, besides the holyitSp Lord, by way of excellency so called,
innumerable places of the Scripture so teach; vimedgy the confession of the Adversaries
themselves, the name of Lord is used as propehtstCyea, in this very place, in the same second
verse it is affirmed, that Jesusike Lord. And how often, | pray you, in the Apostle is mentmade

of Godthe Father, and of tHeord Jesus Christ? Why then should we think, that i place the holy
Spirit being once already named, is understood,nwdfeerward there is distinct mention made of
Lord and God? Wherefore rather following the custom and analofjythe Scripture, we put a
difference betweesod, Lord andSpirit; as the same Apostle himself doth in the end efldtter
Epistle to theCorinthians where he speaketh thid)e Grace of our Lord Jesus Christ, and the Love
of God, and the Communion of the holy Spirit bé wdu all.



CHAP.VI:1Tim. 2. 5.

The sixth Argument taken from thesewords, 1 Tim. 2. 5. Thereis One God, and One Mediator of
God and Men, the Man Christ Jesus. To which are added those, Rom. 3. 10. There is one God,
who justifieth the Circumcision by Faith, &c.

Our Argument from that place @imothy is thus; If the Father only is there understogdhe name

of that one God, the Father only is that most lagid: For if any one besides the Father were the
most high God, he would be comprehended underaherof that one God, since he is that One God,
besides whom there is no other. Now that the Fathlyris there understood by the name of thaé
God is apparent, in that he only is understood by tfzane: between whom and Men the Apostle
saith, that Christ Jesus is the Mediataxs is manifest from the connection of the woBist he is
none but the Father of Jesus Christ.

A further Confirmation and Defence of the Argument.

That we may fully confirm this Argument that isthe proved, whereof we last spake; namely, That
the Father only is that God: between whom and MenApostle saithThat Christ is the Mediator
For that Christ is the Mediator between the Fatradt Men, no man doubteth: but that he is the
Mediator only between the Father and Men, many dwaty; for they hold that Christ is the Mediator
of the whole Trinity. But this Opinion cannot castsifor it would thence follow, that Christ, who is
held the second Person of the Trinity, would beMegliator of himself, or interveneth in the middle
between himself, which is contradictious. Besidelsist in this place is most openly distinguished
from God, whose Mediator he is said to be. You galy, That Christ is a Mediator only according to
the human nature, and that there is no absurdiyld, that Christ considered according to the huma
Nature, is the Mediator of himself considered adocw to the divine Nature, and is rightly
distinguished from that one God. But this answetaisonly not brought, but also wholly rejected, by
many of the very Adversaries; for others altogettmtend, that Christ according to both natures is
Mediator: but some, although they are afraid tcakpsn, yet do they indeed say the same, for they
refer that office to the whole Person of Christagidered in its full latitude, or to Christ as ebbth
God and Man. As for the rest, who would have Chaistording to the human Nature only, to be
Mediator; neither do they by this distinction essdpe difficulty; for there are or have been some,
who would have the very human nature of Christddrtsleed the Mediator; and contend, that it only
is in Paul understood by the name of tMan Christ JesusThese, as the other Adversaries have
observed, are necessitated to confess, that tharhiNature of Christ is a Person; for both Offices,
such as Mediatorship is, agree to none but Persmalsthe name d#lan, and also oChrist Jesusis

the name of a Person. But if the human Nature oisCis a Person, he cannot be a Person of supreme
Deity; for there would be in him two Persons, a hunand a divine; | say, a divine one essentially.
But that there are two Persons in Christ, all yustliect as Nestorian and contrary to the Scripture
and judged to be most absurd.

But there are others, and those far more numeralos,to avoid this Rock, deal more subtilly; for
they say, that not the very human Nature of Chhat, his Suppositum, or Person, is properly the
Mediator; whereas the human Nature, is the formaiciple of that Mediation; namely, that part of
the Subject, which containeth in it self the propause of the action; which because it is somewhat
obscure, is to be declared by an example. Philesspieach, that a man properly doth understand,
love, and hate, and also eat, drink, run, not @y goul or the body; but that he doth understand,
love, and hate according to the soul; whereas te bt and drink according to the body: So that the
formal principle of some human actions is the sotigthers the body. In like manner the Adversaries
say, that the Suppositum or Person of Christ,ithatery whole Christ, is properly the Mediatordan
consequently doth such things as pertain to a Margliaut according to the human Nature: and they
farther add this reason, because, should not the Rerson of Christ be the Mediator, the actions
which he performs as Mediator, would not have itdirefficacy and value, nor satisfy God for the
sins of men, deserving infinite punishment, whibbyt think to be the proper Office of Christ the



Mediator. But now because his Person, which isvrg infinite God, doth properly perform these
actions, though according to the human nature,éhgrcometh to pass that they have an infinitedorc
and worth. But whilst they thus dispute, they agdint the hole to get out at, which they seemed to
themselves by the distinction of natures to havenepg: For if the very divine Person of Christ is
Mediator, and performeth the actions proper to dister, it is necessary that the divine Nature also
should perform the same, and so Christ be a Meadiagwise according to the divine Nature: for as
the Adversaries themselves confess, a divine Pelstinnot really differ from the divine Nature, nor
add any thing to the Nature but a SubsistenceaBRubsistence hath of it self no power to actabut
the power to act resideth in the Nature: the stdrsi® is only a condition, without which the Nature
doth not act: wherefore whatsoever the divine ReoChrist doth act, his divine Nature endued
with a subsistence doth act. From whence it mayriokerstood, first, that it is not rightly said, thiae
very Suppositum, as they speak, or Person of Chdedh do any thing according to the human
Nature, since the Person of Christ, if we follove ttorce of the Adversaries Opinion, is the very
divine Nature, having its subsistence. But it is mghtly said, that the divine Nature subsistidgth

do something according to the human Nature, siheehuman Nature is not a part of the divine
Nature. Whereas the woettcording as it is used by the Adversaries, includeth &lation of a part;
but if you take that expression, as if it were shidthe human Naturehen both the Father and holy
Spirit might do something according to the humarulaof Christ, though perhaps the Father not as
the nearest cause, and such as immediately mdvethuman Nature, but the holy Spirit dwelling
therein, even as the nearest cause, and immedmatelyng that Nature.

Again, it is likewise understood from what hath epoken, that that distinction of Natures cannot
cause that it may rightly be said, that Christhe Mediator of himself, not only because it is
incongruous to say, that his Person doth do amgtatcording to the human Nature, if that Person be
the very supreme God; but also, because from tpati@h of the Adversaries it would follow, that
the very divine Nature of Christ, doth primarilydaproperly discharge the Office of a Mediator,
although it make use of the human nature in thisalfefor it would be necessary, that the same
divine Nature should intervene in the middle betwéeself and Men, which every one seeth to be
absurd. Finally, it is understood, that this distion of Natures cannot cause, that Christ the ktedi
should be distinguished from God, if Christ be v&yd himself. Add hereunto, that none but those
things are simply distinguished one from anothékvioom it may be simply affirmed, that the one of
them is not the other. But in this place God andisthwho is said to be his Mediator, are simply
distinguished one from another; wherefore neitlethat God Christ, nor Christ that God; for the
distinction of Natures cannot cause, that any tkimguld be simply denied of some subject, which for
another Nature is to be simply affirmed thereof;was will shew more at large Chap. 3. of the
following Section Wherefore neither can it cause, that any thirmukhbe simply distinguished from
that, which is to be simply predicated of it, inasin as such a distinction as we have seen, doth
tacitly involve a simple negation of one in relatitm the other.

Neither can any one here say, that Christ in thelsvof the Apostle, is therefore rightly distindwesl
from God, and so tacitly denied that he is that Goé, because by the nameGdd, or thatOne God

the whole Trinity is understood, whereas Christdsthe whole Trinity: for by this reckoning it nhig

be said, that the Father himself is not God, ot tme God, because the Father is not the whole
Trinity. But who could endure to hear one so spagikicertainly he would openly contradict the
Scripture, who durst to speak in that manner. Bxssidhe very Adversaries themselves do not
suppose the name G&fod, or thatone Godto be collective; that is, so jointly signifyinigree Persons,
that it cannot be predicated of each apart: fgredicating, they hold that name hath the natur@nof
universal, so that it may be predicated of evemgs®ein particular. For instance; The Father is tha
one God, the Son is that one God, the holy Sgithat one God; wherefore Christ was not therefore
distinguished from that one God, and so tacitlyiglgno be that one God, because he is not the whole
Trinity, but because he simply is not that one God.

Some one will perhaps say, as it followeth not,tTlarist is not a man, because he is the Medidtor o
men, since he is rather therefore a Man, becaude thee Mediator of Men: Whence the Apostle
expresly saithThat there is one Mediator of God and Men, the NZdmist JesusSo neither from



thence, that Christ is said to be the Mediatagof, | say, the most high and only God, doth it follow
that he is not the most high and only God. Thisugh it be more pertinent to the sec@ettionof

this book, shall notwithstanding receive a brie$waer; especially, because the thing doth not need
any long dispute: for who seeth not, when Christaisl to be the Mediator of Men, that by the name
of Men other men besides Christ are understood, who eidrer wholly alienated from God, or not
so joined, but that they might be more closelygdiimn a new Covenant by a Mediator? but certainly
Christ was not in the number of them; wherefore may rather retort this Argument upon the
Adversaries: for as Christ was not in the numberthaise men whose Mediator he was, nor is
comprehended under them in this place Raful, so neither is the same Christ that God, or
comprehended under the name of that God whose kdediie is said to be.

Finally, If the whole Trinity were comprehended endhe name of that God whose Mediator Christ
is; he would also be the Mediator of the holy SpiBut this is disentanious to the truth; for there
would be open testimonies thereof extant in theldzbf the Covenant, whose mediator Christ was.
But what are they? We require not such places gptBce wherein it is expresly said, that Christswa
the mediator of the holy Spirit, but from whichniay clearly appear, that Christ did so intervene in
the midst between the holy Spirit and us, as ndedful that a mediator should intervene between
them who are to be joined in Covenant, and thgtdréormed the proper part of that Office between
him and us. According to our Opinion, which the tearned Adversaries themselves think not to be
false, although they say it is imperfect, It is D#ice of a mediator between God and men, to e th
messenger of God to men, and to strike a Leagueebet both, and so to cause, that men being
instructed with the knowledge of the divine Willapnaddress themselves to worship God. But the
Adversaries commonly suppose, that it is the pr@féce of Christ the Mediator, by fully paying the
punishment of all our sins, to appease the wratBaaf kindled against men, and to intercede for them
to God (which we think pertaineth to a Priest.) Btiere is it taught in the Scripture, that Christsw
the messenger of the holy Spirit to men, strokesague between him and men, and brought men
indued with the knowledge of his Will to worshipi#

Concerning the Father, there are most clear testamoof the Scripture: some whereof we will
alledge in the followingSection Certainly Christ, without expressing the Fatheesme, doth
sometimes describe him thude that sent meand changeth this description with the name ef th
Father. There is but one place, as far as | can remendeiged out of the Scripture by the
Adversaries, to prove that Christ was sent by thlg Bpirit, and it is extantisa. 4B. 16. where the
Prophet, according to the vulgar Translation, spdathusAnd now the Lord God and his Spirit hath
sent meBut besides, that the Prophet doth there indeedkspf Christ himself, as even some of the
Adversaries have observed, and if any one denyittigato be understood of. Christ, the Adversaries
will have nothing to prove it withal: It is to beted, that those words may be rightly rendred éut o
theHebrew as some latter Interpreters have déred now the Lord God hath sent me and his Spirit
Besides, though the vulgar interpretation be rethint would be necessary to hold, that the holy
Spirit did send Christ otherwise than the Lord Gddim whom the holy Spirit is openly
distinguished. But here we speak of such a mamteteby Christ was the Embassador or Messenger
of the holy Spirit, as is proper to God. In like rmar, neither is there any thing read of a Covenant
stroke, between the holy Spirit and men, to onet dkher things that might be insisted upon. As for
the places which the Adversaries alledge, whettgdy think it is written, that Christ pacified God
toward us: the Adversaries themselves are wontntienstand them of the Father, not of the holy
Spirit: concerning whom they produce no testimamsither are they wont to affirm, that Christ doth
make intercession for us to the holy Spirit, buiGod the Father: whenc®hn saith, We have an
Advocate with the Father, Jesus Christ the righteavho is a Propitiation for our singt remaineth
therefore, that not the whole Trinity, but the Fatlonly be understood by the name of God in this
place of ours; and so that one God, and the Faeeaccounted for the same. But what need many
words? The very similitude of this place, with thashich we have formerly discussed, wherein by
the name of thaDne God the Father is understood, or tlwie God,is said to be the Father, doth
sufficiently teach every one, who will not be ohate against the truth, that the same is heretalso
be understood. Furthermore, as in those plac€srll2. andEphes 4. Paul would shew, that there

is the same God of all Christians, not one Godhek¢, another of those; so his purpose is here to



shew, that there is the same God of all men, wiordingly is so far forth alike affected towardk al
as that he would have all saved, and come to tbe/lkdge of the truth, and not some to be saved,
and others to perish. Whence likewise he sent oadidtbor unto men, to strike the same League with
all in his Name, and confirm it with his Blood, asd deliver all out of the bondage of sin and death
having, as it were, given a price, and testify waltdhe Soveraign Love of God towards them.

This place putteth us also in mind of that whickgant also in the same ApostiRom 3. 30. where
being about to shew that God will alike justify fajth all men, bothlews & Gentileshe saith thus,
For there is One God, who will justify the Circumcisi@hat is, the circumcised, or Jews) Faith,
and the Uncircumcisiorfthat is the uncircumcised, or Gent)ldgy Faith Now he speaketh of the
God, of whom he had hitherto spoke many things,tanghom he had ascribed the act of justifying,
whom he sundry times most openly distinguishetimfi©hrist, amongst other things, affirming of
him, that he appointed Christ a Propitiatory. Bigtthe is no other than the Father of Christ,edhs

to acknowledge. Certainly that he is not the whaiaity, nor Christ himself, nor the holy Spirit,an

be shewn, partly by the same, and partly by sukb Reasons as we have used in the place
immediately foregoing, as the prudent Reader wjllhimself understand. Wherefore we will no
longer dwell hereupon, especially because we whalee this place to be only an accession of the
former.



CHAP. VII: The Father isthe Only God.

The seventh Argument drawn out of those places, wherein, by the name of the Only God, or the
Only wise God, or the Only master God, none but the Father of Jesus Christ isdesigned.

Though out of each of those places, wherein afteln & manner none but the Father of Jesus Christ is
designed, we might draw Arguments; yet becaus@tbements are alike among themselves, we will
reckon them for one. Thus therefore we may conglifdgy the Only God or theOnly wise Gogdor

the Only Master Godthe Father only is some where understood (and¥eafterwards shew that he
is so understood) it is necessary that the Fathigrtee that God, namely, Most High, Wise, Master.
For it is necessary simply to say, Baly God,or Only wise Gogdor Only Master Gods the Father:
and contrariwise the Father is tBmly God or theOnly wise Godpr Only master GodOtherwise
these could not be put for the Father as equivatentvould not signify the Father only, but some
other also. Take which of those Propositions yaage, and our Opinion will be established. If the
first; it cannot be absolutely and simply said,ttthee only God, or only wise, or only master God is
the Father, if the name of the only God, &c. idasfier extent than the Father, or if any otherdessi
the Father, is the only God, &c. For neither is@advof a stricter signification predicated of agear
one, but contrariwise. If you take the latter Pipon; it hath been already shewn in the Deferfce o
the first Argument, that it is all one as if yowsld say, the Father only is God, the Father aniye
wise God, or master God. For when any one is saiethe to whom only something doth agree, it is
all one as if you should say, that the same at&ilagrees to him only, who is first named: as if |
should say, God is that Spirit, who only existaalrirall Eternity; it is all one as if | should sayod
only is that Spirit, who existed from all Eternignd so in the rest.

The Confirmation and Defence of the Argument.

Now that we may shew, that the Father only is sanere designed in such a manner, we will begin
from that place wherein mention is maddlwé only wise Godas being very clear and most suitable
to that which is to be proved. And you shall fiha@t the end of the Epistle to tRemanswhere the
Apostle saithTo the only wise God through Jesus Christ be hoaodrglory for ever and evethat

in this place by the name of the only wise God,ottter is understood but the Father of our Lord
Jesus Christ, may easily be perceived. For itgarcihat Christ is not understood by that nameesin
he is most openly distinguished, from the only wiaed, and that as the middle cause of glory and
honour from the ultimate scope and object of theesaNor also the whole Trinity held by the
Adversaries. Otherwise to Christ, who would be aomd in that Trinity, glory would be attributed
through himself, as through the middle cause. Baoahe refuge of two Natures, that hath no more
place here, than in the former Testimony: sinceisths here considered with relation to the Office
which he sustaineth, in respect whereof he is tiddle cause of divine Worship. Whence the
Adversaries themselves commonly hold, when we @ickts worship God through Christ, that Christ
is considered as Mediator. But Mediation, as atberOffices, agreeth to none but a person as he is
such. Wherefore one must either say, that the hulwtire of Christ is a Person, and to be
understood by the name of Jesus Christ; or holdGhast here is considered, according to his @vin
Nature also; or that it is primarily and directlgrk understood by the name of Jesus Christ, as hath
been shewn in the precedent Chapter. It remaitigdh by the name of the only wise God, a certain
divine Person, and that Superior to Christ, be tstided. For he is more worthy, to whom glory is
given as to the ultimate scope, than the middiseathrough which worship is exhibited to him. But
there is no such Person besides the Father.ntvgiin here to think of the holy Spirit: for to dntihat

it is not granted, that the holy Spirit is so masha Person, this is certain, that the holy Sjérihot a
Person worthier than the Person of Christ: But aeelshewn that that Person is such to whom glory
is attributed through Christ. Besides, that theh&ats worshipped by Christ, is both from Scripture
and the confession of all, very manifest. But tiat holy Spirit is worshipped by Christ, what place
of the Scripture, | say not doth affirm, but intit@d yea it is so far from saying that he is to be
worshipped through Christ, that it never simplytlsahat glory is to be attributed unto him, esplgi

in that manner which we here understand; nor dthexe read that it was ever attributed to him by so



much as one man, concerning which thing more lgrigeits own place. Neither indeed is there any
cause if a certain Person is here to be understwogwe should pass by the Father, and understand
the holy Spirit, since glory is here attributed@od as the prime Author of Salvation, and of the
things belonging thereunto. Now that all those dbimre wont to be ascribed to the Father, as the
prime Author, if not only, yet chiefly the Adverses themselves do not deny, and is most apparent
from that place oPaul, where he saith that the Father is dfewhom are all thingsWhence also he
constituteth him the ultimate end of the worshig &iwnour that proceedeth from us; for he is the
same, of whom are all things, and to whom arehafigs. The second of those places is extant in
John where amongst other things Christ speaketh tmis the JewsHow can ye believe, who
receive Glory from one another, and seek not tleeyglvhich is from the only God®d which place
that the Father is understood by the name of tie @Gnd; First, the whole context sheweth where
Christ promiscuously mentioneth one while God, haotwhile his Father, neither is there any the
least cause why we should suspect that Christerséime speech passed from one person to another:
since none can deny that all things which arebatted unto that God, are most rightly ascribedhio t
Father. See now the precedent and following verges, that whole conference with tllews
beginning from the 17th verse. Again, Christ spéakd that God, whom thdewsacknowledge for
God, and concerning whom it was granted amongst,ttieat the Glory proceeding from him is to be
sought, although they neglect to seek it. For reakgth of a thing which ought to precede Faith on
Christ; whereof because tlewswere destitute, they are therefore here by Chimself pronounced
unfit to believe on him. But th@ewsdid then acknowledge for God, no other besides hom
Christ called his Father. For that they did eithmeagine a Trinity to be God, or the Son, or holy
Spirit, | suppose there is none that dareth affot Christ affirmeth that of his Father, chap58.
where he saithlt is my Father that glorifieth me, whom ye sayttha is your Godlt is therefore
apparent that in this place, that only God is #mes with the Father, and the one of no larger éxten
than the other.

The third place is extant dude who if you regard his greek words, saith, thégdalreachers, who
had already insinuated themselves into the Chutahieny the only master God, and our Lord Jesus
Christ. For we have already elsewhere shewn not Chrisinasy of the Adversaries suppose, but
some other is understood the only master God-or first, if he had understood Christ, there idou
have been no need after he had called thienonly master Godo name hinour Lord, especially
since the wordMasterdoth comprehend all the force of the word Lordaig neither can Christ be
calledthe only master Gqdsince his Father so is, and is so called Mastat,being designed by this
very name, he is distinguished from Christ. NeitkeChrist any where called Master (the greek word
being Asorcora which Judemaketh use of) in the whole new Testament; butFdader is found so
stiled. No marvel, because in the great House af Ghrist it not the Master, but the Son of the
Master of the Family; and hath God for his Headslesl be spoken in its place. But the Master ef th
Family hath not a Head in the House, but is thetieinchiefest Lord and Governour. Now whereas
some urge the Unity of the Article set before thameds, the only Master God, and our Lord Jesus
Christ, they prevail nothing thereby. For the Urafyan Article set before divers names, doth not
presently argue the Identity of the thing, but wfttmes doth only intimate some affinity or
conjunction of divers things; as namely of thosécltoncur to the same action, or about which the
same action is conversant. 9éat. 3. 7. & 16. 1. & 6. 17. & 1. 27. & 27. 5&phes 2. 20. & 3. 5. &

4. 11. 1Thes.1. 8.Heh 9. 19. Certainly some very learned men amongAtiheersaries, when they
had in this Argument urged the unity of the Artjcdsewhere pronounce the reason fetched from
thence to be but weak. It is therefore apparerit@haist is not there understood by the naméhef
only Master GodMoreover, neither can we understand by that ndmaevhole Trinity, which is held;
otherwise what need was there, after it had beightlsat they do deny the whole Trinity, that is the
Father, Son, and holy Spirit, to add by name they tdo deny our Lord Jesus Christ? As if that had
not been sufficiently said, when it was asserted tiey deny the whole Trinity. You will say thaet
whole Trinity was but confusedly, and therefore aalvsly signified by the appellation tfie only
Master Gogl therefore something more distinct was to be addeéxplications sake. We answer, if
that reason had any moment, not only the mentioouofLord Jesus Christ, but also the Father, and
holy Spirit, should have been expresly made, siheg are no less indistinctly and confusedly (& th
Opinion of the Adversaries be true) signified bg thame othe only Master Ggdthen Christ. To



omit, that if Christ is distinguished from that priflaster God, it is agreeable that Person should be
adjoined to another person, and not when threeopsrsave been confusedly taken, one person, and
that of the number of those three, be subjoined.ifBaome certain Person is to be understood, who i
there that dares affirm of the holy Spirit (to omitw the question concerning his personality) Heat

the Father being passed by, is joined with Chgsbree that rules, and set before him not only én th
order of the words, but also in dignity of titte®rRhe Scripture in very many places joineth the
Father, as Supreme Monarch with Christ, without ingknention of the holy Spirit, and set him
before Christ both in order of words and dignitytide: but never passeth by the Father, joining th
holy Spirit, as Lord and Prince, with Christ; neithndeed doth it otherwise, unless it be veryaald
join the holy Spirit with Christ; so far is it frosetting him before Christ in order of words orriig

of title. Not to say that the Father is expreslifethMaster, the holy Spirit no where; much lesthis
holy Spirit designed by the name of the only MasYera, neither is the name of God, any where read
to be attributed unto him. Concerning which inplsce.



CHAP. VIlI: Visonsin Daniel and Johns Revelation

Argument the eighth, drawn from the Visionsin Daniel, and Johns Revelation.

To the places hitherto alledged, two Visions arbé@dded, very like to one another, from whence it
is apparent that there is but one person of thet migh God. Which presently giveth us to
understand, that the most high God is no otherdbsgihe Father of our Lord Jesus Christ. Since he
by the confession of all, is a divine person; amal dthers, which are also believed to be persons of
supreme Divinity, cannot be so, unless he be aéiperson: since he is the fountain and original of
the rest, and whatsoever Divinity is in them, i from him. Wherefore if there is but one Perso
of supreme Divinity, the Father only is a Persowifg supreme Divinity. Not to say that those very
Visions, which we will quote, do, if they be comedrwith other places of Scripture, sufficiently
intimate, that the God which did in a manner exguseself to the view, is none but the Father. The
first of those Visions is extant iDaniel, chap. 7. 9, &c. where it is said that the Anciehtlays, that

is the God which existed from all eternity, did gitthat there came to him in the clouds of heaagn

it were a Son of Man, and received of him Autho#ityHonour, and a Kingdom. The latter is extant,
Rev 4. and chap. 5. where it is also described, HenvAimighty and Eternal God the Creator of all
things, sat upon the Throne; and afterwards a Leambe to him, and received a book from him,
which no other was worthy to open and view, a Bbsay, of the Sacred Decrees of God concerning
things to come. Now in both places, that Most Highd Eternal God, which is understood by the
sitter upon the Throne, is represented as one Reasol openly distinguished from Christ, and that,
even then when divine Honour is given or said towmethy to be given unto Christ. For also in
Daniel it is said, that to him, who came as a Son of teathe Ancient of days, was by him honour
given, and that all People, Tribes, and Tonguesulghserve him. Where certainly it is not spoken of
civil honour and service to be performed unto Ghrimit of religious and divine. And in the
RevelationJohn writeth, |1 heard every Creature which is in Heaven, andkamth, and under the
Earth, and which are in the Sea, and all the thilmgthem, saying, To him that sitteth on the Throne
and to the Lamb, be blessing, and honour, and glang power for evellikewise before, praises
were given apart to the Lamb by the four living &teges, and the four and twenty Elders, and also
the Angels; as they had been formerly ascribedt apaine Sitter upon the Throne, chap. 4. 8, &ct Bu
were there many Persons of the most high God, d&migt®ne of them, many also would have been
exhibited as sitting upon the Throne; nor would i€thhave been so distinguished from him that
sitteth upon the Throne, or from the Eternal andighty God, but that it would appear that he
likewise doth sit upon the Throne, and is that ieand Almighty God.

The Defence of the Argument.

Now if any one say, that the divine Essence onlyictv is one in number, was represented by the
Image of him that sat upon the Throne, and not sBerson; he is exceedingly mistaken. For besides
the very Image of one sitting upon a Throne, i®auithe Image of a Person, and that one Person: the
actions which are attributed to him that sittethtlo® Throne, do altogether demonstrate that ha is a
intelligent Suppositum; that is, a Person. Sind¢®as are commonly said in the Schools to agree unt
none butSuppositiumsBut those actions which are attributed to hint thaeth upon the Throne, are
suitable to none but an intelligent Nature. Nots&y that very many Testimonies of the Scripture,
concerning which we shall afterwards have occai@peak, being compared with these, sufficiently
shew that the Father of Jesus Christ is undersbyotlim that sitteth upon the Throne: for they
manifestly affirm, that he gave to Christ Authorityonour, and a Kingdom, with all other things,
without any where hinting that some other gavéhadse things to Christ.

As for the distinction of Christ, and him that siti upon the Throne, no man can justly say, that
Christ is according to his human Nature only dgtished from him, being according to the divine
Nature the same with him. For first, according tbedter Nature, in regard of which, & which only,
he is believed to be a Person, were the same withttat sitteth upon the Throne; he could not be
simply distinguished from him, for that would bé @he as if he should simply be denied to be him



that sitteth upon the Throne. But that cannot sjiniygl denied of any whole, which for another nature
or part is simply to be affirmed of the same, alitjo it agree not thereunto according to some one
nature, especially the less excellent, as shalingerstood from what we will afterwards speakct.

2. Chap 3How, | pray you, could it come to pass, thathiea tvhole description of both Visions, there
should not be even the least hint, from whenceighimappear, that Christ is the same with him that
sitteth upon the Throne, and that the diversitieNatures should be openly expressed, but the unity
in the knowledge whereof there was no less momauit,at all? Again, since to Christ, as he is
distinguished from him that sitteth upon the Thrometions agreeing to Persons are attributed, as is
manifest from the very Visions themselves, esplcihé latter; it is apparent that he is consideasd

a Person, and so distinguished from him that kittgion the Throne. But the Person of Christ
according to the Opinion of the Adversaries, isgbeond of the Deity; and so the very divine Nature
it self having its substance. Wherefore if theyl wleak agreeable to themselves, they must confess
that it likewise is distinguished from him thatteth upon the Throne: Or if they will not confebst
they must with us assert, that the Person of Chrigbt the second Person of the Trinity, whichythe
hold Furthermore, who would believe, that when rviHonour was ascribed to Christ, he was
considered only according to his less excellenuneatand not rather whole, or according to the
Nature most worthy of that Honour? but when thahéle is ascribed unto him, he is most openly
considered as distinguished from him that sittgitbruthe Throne. Wherefore whole Christ, even in
respect of that other Nature, or a part, which wa$iim most excellent, must of necessity be
distinguished from him that sitteth upon the ThrofRmally, If Christ according to a divine Nature,
were one and the same with him that sitteth upenrtirone, either more persons, namely, that of the
Father and the Son (not to speak any thing noweroimty the holy Spirit) were to be expressed as
sitting on the Throne; or it ought to be held, ttie# Father and the Son are the same, not only in
Essence, but also in Person. Since there is notdihath the Person of the Father was expressed by
him that sitteth upon the Throne. But that thethéssame Person of the Father and the Son, aditrej
and justly condemn, asSabellianErrour.



CHAP. | X: TheFather isthe Most High God

Sundry Arguments are briefly intimated to shew, that none but the Father of Jesus Christ is the
Most High God.

Besides the Arguments hitherto produced, many stheay be brought; but because they do in a
manner fall in with those which shall in the secamdi thirdSectionby us be alledged; therefore we

will in this place in a brief manner only intimatkem, and not all of them neither, but only the
chiefest.

The Ninth Argument of our Opinion may be this, nm&hat the name otod, or Lord, when used
for the wordJehovahor Adonaj is in innumerable places of the Scripture takerpeoper to the
Father, in such a manner, as that he only is utaetdy that name, either simply put, or expresly
with some Epithite, as that dfrue Living, Almighty, and the like, and being designed by the very
appellation, is distinguished from Christ, or thayhSpirit, or from both together. For that wouldtn
come to pass, if not the Father only were the Mdigh God, but also the Son and holy Spirit.
Concerning which matter, see what we will say hitgeeaSect. 2. Chap. 1. and Sect. 3. Chap. 5.fand i
you please also, Chap. 9, 10, 11, 12. of our BawlcerningGod and his Attributes.

The Tenth Argument may be this, That none but thilét of Jesus Christ is of himself, as having
received neither his nature, nor any divine thitgtsoever from another, which is the property ef th
Most High God. To which this also may be adjoinbdf the Father only is, as they commonly speak,
The Fountain of Divinity. For from him the very Saimself hath his Divinity, as both the thing it
self speaketh, and the Adversaries also commomfess. From the same also proceedeth the holy
Spirit. And though the Latin Churches hold, tha boly Spirit doth proceed both from the Father and
the Son; which if rightly understood, not only méyt also ought to be granted: nevertheless it is
apparent, partly from the Scripture, partly frone @pinion of the Adversaries themselves, that the
Son cannot be the first Original of the holy Spiaeis we mean when we use the word Fountain, but
such an original as proceeded from another which edore it. For he who doth himself flow from
another, and from him receive his Divinity, canibet the prime Source of anothers Divinity. And
indeed whatsoever is spoken in the Scripture, andeth to shew unto us that the holy Spirit doth
proceed also from the Son, is herein containedeharthat the Son doth send the holy Spirit, and
pour him out upon his confidents. But the Son stntlee holy Spirit from the Father, as he himself
expresly affirmedJohn15. 26. he also said that he would ask the Fatimerthat he should give them
another Advocatelohn14. 16. and having received the promise of thg Bopirit from the Father, he
poured out upon the Faithful so excellent a gitPater testifiethActs2. 33. compare also Luk. 24.
49. & Joh. 7. 39. Therefore the Greek Churches, though théeraise agree with the Latin
concerning the Person of the holy Spirit, do yeehediffer from them; namely, that they say the
holy Spirit proceedeth, or is sent or given, notrirthe Father and the Son, but from the Fathehéy t
Son: which kind of speaking is more suitable toregp the true Opinion. It is clear therefore that
none but the Father of Jesus Christ, is the Fauotaprime Original of Divinity, and consequentlg h
only of whom are all things; which is the propeaotythe Most High God. For as the most high God
only is he of whom are all things; so he only ofomhare all things, is the Most High God. More
things belonging to this Argument, see afterwaBixt. 2. Chap. 2, andSect. 3. Chap. 11

The Eleventh Argument is largely diffused, and rhaybranched out into many; for hereunto belong
all those places of the Scripture, wherein someogedive is given to the Father above Christ.
Hereunto pertain, first, those Testimonies of tkepBure, wherein the Father is expresly said to be
either greater than Christ, or the Head of Choisthe God of Christ: those also, wherein the Fathe
said to have given a Commandment to Christ, andChast was his Servant and Minister, obeyed
his Command, and submitted his own will to his.evikse those, where Christ is said to be God's, to
be the Mediator of God, the Priest of God, sennftbe Father, to have come not to do his own will,
but the Fathers. Hitherto also belong those whetainst professeth that not himself, but the Faiber
the prime Author of those wonderful works whichdid, that his Doctrine was not his own, but the



Fathers; that he which believeth on him, believeihon him, but on the Sender of him, namely, the
Father. To which those also are like, which te&eth the Father is worshiped through Christ, and tha
whatsoever divine things Christ either hath or geneth, or are performed unto him from us,
redound unto the glory of the Father as the utreogpe; that Christ poured out prayers to the Father
that the Father is the true Author of the Resuimacdf Christ; that the Father exalted and glodfie
Christ; and consequently bestowed all things on; Himat Christ shall hereafter deliver up the
Kingdom to the Father, and become subject to hivat the Father did or doth all things by Christ.
Now we will shew in their places, that whilst thabéngs which we have reckoned up, are ascribed to
the Father, a Prerogative is attributed unto hiwvalChrist, wholly and entirely considered, and not
according to one nature only; and consequently thigbhe is greater than the holy Spirit. Which is
manifest even from thence, namely, in that thogegthwhich we have reckoned up, are absolutely
wont to be ascribed to the Father, and no wheféhtist, namely, in respect of some more excellent
Nature, and no where also to the holy Spirit. Addlelinto others also, which have in part been
observed by the Adversaries themselves; as thdtdtieer, not Christ, not the holy Spirit, is said i
Scripture to have predestinated men, to have deéa@®e things to some one either before the world
was created, or from the foundation of the worltl.glory, all happiness, designed either to Choist
his confidents, was first decreed and provided hmy Father. The whole reason of our Salvation
dependeth on him.

What should | speak of the Creation of Heaven aadh? For though the Adversaries endeavour to
vindicate it unto Christ and the holy Spirit, yee dhey themselves wont to say, that it is worbéo
ascribed unto the Father in a peculiar manner therwise than if it were proper unto him; in which
manner Redemption is attributed to the Son, Sacetibn to the holy Spirit, concerning which thing
we will speak somewhat hereaft&ect. 3Hence also in that which is called the Apos@esed the
Creation of Heaven and Earth is ascribed neitheZhnst, nor to the holy Spirit, but to the Father
only. For thus we say,believe in God the Father Almighty, Creator ofdden and Earth; and in his
only begotten Somot confessing Christ himself to be the Creatat,the only begotten Son of the
Creator. Neither indeed doth the Scripture any wtescribe to Christ the Creation of Heaven and
Earth; and when it attributeth a creation to hitmat only speaketh of a new creation, or certain
reformation of things, but also no where saith & Son himself created all things, but that all
things were created by him and in him. Finally, whiee Scripture speaketh either of Religion, and
the Worship of God in gross, or of certain parerdof, it is so wont to make mention of the Father,
that it may easily appear unto all, that the Fathée, to whom in all ages worship was to be given

all men, and was indeed given by all pious men, @nd@hom only all honour is ultimately to be
referred. Whence also after Christ was exaltedthat custom prevailed in Christian Churches, that
public Prayers should for the most part be direttetthe Father: some few to the Son, but seldom or
never any (especially if you distinguish PrayemrfrHymns) to the holy Spirit: concerning which
thing we will elsewhere speak somewhat. WhencdPthgers made in Churches are commonly wont
to end in this manneihrough our Lord Jesus Chrjshaving also sometimes the name of the Son
prefixt, through whom namely as a Mediator and Ryiprayers are poured out unto the Father
himself; though we otherwise not only willingly dess, that prayers may be poured out to Christ
himself, but contend that they ought often to barpd out; and in our Churches do our selves very
frequently perform the same. Notwithstanding thagtom which hath for so many ages endured in
the whole Christian world, which even that vulgaimion concerning three Persons of the most high
God, hath not been able to take away, giveth testymio our Opinion touching one God the Father.
For such a Prerogative of the Father above thea®drholy Spirit, evinceth that he only is the most
high God. Certainly the very truth it self creptarthe minds of men, although they set themselves
against it, and darted the Beams of her clearngssthem, not suffering her self to be wholly
darkened with the clouds of errours. For there appa every side hints and arguments, from which
it is clear that the Father only is e, whom are all things, and by whom are all thirgsg for whom
are all things asPaul speaketh of the most high God; that is, by whasmsel and decree all things
are at first constituted; by whose efficacious ferce and virtue all things are perfected; to whom
finally, as the ultimate end, all things are redeir A diligent Reader of the Scripture will easily
observe this, especially being thus admonishék iieed the diversity of things which are attridute



to the Father, Son and holy Spirit, and of the Redsr which they are attributed unto them, and
consequently of the forms of speech which are asaderning them.

Last of all, this also may be added, That no othé¢he most high God, than he who was heretofore
called, The God of Abrahapandlsaag andJacoh the God of thésraelites But this is no other than
the Father of Jesus Christ. Whence some of the neammed Adversaries write, That he who
heretofore would be called the GodAtfrahamand the Fathers, is now by a proper title calldu
Father of Christ The hame indeed or description is changed, thrgopeaemaining the same. Hence
the God ofAbraham, Isaa@ndJacoh the God of the Fatherdeing simply so called, is manifestly
put for the Father onlyActs 3. 13. for thus saitPeter, The God ofAbraham, andhe God ofisaac,
andthe God oflacobthe God of our Fathers, hath glorified his Son 3e#funot the Father only, but
also the Son and holy Spirit, were the God of tathérs; why is that God of the Fathers, simply so
called, said to have raised his Son? Is ChrisSie of himself, and also of the holy Spirit? Whgaal
doth the divine Author to thelebrews that | may not mention others, put that God whe&id and
sundry ways spake heretofore to the Fathers bipitghets, and who is ever and anon called the God
of Abraham, Isaa@ndJacoh or the God ofsrael, why, | say, doth he put him simply so called, for
the Father? For he addethat he hath in these last times spoken to usdtm Did he not intimate,
that that God, who in the whole Old Testament,rught in speaking, and called the God of the
Fathers, is the same with the Father of Christ,thatithe one appellation is of no larger exteanth
the other? Certainly he must be more quick-sigttadLynceuswho will discover in the Writing of
that Covenant, that Christ (not to speak any tlohghe holy Spirit) was under the old Covenant
acknowledged and worshipped for the most high Gaodgreat a silence is there concerning this
matter. But of these things hitherto.



THE SECOND SECTION.

WHEREIN IS SHEWN, THAT CHRIST IS NOT THE MOST HIGH GOD, THAT SO IT
MAY BE UNDERSTOOD, THAT THE FATHER ONLY ISTHE MOST HIGH GOD.

In the foregoing Section, we have produced thoaegd, which principally shew, and that directly,
that the Father only is the most high God; nevégti®e they do also prove that Christ is not thay ve
God; which we have undertaken to prove in the sg:@bace, since it pertaineth to the demonstration
of the former. For if Christ (and we will afterwarteach that the same is to be held concerning the
holy Spirit) is not that one most high God, it rengdh that the Father only is he, since there is no
other of whom a Christian can so much as suspatt should be the most high God. But we have
shewn that Christ in all those places is distingeisfrom that One God, and therefore cannot be that
One God. For the same should be distinguished fiomself. And lest any one should think, that he
can here evade by the distinction of Natures, wee lehewn, that in most places, out of which
Judgment may easily be made concerning the resistG there considered not according to some
nature, which is not a person, but in regard ofveiy Person: which according to the Opinion of the
Adversaries, is that One God, and the second Pefdbtie Trinity, as they speak.

But to those Reasons we think fit to add sundryenaot that they may not, or ought not of
themselves to be sufficient for every wise anddisdis man: but that it may appear with how many
and how strong props of the Scripture our Opinioncerning one God the Father, is supported. For
by this means we hope it will come to pass, thHawele men will not only discharge us from all faul
of impiety and rashness, in departing from an apinmeceived for so many Ages, but also begin to
wonder that they were dim-sighted, and saw no eteiar so great a lustre of the Truth, shining on
every side, and of its own accord darting its beartsthe eyes of all; and so understand, that they
shall be impiously obstinate, if they shall purggsghut their eyes at so great a Light, and dare to
reject the true Opinion which we defend.

First therefore we will alledge those Testimoniéshe Scripture, and Arguments drawn from them,
which principally shew that Christ is not that QoreMost High God; yet do in the mean time withal
attribute a Prerogative to the Father above Chard, that to him alone: from which it may presently
be rightly concluded, that the Father only is thestHigh God. Then we will subjoin them which do
directly demonstrate only this, That Christ, namé&ynot the most high God.



CHAP. X: Christ distinguished from God

Argument thefirst, drawn thence, That Christ is most frequently distinguished from God.

As to the Testimonies of the first sort, and thguinents drawn thence, we will begin from those that
are largely diffused, and may be referred to thme®min some sort either denied or attributed unto
Christ: of which we will in this place alledge uto. The first is, That Christ is in innumerablages
openly distinguished from God simply put. And theg may out of so great plenty of Examples,
produce a few which may put the Reader in mindhef iest. How often do we read that Christ is
called the Son of God? Elsewhere we see him ctiedVord or Speech of God, the Image of God:
elsewhere we find it written, that he was in thgibeing with God, was sent from God, went out
from God, is the Bread of God that descended fraavdn, was in the form of God, and equal to
God, sat down at the right hand of God, or of thevér of God, was made Lord and Christ by God,
was appointed Judge by God. Now it is certain, tlyathe name of God in such places, the most high
God is understood. How then can Christ himselfhgerhost high God? For it would be necessary by
this reckoning, either that there are two most lgglus, he, namely, who is signified by the name of
God and Christ: and that Christ is distinguishedrfihimself, which all understand to be absurd.

The Defence of the Argument.

But to this Argument two things are wont to be give answer. First, That by the name of God in
such places, the Father is denoted: and that §lhdst is a Person different from the Father, there
no marvel that Christ is distinguished from GodxNinat Christ in respect of the human Nature is
distinguished from God, not in respect of the davin

The first exception for two causes chiefly, is ofmoment. One is, that it would thence follow, eith
that there are two most high Gods, namely, thedfathd Christ; or that these twain, though distinct
in persons, do yet make, one God. The first will @ granted by the very Adversaries. The latter
also cannot consist, because the nan@auf is the name of a Person. In as much as it saghifiim

that exerciseth Imperial Power over others; andnwhis put for the most high God, it designeth him
who with supreme Imperial Power governeth all teingut this agreeth to none but a Person, or, as
the Schools, a Suppositum endued with understandinigh is the definition of a person. Wherefore
he that saith that there is one most high Godh ghat there is one Person with supreme imperial
power ruling all things: and he that saith thatr¢hare many such persons, saith that there are many
most high Gods. Of which thing, more in the secBodk. The other Reason is, because if the hame
of God taken for the most high God, is common to Chrighwhe Father, there is no cause why it
should be peculiarly taken for the Father; and bhds€be distinguished from God. For how shall a
word common to the Father & the Son, distinguighdhe from the other? Should he in their opinion
be thought to speak rightly, who should distingutisé Father from God simply put? Who ever, for
examples sake, did reatie Father of God, the Father sent God, the Fatere God, God went out
from the Father, if ye believe in the Father, batia@lso in Godas we read that Christ is the Son of
God, that God sent and gave his Son, that Chmeeaaut from God; and he himself pronouncéith,
ye believe in God, believe also in ni2@ not the very ears of men reject those firstn®of speaking,

as disagreeable to the use of the Scripture, yebofithem with whom we have to do? But if you say,
that a common word is therefore peculiarly attréolito the Father, because he is the Fountain and
Original of Divinity; since the Son and holy Spiriéceive their Deity from him: we have already
shewn before, that they who answer so, do eithatradict themselves, and overthrow their own
Tenet concerning a Trinity of Persons in one sufegteof God, or say nothing, and obtrude upon us
empty words. Wherefore we refer the Reader thither.

As for the latter exception, which is, That Chdstording to the human Nature, not according to the
divine, is distinguished from God absolutely piistalso cannot consist. For first we have already
shewn above, that Christ cannot simply be dististged from God, if he himself be the most high
God, although according to some one Nature he besmoAgain, according to the Opinion of the
Adversaries, in many of the Places quoted by u& such as are like to them, Christ is considered



according to the divine Nature; as when he is dale Son of God, or the only begotten Son of God;
and also when he is said to have been in the bieginvith God, to have been sent from God into the
world, to have descended from Heaven, to have carh&om God, to be equal to God. The greatest
part also refer hereunto those expressions, that talled the Image of God, the Word or Speech of
God, and that he is said to be in the form of Gitierefore it is necessary to say, that in sucheslac
whole Christ, how great soever he is, is distingeesfrom God, and not in respect of one nature.only
But from such places, judgment may easily be mddbeorest. For why should one seek a different
reason of distinction, where it is spoken of theegerson, when the same person may every where
have place? Add hereunto, that we will afterwardsasthat the holy Spirit also is in the same manner
also distinguished from God simply put, as we sawist was distinguished from him. But if the
distinction be the same, why not also the reasothefdistinction; especially if the same may have
place in both, as the Adversaries either confessare forced to confess. For what reason of
distinction they hold in the holy Spirit, the thipgrson of the Trinity, as they believe, the sanistm
they confess may also be applied unto Christ. By fly to a distinction of natures, there wik la

far different reason of distinction in both. Foistthath no place in the holy Spirit. Wherefore the
reason of the distinction between God and Chsshot to be placed in this, but in some other thing
But we have shewn that no other can be imagineth that the Father only be acknowledged the
Most High God. And let these things suffice to hleen spoken concerning the first Argument.



CHAP. XI: The Son of God

The second Argument drawn from the name of The Son of God.

The second Argument may be fetched from thenceé,Ghéist is so often in the Scripture called the
Son of God. For the Son of God cannot be the migdt God. To prove which, we will not now
repeat that, which we have urged in the foregoihgp@er; namely, that by this very appellation, the
Son is distinguished from God simply so called. Wik not likewise urge, that the substance of the
Father, must of necessity be different from thathef Son: since every one is really the same wigh h
Substance or Essence: and consequently the Failhdrevthe Son, and the Son the Father. But if
there be a different Essence of the Son and tHeeFahe Son cannot be the most high God, unless
you hold two most high Gods. We will not finallyreeurge, that, as the most ignorant understand, the
Son is in time after the Father: whereas the magt Bod cannot be in time after any, since he
existed from all Eternity. These things, | say, wi#t not now urge, in as much as they are elsewhere
to be urged; but only this, That from this appédatit followeth, that the Father is more excellent
than the Son. But none is in any sort more excellban the most high God. For whatsoever
excellency there is, which is incident to suprenmriity, cannot be absent from him who is the most
high God. Otherwise he would have some defect.sBah an Excellency it is, to be from ones self.
For he is excellenter and greater, who hath hisritss and whatsoever he hath, from himself, than he
who hath from another both his Essence, and albththat accompany the Essence, and cannot be
had without it. Now that God the Father hath fromdelf his Essence, and all other things which he
hath, is granted amongst all; and had he not,Kesvise would be the son of another, or a creature,
not the most high God. But the Son for this verysmn, because he is the Son, hath from the Father
his Essence, and also consequently whatsoever pecioeth the Essence, and cannot be had without
it, which is the cause (that we may note this by way) why Christ is in the Scripture far more
frequently calledhe Son of GodthanGod namely, because the former appellation doth goess

the Divinity of Christ, as that it withal distinghieth the same from that most high and independent
Divinity, which belongeth to the Father; whereae thord God doth not do so. It is therefore
manifest, that the Father is more excellent th@nSbn; and consequently that the Son cannot be the
most high God. Certainly even the very Adversatiesnselves, as we have already hinted several
times, acknowledge a Prerogative of the Father e@libe Son and holy Spirit, in that he is the
Fountain of Divinity. Whence very many of the amti®octors of the Church, take that of Christ,
John14.My Father is greater than ko be meant of him according to his Divinity,vas shall see in

its place.

The Defence of the Argument.

But there will not be wanting some, who will sagtiChrist indeed, as he is the Son, or in regard of
his Person, is from the Father; but not as he id,®o in regard of his divine Nature. For that in
respect hereof, he, no less than the Father, iis Finself, and as they speak, Self-God. Whence it
followeth, that a Prerogative and Excellency, daghee to the Father above the Son, as he is the Son
not as God. But this hinders not, but that Chriayrbe the most high God. But this answer is of no
efficacy. For that very thing which they confesssufficient for us to prove that which they cosfes
not. For first, we have shewn, that none can in sy be more excellent, than the most high God.
But they confess, and are forced to confess, bieaFather is more excellent than the Son, as theis
Son, or in regard of his Person. Add hereunto, tti@most high God is in no sort whatsoever, that i
neither in regard of his nature, nor of his per@bat we may now in this manner, distinguish these
together with the Adversaries) from another. Foratsbever is from another, dependeth on an
efficient cause. But the most high God in no regdegendeth on an efficient cause. Wherefore if
Christ is in regard of his Person, distinguishemhfrthe Father, he cannot be the most high God.
Besides, it is very ill done of them, so to distirgl the Person of Christ from his divine Natuet@a
say, that the one is from the Father, the otherfata divine Person, is nothing but the divineuxa
subsisting, as we will shew in the second Book, mxathy of the Adversaries confess. For whereas



they, with whom we have now to do, say, that agreras such, is nothing but a manner of subsisting,
which others call a subsistence; they are hereindedully mistaken. And they may learn it even
from thence, in that the person of the Father detterate, that of the Son is generated.

But a manner of existence, or subsistence, dottharegenerate, nor is by it self generated, but the
very nature subsisting. Furthermore, as from ofplaces, so chiefly frondohn 10. 36, &c. it
sufficiently appeareth, that Christ may of righvéahe name of God given him, as he is the Son of
God. For Christ there sheweth that, by the exaropldhem, whom God himself heretofore called
gods, he, whom the Father had sanctified, andisenthe world, may much more be called the Son
of God. Where, for the same reason, he might cdeglthat he might much more be called a God,
although he concluded it not, that he might by thisans shew, that he assumed not to himself
supreme Divinity, but, as we have elsewhere expthihy did distinguish himself from the most high
God, by this very thing, in that he had called Gl Father, and so affirmed himself to be his Son.
Certainly, those very persons also whom Christdghtel for an example, were, in that place of the
Scripture which Christ did in part alledge, for s@me reason called both gods, and sons of Gosl. Thi
difference only those appellations carry with thémat the former doth not by it self distinguislogle
persons from the most high God, whereas the ldt#r distinguish them: the one doth not express
the dependency of their Divinity on the supreme Gdithough it expresseth the Divinity, which doth
depend on the supreme God: the other doth alsocesxpthat dependency. From whence it is
understood, that if Christ, as the Son of Godrasfthe Father, and so the Father is more excellent
than he, Christ also as God, is from the Fathet sarthe Father is more excellent than he. Laatl of

if Christ received not his nature from the Father,was not properly generated. For whosoever is
properly generated by another, receiveth his ndtore another. But they, as also other Adversaries,
do altogether hold and urge, that the Son was pisogenerated by the Father, and that otherwise he
would not be the only begotten Son of God. Wheeetbiey argue against themselves, whilst they
deny that Christ received his divine Nature from Frather, and affirm, that he hath his Person only
from him. Though even in that they are not alwagns/\constant to themselves, as hath been observed
by other Adversaries.

For as much as none doth or can here fly to thendion of natures in Christ, we therefore touth i
not.



CHAP. X11: John. 5. 19.

The Arguments which are in the sequel to be alledged, being distributed, a third is proposed
from thewords of Christ in John, Chap. 5. 19. The Son can do nothing of himself, &c.

Now that we may leave hames, and come to othermegts of our Opinion, we must produce such
Testimonies of the Scripture, wherein somethingjtiser denied of Christ, which could not be denied
of him, or is on the contrary attributed to him,igfhcould not be attributed to him, if he were the
most high God. For it is to be observed, that stmegs agree to the Predicate of our Question, that
is, to the most high God, which agree not to théj&u thereof, namely, to Christ: and on the
contrary, some agree to the Subject which agreamtite Predicate; that is, some things agree to
Christ, which are disagreeable to the most high.®&gderefore we will draw Arguments from the
things of both sorts. And because amongst othetevgriJohn affordeth us very many Testimonies
both of the one, and other sort, when in the mgaa it is commonly believed, that his end in writin
the Gospel, was to shew that Christ is the mogt Gigd which existed from all Eternity; therefore we
will take our rise from him, and shew, that he wgasfar from proposing to himself the defence of
that, which is commonly believed, that no sacredt&/rhath with more and clearer Arguments,
overthrown that Opinion. For indeed his drift wessshew the Divinity of Christ, but such a onejsas
wholly dependant on Godror these thingssaith heare written that you may believe, that Jesus is
the Christ, the Son of God, and that believing, y@y have life by his NamBut this very thing, that
Jesus is the Christ, that is, the Anointed and &oBod, doth manifestly distinguish him from the
most high God, and sheweth that Christ doth whdlbw great soever he is, depend on him, and is
inferiour to him.

Now of those Testimonies which may be fetched duhis Writer, wherein something is denied of
Christ, which could not be denied of him, were lhe most high God; the first shall be this, which is
extant, chap. 5. 19he Son can do nothing of himself, unless he seEather doing itWhich is in

part repeated afterwards, ver. 30. where he datidip do nothing of my selin the former words, as
certain very learned men among the Adversaries Baegen, the wordinlessis put forbut if, as it
elsewhere hapneth both in the sahodn and in other sacred Writers, with whom it is stmes
simply set forbut For otherwise did the Particle retain its foriteyould follow, that Christ would
signify, that he could do something of himself, miynif he saw the Father do it: when nevertheless
these twain are opposed, to do something of himaall to do something then when he seeth the
Father do it; so that the meaning of Christ ist beacan do nothing of himself, but then only, when
seeth the Father do it, and, as it were, go béfare therein: as any one will by himself easily
observe, and the words repeated in the 30th verse shew. From this place we thus argue, The most
high God can do all things of himself, Christ canrnbthing of himself; therefore Christ is not the
most high God. The major Proposition, as they itati the Schools, is by it self manifest. For the
most high God is the first and supreme Cause dhalfs; and consequently whatsoever he doth, he
doth it of himself, not from another, otherwiseweuld not be the first and supreme Cause; but the
Person rather from whom he had a faculty or powedd something. The Assumption or Minor is
Christs.

The Defence of the Argument.

To this Argument a double answer is wont to be ghduneither whereof is indeed altogether direct;
since one maketh a shew of weakning the Major;other by either distinguishing or limiting the
Premises, endeavoureth to make the whole Argumeatid. For some answer, that Christ therefore
saith, he can do nothing of himself, because hb hat the power of working from himself, but
receiveth it from the Father, by the eternal geimmaout of his Essence; and therefore they confess
that Christ here speaketh of himself accordingisdivinity, and consequently as he is the moshhig
God: and they accordingly deny, that there is ampugnancy for one to be the most high God, and to
do all things not of himself, but by a power reegifrom another. Others answer, that Christ here
speaketh of himself according to his human Natoog,according to his divine. So that from this



Argument no other thing will follow, than that Céiriaccording to his human Nature, is not the most
high God; which themselves willingly confess.

As to the former answer, that cannot consist,iar tauses chiefly. The first is, in that it dotindry
ways involve a contradiction. For first, it maketie same person both to be the most high God, and
not the most high God, the most high God expregly;the most high God, in that it affirmeth him to
do all things by a power received from another. Wbilst it holdeth so, it denieth him to be thesfir
cause of all things, and so to be the most high, @sdappeareth from what was said before. Again,
whilst it saith that Christ was generated fromEa#rnity, it together saith, both that he is Etéraad

not Eternal; Eternal expresly, not Eternal tacithhilst it affirmeth him to be generated. Besides,
whilst he saith that he was indeed generated otlieoEssence of the Father, but so, that he hath th
same numerical Essence; yet saith that the samst @Ghgenerated of himself. Since every one, as we
hinted before, is the same with his Essence, amd\tlversaries confess, that the divine Persons are
really the same with the Essence, although theyldMoave them really to differ amongst themselves.
The second cause, for which the former answer ¢anumsist, is that such an explication of the words
of Christ, is repugnant to the Text, and thirdlythe@ words of the following verse, wherein Christ
being about to explain the reason of his sayingaketh thusFor the Father loveth the Son, and
sheweth him all things which himself doth; and whew him greater works than these, that you
marvel. Now that the whole business may be the plaineamesthings are here beforehand to be
observed. First, these twain as we have alreadgdirare opposedo to do something of himself,
and so to do something if he see the Father ddingnid Christ doth therefore deny the first of
himself, because he affirmeth the latter of hims&gfain,so to do somewhat of ones sadffo work

by a power, wisdom and authority of his own, ant neceived from another. Whence it followeth,
that to do something, if he see the Fatieit, is to do it not by a power, wisdom and authooityhis
own, but such as was received from the Father.(Foist in this place compareth the Father to an
Artist, which by his own example instructeth hisnSand most faithfully sheweth him what is to be
done, and by that means causeth that he likewisedmahe same: but himself he likeneth to such a
Son, that beholdeth the things shewn unto him lgy Rather, and learneth, and imitateth them;
namely, because he received from him that powesdaevh and authority whereof we have spoken. By
giving this therefore, the Father doth shew, byréng the same the Son doth see. Whence we argue
thus; if Christ did therefore deny, that he caddcany thing of himself, because he received froen t
Father by eternal generation, a Power of doinghidigs; it would follow that the Father had by that
generation shewn him all things. But that thisals¢, appeareth sundry ways: first, because itdvoul
follow from thence, that all things had been absbjy without the exception of any thing, been
already shewn to Christ from eternity, and thahimg more, much less some thing greater, could be
further shewn unto him, by that eternal Generatout,of the Essence of God. The Son had received
the Essence of God himself, and consequently als@mnipotency, together with all his natural
Properties, as indeed the Adversaries do belieuet@Bhim that hath these, nothing farther can be
shewn, or a power of doing nothing, can any farthergiven to him no more than to the Father
himself. But Christ, as we see manifestly, affirmehat the Father would yet shew unto him greater
things than these which he had already shewnjghgive him a faculty of performing greater works.
From whence it appeareth, that all things had resnbabsolutely as yet shewn unto him. Add
hereunto, that Christ being about to explain thgisater works which the Father would shew unto
him, mentioneth two, whereof the one is as it waubservient to the other; namely, a faculty of
quickning the dead, and authority of judging, \&t, 22. But Christ afterward affirmeth, that these
were therefore, that is, should certainly be givato him, because he is the Son of Man, ver. 27.
from whence it would follow, that greater works wday the Father shewn to Christ, because he is the
Son of Man, than by that eternal Generation ouhefEssence of God, which maketh him to be the
most high God; which overthroweth it self.

Besides, if the Father by eternal Generation olibwn Essence, had given that faculty of working
to the Son, he would not have given it of his owgefwill, but of necessity. For that generatiobys

the Adversaries held to be altogether necessany,cansequently all things that are necessarily
contained therein, or necessarily conjoined tharewlind indeed it is necessary they should so hold,
otherwise that generation would not be eternal vidmatsoever is simply from eternity, is also simply
necessary. What dependeth upon the free will of, @adnot be eternal, because the free act of his



will, doth in time precede it. Now Christ himseff the words, ver. 20. alledged by us, sheweth that
the Father did of his own free will, not by necgssgive unto him that faculty, or as he himself
speaketh, shewed him all things. For he sditie Father loveth the Son, and sheweth him allggin
which himself dothas if you should say, and therefore, namely, bezahe loveth the Son, he
sheweth him all things which himself doth: as eveng doth by himself perceive. But whatsoever
God doth out of his love towards any one, he dotbf ihis own free will; what he doth out of
necessity, so that he cannot but do it, he dottonbof love. Finally, when the Father is said hew

all things unto the Son, and that out of his lawedrds him, it is apparent that the Son alreadstedi
when he shewed him, and that he is looked uporready begotten, and not as one who is in that
very act begotten. But in that generation Christas considered as already begotten (otherwise he
would not be begotten) but as one who is in thay aet produced. Wherefore the shewing was not
made by generation.

As for the latter answer, which by a distinctionNdtures in Christ, laboureth to evade the force of
our Argument, because the Adversaries do most érttpumake use of it; therefore we must for once
something more diligently examine it, that the Reathay in the rest, where the same answer
occurreth, be referred hither. But forasmuch asAtieersaries commonly think, that they have the
Apostles for the Authors of that Description, anghgequently also of their answer, in that the
Apostles say, that some things agree to Chatprding to the fleshlherefore in the first place we
will shew how much the Adversaries are mistakemeiime Then we will teach that that Distinction is
of no moment to solve our Argument fetched oul@fin5. 19. and other the like Finally, that the
very saying that some things agree unto Christraaog to the human Nature, and others not, doth, as
we will shew, quite overthrow the Opinion of thev&dsaries touching Christ. To the intent therefore
that we may dispatch what we first proposed, ok¢hplaces in which the Adversaries commonly
think, that they have an example of their distimgtithe first is extanfcts 2. 30. wherdPeter saith,
that God swore t@avid, that he would raise up Chrigtit of the fruit of his loins according to the
flesh The second place is extaRpm 1. 3. wherePaul saith, that the Son of Gatlas made of the
Seed of David according to the fle3tne third is in chap. 9. of the same Epistle, whei® said, that
Christ was according to the flesh of the FathemwNhe Adversaries thinkhat according to the
flesh, is according to the human natuaad that to this member of the distinction istta@pposed,
according to the Divine Natur@specially, becaugeaul, when he had in that pla&om 9. said, that
Christ was of the Fathers according to the fleshadideth these wordsho is over all, Godor rather

a God)blessed for evermoravhen he seemeth not obscurely to afford the othember of that
distinction, namelyaccording to the divine Naturdut how much the Adversaries are mistaken in
the sense of that distinction the Apostles uséhdace apparent; namely, that whereas those words,
according to the fleshdo frequently occur in the Scripture, yet areytihever opposed to these,
according to the divine Naturéut always to thesagccording to the Spiritwhich have a far differing
meaning. Thudaul (to run over those places only which come nearesur purpose) in the same
Epistle to theRomanschap. 4. 1. saithivhat then shall we say, thAbrahamour Father according

to the flesh foundFor so rightly if you consider the sense, the amicinterpreter hath ordered the
words. Where you see, thBaul saith, Abrahamwas his Father, as well as the Father of the other
Jews, according to the flestvhich every one seeth to be like this expresdivat, Christ was raised
up of the fruit ofDavidsloins, or made of the Seed D&vid, or to be of the Fatheexcording to the
flesh to intimate that he here considereth him not sgitual Father. For thoughbrahamwas also
the Spiritual Father of the Apostles, yet was heatso the Father of the othé&ewsin general, with
whom the Apostle joineth himself in this place. Iherteacheth both in the same chapter afterwards,
and elsewhere, yea in the ninth chapter of thistlepi ThatAbrahamis the true Father of none but
Believers, and that they only are the true seedhwham to which the spiritual Promises of God
belong. In the same mann&opm 9. where Christ is said to be of the Fatlarsording to the fleska
little before, ver. 3. the Apostle calleth thews, his kindred according to the fleshcitly opposing
them to his spiritual kindred, or to his kindredcaaing to the spirit. Thus, Cor. 10. 18. he
commandeth to vievisrael according to the flesHikewise opposing it tdsrael according to the
Spirit; that is, the Christian People; for the PeopleChfist is the true and spirituédrael of God,
Rom 9. 6.Gal. 6. 16. thus, Zor. 5. 16. he saith, that he henceforth knoweth (gatsteemed and
approved) nonaccording to the flestand if he hath at any time known Chiastcording to the flesh



he now no longer knoweth him: where likewagording to the fleshs tacitly opposed to that which

is according to the spirit, and is to be looked nupdather in Christ, or in them who are in Christ.
Likewise that place is very notable, which is ext&al. 4. where one son dibraham namely,
Ishmae] is said to be boraccording to the fleshver. 23, 29. but the other, namdiaac, according

to the spirit,ver. 20 [28]. whereby is meant not according to dihéne Nature, but by the divine
Power: which for the divine Promises given befalid, intervene to accomplish his nativity, compare
ver. 23, 28. an®Rom 9. 8, 9. although the sartmaag if his generation be compared with the spiritual
generation of the Christians, not with the birthIsfimae) it may be said of right, to be made
according to the flesh. Thus also Masters accordinghe flesh, are fleshly Masters, as the old
Interpreter hath itCol. 3. 22. that is, such as have power to commangliorthings according to the
flesh, and this earthly life, but not spiritualrtgs. And lest there should be any place for anienas
that very placeRom 1. 3. which the Adversaries think make for thelwth confirm our Opinion. For
thus saith the Apostl&vho was made dhe Seed obavid according to the flesh, who was declared
(Gr. defined or constituted) Son of God in powerarding to the Spirit of Holiness by the
resurrection from the dead. You see that these sy@dcording to the flesh, are opposed to those
according to the Spirit of Holiness; that is, thairls wherewith Christ was sanctified, and that the
discourse is concerning the matter, whereof Chrést made the Son of God by the resurrection from
the dead. Concerning which, we will speak more difége chap. 31. but according to the Spirit, doth
no where signify according to the divine Natureithmer doth the word Spirit, put subjectively either
alone, or with some addition, any where denotediiene Nature or Essence. And the very word
Sanctification in this place applied unto it, mayfigiently intimate to every one, that it is no¢re
spoken concerning the holy Spirit, the divine \értavhereby Christ was raised from the dead, and
appointed heavenly King of the People of God, amalsequently made the Son of God by way of
excellency. For we shall see hereafter, chap.tgt, bftentimes in the Scripture, to be Christthar
King anointed by God, is all one with being the ®frGod; from whence also may be understood,
another passage in the same Epistle, chap. 9.r5nkehat manner Christ is the Son of God, in the
most perfect manner so called, in the same alse &God over all to be blessed for evermore. But h
was made or constituted the Son of God in powahbyresurrection from the dead; wherefore a God
over all to be blessed for ever more. And indeesdéhwords according to the flesh, annexed to the
precedent ones, seem to require that the other srsmbdistinction, should in the following member
be understood, it is no hard thing to discern, tiat we would have, is rather to be understoah th
what was according to the Adversaries Opinion tosbeplied. For these words, according to the
divine Nature, would be childishly understood. Hus the Apostle must be imagined to speak, Who
according to the divine Nature, is God over allsbltl for evermore. But when you have mentioned
the divine Nature or Essence, you have indeed dlreaentioned that which is annexed. But the
absurdity ceaseth if you understand that which ayetke Apostle expresseth, chap. 1. of the same
Epistle; namely, according to the Spirit of Holisesomit that neither Peter in that whole Sermbn o
his, wherein he affirmeth that God sworeltavid, that he would from the fruit of his loins, raisp
Christ according to the flesh, that argueth a dvissence in Christ, but the resurrection and
exaltation of Christ wrought by divine Virtue, wiedy he became the Son of God in the most perfect
manner, as we have already seen in part, and wilerfully shew in its place; wherefore there is
nothing in those places, that may establish thindifon of the Adversaries. But if there be nothin
them that may establish it, although among otherg seem most of all to confirm it, it may of right
be concluded, that neither is there any else inStrptures that may establish it, and consequently
that it should not be applied to restrain so maiaggs of the Scripture, speaking simply, and ueed t
turn them from their plain meaning. But now we masme to that which we have undertaken to
prove in the second place, namely, that this digtn is of no moment to invalidate our Argument
drawn from that placeglohn5. 19. or others like thereunto.

For first, the custom of speaking, doth not adimtt twvhat may or ought simply to be admitted of any
whole should simply be denied of the same, althduglgreeth to the whole, according to one part
only, and not according to the other. For who faraple sake, will simply deny, that a man doth eat,
drink, or is fleshly, thick, tall, or of a low stak, because his soul, or he according to his sioth
not eat, drink, nor is fleshly, thick, tall, or tme contrary of a short stature? Although the sauthe
better part of a man, and those things agree todnity according to the body. But if Christ be the



most high God, it is to be simply affirmed of hithat he can do all things of himself; as was before
shewn: neither do the Adversaries, who say, thedethwords of Christ whereof we treat, are to be
understood of him according to the human naturg, ardt deny, but rather urge it. For neither are
they wont less simply to affirm of Christ, what egth unto him, according to his better Nature, than
to deny what agreeth not to him, according to tiisriour Nature. Wherefore if Christ were the most
high God, it could not be simply or without any iiation, and respect of a certain nature, expresly
added, be denied of him that he can do any thirigm$elf. Since therefore it is denied, it is ajgpdr
that he is not the most high God. Add hereunta, @faist in this place is described by the name of
the Son of God and that in respect of God. But robshe Adversaries refer this description only to
the divine Nature of Christ, all refer it to it effily. Wherefore so much the less credit is it, that is
here simply denied of him which agreeth to him adicwy to the divine Nature, and consequently
both may and ought to be simply affirmed of the §b&od. Certainly that would be all one as if you
should say, that a man or a substance endued widerstanding, cannot understand, reason,
remember, because he cannot do these things awgaodine body.

But against that which we have said, some of theefghries are wont to alledge, that a man
according to his soul is immortal, or incorruptibéend yet it is simply denied, that he is immoudal
incorruptible. But it is to be observed that weapef those Attributes, which both may and are wont
to be affirmed of the whole Subject simply and withlimitation, although they do primarily and by
themselves only agree to one part thereof, sogtevtiole only by consequence. But to be immortal or
incorruptible, as the very Adversaries togethehwis confess, is not simply and without limitation
affirmed of the whole man; namely, because we Beanhole composition of man to be dissolved,
and to die, and be corrupted, although the Sprtain after it. But the same Adversaries contend,
that as all the attributes which agree to the Huiyani Christ, are wont simply & without limitation

to be affirmed of Christ, for example sake, thatwes conceived, born of a Virgin, suffered, died,
was buried, raised up from the dead, & the like,afsm all the attributes of the divine Nature.
Wherefore as they simply affirm that he is Godaso they simply and without limitation affirm, and

if they will be true to themselves, are forced fiirm, that he existed from all Eternity, Omnipoten
Omniscient, Immense, Creator of Heaven and EadmeSalledge that dPaul, where he affirmeth,
that the evils which he worketh, he himself did natrk, but sin that dwelleth in him; where they
think, that what is simply affirmed of the whole,dimply denied of the same, because it agreeth not
to the other part. And therefore that the contitimticwhich at first sight appeareth in these woigs,

to be taken away by the distinction of parts. Bigtytare exceedingly mistaken, for neither Hzall
respect to divers parts in the same subject, teeithing were attributed to the subject according
one part, and according to the other part takery dvean the same, this, | say, is not there done: bu
the same attribute is by an elegé&mtanaclasis one while taken more largely, another while more
strictly, namely, by a certain excellency; and peiken more largely, is attributed to the Subjbat;
taken more strictly, it is denied of the same whaled not attributed to another part of the same
Subject, but to another Subject, as the placdfiskeweth. For the man described Pgul under his
own person, is said to work those evils, the weadk being taken properly and largely: but the same
is denied to work them, as the wokabrk signifieth, to be the prime and principal causavofking.

For this, he saith, is not he himself, but sintla same manner he elsewhere saith, that he laboure
more than the other Apostles, yet not he, but trec&of God that was with him. He affirmeth, that
he himself laboured, if it be properly spoken; Banieth the same, because he was not the prime and
principal cause of the labour; but the grace of &ad was present with him. Thus also Christ saith,
My Doctrine is not mine, but his that sent me. kit believeth on me, believeth not on me, but on
him that sent me~or the Doctrine of Christ was his own, becatseais promulgated by him; it was
not his own, because himself was not the prime éwthereof, but he that sent him. It is believed on
him, because he is the object of faith, not on be@nause he is not the principal object and ultimate
scope of faith; for so he is that sent Christ.

Wherefore that we may return unto our place, itésessary that Christ when he simply denied, that
he could do nothing of himself, did speak of hirhgdtolly, how great soever he is, and not only of
one part of himself, or not of himself accordingotee part only. Which that it may yet more evidgntl
appear, and the rule before set down by us, bentlre confirmed, this is to be added; If that which



may, is wont absolutely to be affirmed of the whateay also simply and absolutely, without any
limitation, be denied of the same whole; namelyadose it agreeth not thereunto according to some
part, though an inferiour one, it will be lawfulngly to affirm of Christ, what we would have;
namely, that he is not the most high God, did xigtdrom Eternity, did not create the World, that
the Son of God was not incarnate, or made mannagm Heaven before he was born of the Virgin:
because none of these things agree to him accaoraithg human Nature: yea, it may be said, that the
Son of God, is not the Son of God, especially thlg begotten one, if he is held to be such, as &g w
begotten out of the Essence of the Father, whicheagnot to him according to the human Nature.
Finally, it will be lawful to say, that he was rfeet conceived of the holy Spirit, nor born\déry, nor
grew, nor eat, nor drank, nor wept, nor died, wseragain, nor ascended into Heaven, nor shall come
to judgment, and other things innumerable, becaose of these things agreeth to him according to
the divine Nature. Those first Expressions the Asiees will not endure; as for the rest, the e#rs
no Christian man can endure them. Who would enduoh a Divinity, as permitteth one simply to
deny, that Jesus is the Son of God, or that he thme® died and rose again. Wherefore if those
things are both uncouth, and intollerable; theyhbadso to imagine, that their interpretation igkel
intollerable; whereby they say, that when Christdy saith, the Son can do nothing of himself, he
speaketh of himself according to the human Natuaig; avhereas according to the divine Nature, he
can do all things of himself; whence it followethat it may be absolutely said of him, that he dan

all things of himself, no less than he is absojuégfirmed to be the most high God.

Again, They with whom we have to do, do either essf that it may be simply, or without any
limitation added, said of the divine Nature of Ghyrithat it can do nothing of it self, or they dat n
confess. If they do confess, why do they distinguistween the human and divine Nature? Why do
they say, that the words of Christ whereof we traet not to be understood of him according to the
divine, but according to the human Nature? Willyterhaps say, that also the divine Nature can do
nothing of it self according to the human? Who lsewtt that such a fashion of speaking and limiting
is ridiculous? Will you say that the soul of a ntath not in it self according to the body, a powokr
thinking, understanding, reasoning? Or that theybsdot fleshly, thick, tall, or low according the
soul? But be it that it is lawful, having expresalyded such a limitation, to deny these thingsef t
soul as doth indeed agree unto it, but do not agnée the body; and contrarily of the body, such as
agree to it, but do not agree to the soul, witldtpresently lawful to do the same simply, and ouith
any limitation? Who ever heard say, that that sthauhply be taken away from the whole which doth
indeed agree thereunto, because it agreeth nbetother part of the same whole? How then could
that be simply taken away from the divine Natur@jolr doth agree to the same; namely, to do all
things of it self, because it agreeth not to thendw Nature? But if the Adversaries confess not,itha
may simply be said of the divine Nature of Chribat it can do nothing of it self, their Opinion
touching the Person of Christ falls to the grouiwd;if the Son of God is a Person having supreme
Divinity, it is necessary that whatsoever is simeither denied or affirmed of him, may also simply
be either denied or affirmed of his divine Natufer a person having supreme Deity, is nothing but
the very divine Nature subsisting; as many of tideeksaries confess; and we in the second Book will
shew. Since therefore it is simply denied of then ® God, that he can do nothing of himself,
whereas that same cannot be simply denied of theedNature, it must be confessed, that the Son of
God is not a Person of supreme Deity. Neither hay €scape the force of this Argument, who hold a
divine Person to be not the divine Nature, but lasstience of the divine Nature. For first, fromsthi
very place oflohn it is evinced either that their Opinion touchimglivine Person, is false, or that the
Son of God is not a Person endued with SupremenidyviFor a Subsistence worketh nothing neither
of it self, nor by the shewing of another. For Weey nature subsisting, worketh all things, eithga
faculty of its own, or such as was received frorathar. A Subsistence hath no faculty neither from
its self, nor received from another. But the SonGafd worketh all things by the shewing of the
Father. Wherefore he is not a Subsistence. If tred® God is not a subsistence, either a Person of
the supreme Divinity will not be a Subsistencethm Son of God will not be a Person of supreme
Divinity. Furthermore, if a Subsistence did workyahing, it would work in such a manner, as is
agreeable to the Nature wherein it is, and withciht is really the same. But the divine Nature,
wherein the divine Subsistence is, and with whehthe Adversaries speak, it is really the same,
worketh of it self, and not by the shewing of amottwherefore the divine Subsistence also should be



said to work after that manner; nor could it leisspdy be denied, that it can work of it self, thire
same may be denied of the divine Nature. Add heoetimat it would no less ridiculously be said ttha
the divine Subsistence can do nothing of it setfoeding to the human Nature, than that the divine
Nature can do nothing of it self according to thenan Nature.

Besides, were the words of Christ to be restrainsdhe Adversaries would have it, Christ had not
spoken to the matter. For it appeareth from thg péace, and all confess, that Christ answereth the
objection of theJews and defineth those words of his, naméHy Father worketh hitherto, and |
work, from all crime of Blasphemy and Arrogancy. For desvsobjected it to him as a most grievous
crime, because by such wordig calleth God his own Father, making himself eqoabod as we
read ver. 18. For thus they reason: He that malkistiself equal to God, committeth a crime to be
expiated by death. But Christ maketh himself equ&od, in that he calleth God his own Father, and
maketh himself equal to him in working. In whichgiment it is spoken of whole Christ, and not
only of one Nature of his, especially the less tworfor neither Christ when he affirmddy Father
worketh, and | workspake only one part of himself, and that the vesghy, but of himself as he was
the Son of God, and consequently God, as the Adriessthemselves urge, who are wont to object
against us those words of the 18th verse; to phmre thence, that Christ is God by Nature, because
he both called God his own Father, and made hinasglél to God: neither of which can agree to him,
who is not God by Nature. To which Argument of desvsChrist answerethVerily, verily | say unto
you, the Son can do nothing of hims@fhat would the answer make to the purpose, ifstistiould
here speak of himself, according to the human NMatuly; when the question was concerning him,
either whole, how great so ever he is, or accorthnipe divine Nature, as the Adversaries will have
it? How had he defended his own words, whereindt $poken of his whole self, or of himself, as
the most high God? It is objected against him, tmakest thy self equal to God; namely, in that thou
makest thy self the Son of God, and by that meass @s the Adversaries will have it) arrogate to
thy self a divine Nature. Christ answers (accordiogheir Opinion) the Son can do nothing of
himself according to the human Nature, and is thareequal to the Father. What's this to the matter
But if you hold with us, that Christ spake of hitfisghole, how great soever he was, you will find
that he spake very pertinently to the matter, asidly confuted the crime that was objected against
him. For he answers, that he doth not simply arsblaely make himself equal to God, although in
respect of working, he compareth himself unto Geecause although he doth all things that the
Father doth; yet can he do nothing of himself, thatse things only which the Father gave him a
power to do. Wherefore in respect of the workingelf, he is equal to the Father; in respect of the
manner of working, unequal. For the Father worladtiimself, but he only as the Father sheweth
him, or giveth him power, wisdom and authority. Bwdrein is no Blasphemy, no Arrogancy, no
Crime. Add hereunto, that that very equality whishseen in the very workers, considered by
themselves, is not altogether absolute. In that Rhther will yet shew him greater works, and
consequently something may be yet added to thatliggu

Finally, if Christ had spoken of himself in respeftthe human Nature only, when he said that he
could do nothing of himself, and in the mean timauld have had it understood, that he in respect of
the divine Nature, could do all things of himséié had not, or rather ought not to have opposed the
Father, especially alone to himself in that matter; himself considered according to the divine
Nature, to himself look'd upon according to the hanBut Christ doth not this, but the other, whilst
he subjon'dunless he see the Father dairdso, For the Father loveth the Son, and sheweth to him
all things which himself doffand will shew him greater works than these. Fasides that, the reason
of the opposition doth more rightly consist, if ameture of Christ be opposed to another Nature; tha
is, of a different disposition in relation to tHertg spoken of, than if the same should be opptsed
another person; no just cause can be imagined, G¥ist, when in respect of one nature, he had
denied that the Son could do any thing of hims#ifuld not in respect of the other nature, openly
affirm of the same Son that he could do all thiafjkimself, since there was no greater cause tg den
that, than to affirm this. That | may not say, ttsre was greater cause to affirm this, than toyde
that; since the question was concerning the equalithe Son, and that as he is the Son, with the
Father. Add hereunto, that the divine Nature ofis€€hwould have been the more near and proper
Cause of that faculty of doing Miracles, which tegllreceived according to the human Nature, than



the Father. Unless perhaps you will have the diWature in him to be idle. Wherefore the power
was to be ascribed to it rather than to the Fatdew whereas some affirm that Christ attributed his
works rather to the Father, than to his own divid&ture, that he might give to the Father a
Prerogative above himself; this very thing overteth their Opinion, and establisheth ours;
especially since it is necessary, that that Preiagahould consist in this, namely, that the Fatie
held to do all things of himself, the Son only bp@ver received, from the Father. For by this very
thing, Christ is denied to be the most high God,lsthanother is acknowledged to whom a
Prerogative above him doth agree; and whilstéffismed that he doth all things by a power, in Wwha
manner soever received from another. On the conttlae Father is alone held, to be the most high
God, whilst to him only, as the prime Cause, thekaof Christ are ascribed, and a Prerogative
attributed to him above Christ.

That now remaineth which we undertook to demorstnatthe third place, namely, that the very
Distinction which the Adversaries use, whilst tlsay that some things agree or not agree to Christ,
the Son of God, according to the divine, otheroating to the human Nature, doth overthrow their
Opinion concerning Christ. For from this very thindpllowes, that the Son of God is not a persbn o
supreme Divinity, the reason whereof we have someesvhalready touched. For whilst the
Adversaries thus distinguish, they shew that thedm Nature is a part of the person of Christ, and
pertaineth to the constitution thereof. But a huriiture cannot be a part of a person endued with
supreme Divinity, nor concur to the constitutioerétof. For whether you hold the divine person to be
the divine Nature endued with a subsistence, ovdng subsistence it self of the divine Nature; the
human Nature can neither way be a part thereofnEibher is it a part of the divine Nature, noraof
subsistence, since neither is constituted of diparss, and both existed entire from all Eternéyd
consequently a human Nature can constitute nei@entainly it is necessary to hold two persons in
Christ, one simple, which existed from all Eterpitige other compounded of a human and divine
Nature (though by this means a divine person wdaeldome part of another, & so cease to be a
person) or they must bid farewell to that distiootof Nature. But of this thing more in its place.

We have dwelt longer on this place &#bhn partly because as any place doth more evidently
overthrow the tenet of the Adversaries, (and thisrie of the most evident) so have they for thet mos
part taken more pains in obscuring and turningoiinfthe genuine sense, partly because many things
which have been spoken thereof, will be profitalslethe following places, in as much as the
Adversaries are wont to make answers to them, reliitbid these ways which we have discussed, or at
least one of them.



CHAP. XIll1: Christisnot the Prime Author of hisDoctrine

The fourth Argument fetched from those places in John, wherein it is denied, That Chrigt isthe
Prime Author of his Doctrine.

Now that we may proceed to other placeslamn wherein some thing is denied of Christ, which
could not be denied of him if he were the most hggid; to that passage which we have examined in
the precedent Chapter, those are of kin whereinsCtenies that he is the prime Author of that
Doctrine which he publisheth; which places are iieayj number; and in some of them mention is
made also of works; of which he maketh the priméhat not himself, but the Father, no less than in
the precedent testimony. F@hap 7. 16, 17, 18. when the Jews admired how he keters, having
not learned them: Jesus answered them, andMgidoctrine is not mine, but his that sent me iy a
one will do his Will, he shall know of the Doctrimehether it be from God, or whether | speak of my
self. He that speaketh of himself, seeketh hisghany: but whosoever seeks his Glory that sent him,
he is true, and there is no unrighteousness in #nd Chap. 8. 28 When ye shall have lifted up the
Son of Man, then shall ye know that | am he, andathing of my self, but as the Father hath taught
me | speak these things. And Chap. 12. 49, 50vé hat spoken of my self, but the Father that sent
me, he gave me a Commandment, what | should sdywhat | should speak, and | know that his
Commandment is eternal Life. What things theref@speak, as the Father hath said unto me, so |
speak. And chap. 14. 10. The Word that | spegkedals not of my self; but the Father that abideth in
me, he doth the work8vhere under the name wbrks his words also are to be included, as the very
opposition sheweth; and afterwards in the sametehager. 24.The Word which ye have heard, is
not mine, but the Fathers that sent nie. which belong also many other Testimonies wtach
extant in the same Writechap 8. 38, 40. and 15. 15, 17. and 8. 14. eimap 3. 11, 32, 34Wherein

we read, that Christ saw those things which he spailth the Father, heard them from God, or the
Father. And that they were given him from the Father, #mat they were the words and speech of
God or the Father: from whence it is apparent @taist is not the most high God. For the most high
God is the first and highest Cause of all thingsther can it in any sort be said of him, that his
Doctrine is not his, but another persons, and hleaspeaketh not of himself; as is apparent from the
proof of the major Proposition of the foregoing Angent. But we say that those things are very
frequently and plainly said of Christ, and he citustd not the first, but the second and middleseau
of his Doctrine.

The Defence of the Argument.

That the refuge of the distinction of Natures hiagne no place, we shewed in the last Argument,
when we refuted the second Answer, for here Chirigply and without any limitation denieth that his
Doctrine is his, and that he spake of himself. €fwe it is necessary that he spake of himself how
great soever, especially since he wholly attributehat he denieth of himself, not to another Nature
of his, but to another Person, namely, the Fathed consequently doth therein oppose not one
Nature to another, but one Person to anotherjghhimself to the Father. For were that the meganin
of the words, which the Adversaries using thatimision, would have, he must have said, My
Doctrine is not mine according to the human Nathbre,according to the divine; or is mine, not as |
am Man, but as | am God; and nety Doctrine is not mine, but his that sent;n@ewit, the Father.
And in that passage, chap. 14. 10. how unsuitabiitfor him (were the Adversaries Opinion true)
having omitted the mention of his divine Natures&y,But the Father that abideth or dwelleth in me,
he doth the workWhere his words also are to be understood, as we deeady hinted. For when he
would intimate the intrinsical cause of his work,tlhe cause dwelling in him, why did he not rather
name his divine Nature, essentially dwelling in hand proper to him, than a Person different from
him? Why, when he had named the Father, did hée hhanight more significantly exclude himself,
presently add the pronoung, as if he should say, the Father simply doth thek@ Is it not manifest
that Christ would distinguish himself wholly, howegt soever he is, from the prime Cause of his
Works and Words, and having taken it away from kimsascribed it entirely to the Father? Add
hereunto, that Christ when he saithy Doctrine, orMy Word, would have it so far forth understood,



to behis Doctrine or Word, as it was most belonging untm;hénd it was most his, according to the
opinion of the Adversaries, as he was a divinedersom whom, no less than from the Father, that
Doctrine had originally proceeded. Wherefore whenhad spoken this, and desired to have it
understood, there was no cause why he should raffegibe it to the Father, then to himself, or his
divine Nature, although divers natures had plad@rm Finally, this thing doth here quite exclutie t
distinction of Natures, that Christ doth here masiify consider himself as he sustained the Offia o
divine Embassadour. But that Office agreeth to rmrea Person as such. Wherefore it is either to be
held, that Christ here speaketh of the divine Ngtar to be confessed that Christ is not a Per§on o
supreme Divinity. For as we have shewn in the fomsg chapter, and will elsewhere shew more
largely, a divine Person is nothing but the veryirgi Nature, having its subsistence. Besides, the
Adversaries will have it, that Christ was first saocording to his divine Nature; for they holdatth
the Son was sent from the Father out of Heaveassame Flesh, and consequently to undertake the
business of Mans Salvation. But if Christ accordimdpis divine Nature, yea, according to this ia th
first place, is the Embassadour of the Father, aneythose things which are attributed to him as the
Embassadour of the Father, restrained to the huxadare only, and not rather ascribed to whole
Christ, how great soever he is? But if any one hale it, that in these and other the like plaees,
Prerogative is attributed to the Father above Chaisd that as Christ is God, as indeed the words
altogether require it, he must with all of necgssibnfess, that Christ is not the most high God, bu
that on the contrary, the Father only (since suBhesogative agreeth to no other, and Christ asttrib

to him entirely, without making mention of any athgerson, both his Doctrine and Works) is the
most high God. concerning which thing it hath begoken in the Defence of the precedent
Arguments.



CHAP. X1V: Christ did not come of himself

Argument thefifth, fetched from those placesin John, wherein Christ is denied to have come of
himself.

Like to the former are those places, wherein Cliéstieth that he came of himself; affirming that he
was sent by the Father. For thus he speaketh, ¢h&8, 2QWhence | am, ye know; and | came not
of my self; but he is true that sent me: whom yeawknot: but | know him, because | am from him;
and he sent méAnd chap. 8. 42If God were your Father, you would love me, fordnivout from
God, and am come; for neither came | of my self hieusent meAnd chap. S. 43. he had saidam
come in the name of my Father, and ye receivedahefmnother come in his own name, him ye will
receive But if Christ is the most high God, how did he notne of himself? For to come of ones self,
is to come of his own accord, or relying on his ofuthority, and to discharge an office amongst
men. But how can the most high God be said to dg thihich he doth not of his own accord and
authority, but anothers? Certainly although théh&aand Son were divers Persons in the same divine
Essence, yet could not one be sent, or come frenotier, but he must withal come from himself,
since there will be the same numerical will in hdtle same Authority. Wherefore the Father could
decree or command nothing, but the Son would asoeg that very thing with the same action. But
if it be absurd for any one to be sent from himsaffd Christ openly denies, that he came from
himself. It must be held, that he is not a persoth® same Essence with the Father, and conseguentl
not the most high God.

The Defence of the Argument.

Why the Exception concerning the two Natures hae mo place, hath already been shewn in the
Defence of the precedent Arguments, especiallyusec&hrist is here openly considered as sent from
the Father, which thing we said pertaineth to ttles Person of Christ, and is by the Adversaries

wont by name to be referred unto his divine Natéwed besides, when Christ would by this means

procure Authority to himself, and his Doctrine, argst all the People, what need was there to fetch
that Authority from the Father, if he had had thdret Essence in himself, and so, no less than the
Father, had been God; yea, the self same God étRather, and would have men so to understand it
(according to the Opinion of the Adversaries) dsrdiie maketh mention of the Father? For, to what
purpose is it to fetch Authority from another, whgwu have it of your self, yea, the same in number

with the other, and would accordingly possess alhmvith a belief that you have it.



CHAP. XV: Christ did not cometo do his own will

Argument the sixth, fetched from those placesin John, wherein Christ deniesthat he cameto do
his own will.

In the sixth place, those Testimonies are to betiomed, wherein Christ denied that he came to do
his own will, but the will of the Father that sdmitn. Which is a consequent of that which went
before. For it is the Office of an Embassadour, tnalo and seek his own will, but the Will of the
Sender. And hereunto belong the words of Chiwmin5. 30.1 seek not mine own will, but the Will of
him that sent meAnd chap. 6. 30. descended from Heaven not to do mine own witl thel Will of
him that sent mehat is, of the Father, as appeareth from tHedohg verses, and many other places,
and from the very thing it self. But if Christ wettee most high God, how did he not seek his own
will, or not come to do it? For to what purpose hadcome, but to do the will of the most high God?
yea, by this very thing, whilst he affirmeth, the seeketh the Fathers Will, and came down from
Heaven to do it, by this very thing, | say, he vebaffirm, that he seeketh his own will, and came
down from Heaven to do it, if he were the same mwakGod with the Father. For as we before
hinted, they who have the same numerical Essengst, also have the self same will, and the same
numerical act of the will; as the Adversaries hatticerning God the Father, and his Son.

The Defence of the Argument.

That Exception touching the human Nature, accordingvhich Christ spake (that | may omit the
repetition of other things that were formerly spaokbath therefore no place; because Christ doth in
the second passage, from whence judgment may be ofidle first, expresly say, that he came down
from Heaven not to do his own will, but the will los Father. But the descent of Christ agreethigo h
whole Person, or, as the Adversaries believe,rtodudcording to the divine Nature. For they contend,
that Christ according to the divine Nature came midwm Heaven to be born of the Virgin;
wherefore he speaketh of his whole Person, andmigtone part thereof, or if he attributed these
things to himself in respect of one Nature onlyjdaccording to the Opinion of the Adversaries, to
be imagined to speak of the divine Nature, whicérthroweth it self.



CHAP. XVI: Christ did not seek hisown glory

The seventh Argument drawn from thence, That Christ did not seek his own glory.

Seventhly, Hereunto belong those words of the s@hrest, chap. 8. 50. | seek not mine own glory:
there is one that seeketh and judgeth. And thogedsnia the same chapter, ver. 54. If | glorify my
self, my glory is nothing; it is my Father that gfieth me. From the first of which we may thus
reason. If Christ had been the most high God, hdceot chuse but seek his own glory: Since the
end of all Gods actions, and the ultimate scopherm that are sent by him, or minister to himhis t
Glory of God himself: Wherefore if Christ had bate most high God, he could not chuse but seek
his own glory. Again, since he openly professeiht he seeketh his Glory that sent him, namely, the
Fathers, chap. 7. 18. If he had been of the samenEs with the Father, and the same God with him,
in seeking his glory, he had also sought his owasides, when he saith, that the Father doth seek hi
glory, and judge, or glorify him, it would of nes#ty happen, that Christ himself also at the same
time, and with the same labour, doth seek his olerygand judge, and consequently doth glorify
himself, since, as we formerly hinted, they thatehthe same numerical Essence, the same will and
power of working, must also of necessity have #maesnumerical operation. Whence the Adversaries
also hold, that the works of the Trinity performethout, as they speak, are undivided, although the
reason of that Identity, doth not admit a limitatiand although it should be admitted, yet here,
according to the opinion of the Adversaries, museds be the same operation, because they
constitute, and are inforced to constitute thatifipation either in the exhaltation of the human
Nature, or in the manifestation of Christs glorydse men. But now we see that Christ openly denies
that he seeketh his own glory, or doth glorify hiéths

From the latter place we thus conclude, If Christavthe most high God, he could not say his glory
would be nothing, if he glorify himself. For how tise Glory which proceedeth from the most high
God, or wherewith the most high God glorifieth hatishow, | say, is it nothing? that is, vain and

empty? Certainly it would be no more vain than®lery that proceedeth from the Father. But Christ
openly saith, that if he glorified himself, his glois nothing, and opposeth the glorification

proceeding from the Father, as true and solicheaagtorification proceeding from himself.



CHAP. XVII: John. 12. 44.

The eighth Argument drawn from the words of Christ, John 12. 44. He that believeth on me,
believeth not on me, but on him that sent me.

That these words of Christ which we have citedhifighat he is not the principal object of Faidmd
the ultimate scope to which it tendeth, and in Wwhtaesteth, all will easily understand. For thie
common custom of speaking doth require, which @edain Christ followed, in that he desired to be
understood by the people, to whom he spake witbud hoice. But from hence it followeth, that
Christ is not the most high God; for the most higd, is the ultimate scope and principal object of
Faith. But Christ in the word quoted, denieth thathimself is so.

The Defence of the Argument.

The distinction of Natures cannot here have plaocgh from the simple denial, and also because
Christ here considered himself as he is believeth de believed on. But he is to be believed @n, a
the Son of God, and consequently, if we give criedihe Adversaries, as the most high God himself.
For which cause, when the question is concerningsChhey urge that aleremiah, Cursed is the
man that putteth confidence in mamitting, or not considering that which follovand maketh flesh
his arm that is, placeth his strength and stay in flesfrail thing, anchis heart departeth from God
Neither of which hath place in the Man Christ, esgléy placed at the right hand of God in the
Heavens. Wherefore that we may return unto oureplailst Christ constituteth himself the object
of Faith, but in the mean time denieth that hehis principal object, and ultimate end thereof, he
speaketh of himself as the Son of God. But thaadwrding to the human Nature only is the Son of
God, the Adversaries will not grant. Add hereutit@t he considereth himself as Embassadour of the
Father; for credit given to an Embassadour as sischjtimately terminated not in him, but the
Sender, since his Authority doth depend from themewl he proposeth not his own sayings, but
anothers, namely, the Senders. Indeed Christ digfitre speak this, to commend the Faith placed on
him; namely, that it resteth not on him, since peaketh not of himself, but tendeth to the Father
himself, who sent him, and is terminated in thehEatBut those things which are attributed to Ghris
as Embassadour of the Father, are to be referr€trist how great soever he is; and if he be agmers
of supreme Divinity, are to be ascribed even todivene Nature; as we have formerly shewn, chap.
4. of this Section. But if this be absurd, it mbstconfessed that Christ is not the most high God.



CHAP. XVIII: Christ ignorant of the last Judgment-day

Theninth Argument, That Christ was sometimesignorant of the last Judgement-day.

Hitherto we have brought testimonies outJohn wherein that is denied of Christ, which could not
be denied of him if he were the most high Godollofveth that we produce the like Testimonies out
of other sacred Writers also, and that such, whesePrerogative is attributed to the Father above
Christ. The first shall be that of Christ, whichrif@erly when we treated of the Father, was touched
upon,Mark 13. 32.But of that day or hoymamely, of the last judgmerinoweth none, no not the
Angels in heaven, nor the Son, but the FatbeasMat. 24. 36. speakethut the Father onlyHow it
may be here evinced, that the Father only is thst fmgh God, we have before shewn. And now we
must consider, how it may be hence proved, thaGtreis not the most high God; although the first
being proved, the second followeth by necessangemuence; but we here go a contrary way to
work, and do not demonstrate that Christ is nontlest high God, because the Father only is; but tha
the Father only is, because Christ not. The théngpisy and open to every one; for the most high God
neither is, nor ever was ignorant of any thing. B Son of God was sometimes ignorant of the day
and hour of the last judgement. Wherefore the $d@boad is not the most high God.

The Defence of the Argument.

How much the Adversaries have tortured themselvesuriloosing this knot, and what divers
interpretations, not only diverse, but the same haare devised, may be seen, as in other Interpreter
so chiefly in Maldonat who reports, thatlerome and Austin prest with the difficulty of this
testimony, fled to the refuge of saying, that thece was corrupted, and that this was not to be, rea
namely,neither the Son but the Fatherontrary to the credit of all books; which if weay call into
question, there will be nothing in the Scripturet@@, nothing firm, nothing which one may not deny
Neither must we only expunge the wordsMdrk, but also those dfiatthew which are of the same
import. Next, the same Interpreter saith, thatgteater part of the ancient Authors were of opinion
that Christ was ignorant of the day of judgemeat,because himself was indeed ignorant thereof, but
because he made us ignorant of it, because he wotilictveal it to us; because his Body, that is the
Church, was ignorant of it, because he dissemibiednowledge thereof; and to that purpose he cites
Origen, ChrysostomeGregory, Hierom, Beda Theophilact This Interpretation (if so be it deserves
this name) the same Interpreter doth rightly cantut this Argument, because at that rate the Father
also would be ignorant of the day of judgementhat he revealed it not unto us. Again, what manner
of reasoning had Christ used, were this Interpgtaidmitted? The Disciples desired to know of him
the day of judgement, Christ answereth, accordintpé¢ opinion of these men, TB®n causeth you

to be ignorant of the day of judgement, he will rexteal it he dissembleth his knowledge thereof.
But this was the very thing that the Disciples asknely, that he will declare it unto them. A cause
should have been alledged why he would not dedtanshy, as they speak, he did dissemble it.
Finally, what manner of Interpretation is thisknow not,that is, | dissemble my knowledge? Did
Christ deal thus with his Disciples, and deludentheith whom he both might and ought to deal
openly? Such a kind of speech would be unbeconvag a grave man, much more Christ. Again, the
same Interpreter saith, that others, by nabmgen Epiphanius Chrysostomesxpounded it, that
Christ was ignorant of the day of judgement, beedweshad not yet experience of it. This opinion he
refuteth with the same reason that he did the forbexause by this reckoning, the Father also shoul
be ignorant of it, since neither he himself ashed experience of it. He saith, that others aftinm

to be the sens&either doth the Son of man know it, unless thédtdtnow it but because the Father
knows it, the Son of man also knowes it, BExsthymiusspeaketh. Which Interpretation is very
frivolous; first, in that by so speaking, he had altedged the cause, why he declared not the flay o
judgement to his Disciples, nor had diminisheddbsire of knowing it, and inquiring it of him, but
increased it; because by this means he had intitntitat the Son of man did know that day. Besides,
neither doth the word Son, absolutely spoken ofsGlaenote the Son of man, but the Son of God, as
he is such, especially since the word Father isgmidy opposed thereunto, and by it God understood,
and the wordbut, in that passagehut the Father agreeth not with the wordsor the Son



Immediately going before, but with thoseggneknoweth Finally, that interpretation doth thwart the
words ofMatthew who saiththat the Father only knoweth &or how ridiculous would it be to say,
the Son of man knoweth not the day of judgementessnthe Father only knoweth it? for it is a
certain contradiction in the Additament, and thaditon that is added, subverteth that to whicis it
added. The same Interpreter further more saith nlaay ancient and grave Authors, whose names he
orderly reckoneth up, did thus interpret, That €hras man, was ignorant of the day of judgement.
Which he himself thinketh to be true only in thense, that Christ knew not the day of judgement
upon that score, or for that reason, because henveas but because he was God. Otherwise he
supposeth it to be false, and horrid to be spottext,the human Nature of Christ was ignorant of any
thing. For the Papists, yea, certain others afsagine, that the human Nature of Christ, from téeyv
first instant of his conception and birth, knew tdings. But that Interpretation also he refuteth,
because Christ not only denieth, that the Son of (ha ought here rather to say the Son of God) doth
know the day of judgment; but also affirmeth, ttfe# Father only knoweth;iby which speech he
seemeth to exclude, not only the Son, but alsttihe Spirit.

Nevertheless, now a-days that Interpretation wthiehinterpreter rejecteth, namely, that Christisl s
truly to be ignorant of the day of judgement, not@ding to the divine, but according to the human
Nature, is commonly most received even amongst tdra otherwise hold, that in the very moment
of conception, the Properties of the divine Natueze communicated to the human, or the knowledge
of all things infused into the soul of Christ: thfare we must here briefly refute it, and having
discussed it in a few words, also disprove that snawn interpretation. Such an Interpretation
therefore, and Answer to our Argument as is comgnbnbught, for three Reasons chiefly ought not
to be admitted. First, because Christ simply artthaut any limitation, denieth that the Son knoweth
the day and hour of judgement. Where it followétiat he spake of himself wholly, how great soever
he is; as we have shewn in the examination of ¢élsersd Answer to that placéphn5. 19. Again, to
omit other things spoken in the same place, baiimfthe simple word Son opposed to God the
Father, and also by the Gradations used by Chsastending from the Angels to the Son, and from the
Son to the Father, it is apparent that he altogetpake of that Nature according to which he is the
Son of God. Thirdly, Because Matthewit is expresly said, that the Father only knowtath day and
hour of judgement: which sense agreeth also tovtives ofMark, whilst he saithNone knoweth but
the Father opposing the Father to the Son himself. But ifi€thad according to the divine Nature,
known the day of judgement, then not only the Fathet also the Son had known it, and besides, if
we believe the Adversaries, the holy Spirit.

Now whereas in this place they so much urge théngagf Paul, Col. 2. 3.In whom are all the
Treasures of Wisdom and Knowledge hidderst, they do not observe, that these words asayell,
yea, far better, be referred to the name of thetdtysof God and Christ; the mention where of
immediately precedeth, than to the nameCdirist For it is there chiefly treated concerning the
knowledge thereof, so that the sense is, in thetéyof God and Christ, are all the Treasures of
Wisdom and Knowledge hidden; but that Mystery is @vangelical Doctrine, Chap. 1. 25, 26, 27.
Again, theWisdom and Knowledgkere spoken of, is to be understood of all thipggaining to
mans Salvation, which have also been revealed bistGimto us, and are diligently to be known by
us. But that the Knowledge of the day of judgemsnhot comprehended in the number of these
things, appeareth from these very words of Chaikgreof we dispute. To omit, although otherwise it
were spoken of the same kind of things, yet thiscih saying concerning the day of judgement,
should derogate from the general, and not be iretgg according to that, but that according tdt it.
remaineth that we speak something of that Inteaioet and Answer which the Popish Interpreter,
having refuted the Opinions of all the rest, didide, although he so proposed it, as that himself
seemeth to put no great confidence in it; for hths&nless | be mistaken, Christ speaketh in the
same manner that he had formerly sa&imlsit at my right and left hand, is not mine teegyou, but to
them for whom it hath been provided by my Fatkiénerefore he intimateth what is more; that he not
only as a man, but also as God, was in a certatriggmrant of the day of judgment, not that he was
indeed ignorant; but because it was not his otficknow, as he said not, for whom it is provided fo
by me, but by my Father, not that it was not predicoy him also; but because to provide the
Kingdom, that is, to predestinate, is not his @fibut the Fathers. That also it belongeth to titbd¥,



to appoint when the world is to be dissolved, artbnvthe day of judgment is to be. This is that
which the Apostle saith, It is not for you to knéle times and seasons which the Father hath put in
his own power. Therefore he alone is signified how it. And this, unless | be mistaken, is the true
sense. He did well, twice to add unless | be m&stakor he was something afraid, lest he should be
mistaken; neither did this ingenious man satisfydalf, whilst he endeavoured to satisfy others. But
neither did he rightly explain the place, but perve nor take away the difficulty, but in somerpa
augment it. For, first, he without example, and @arst reason, departeth from the proper and usual
signification, of being ignorant, whilst he integps it, that it is not ones duty to know, unlesghpps

he alledge this very thing for a reason about wkwehcontrovert, namely, That it cannot be said that
the Son is ignorant of the day of judgment, bec#esever knew, as all other things, so that day. als
Again, in what manner soever he interpreteth thvesls, it is not the office of the Son to know that
day, yet doth he not escape the difficulty; fohettit is not therefore the office of Christ, besaune

is not bound to know that day, or not obliged towrthat day, or because he is bound to be ignorant
of that day; so that it is not so much as lawfulHon to know it; which latter sense, the placestgd

by him, seem to require. If he hold the latterjfeaseth the difficulty instead of diminishingand
saith more than is needful. For he not only saitlat the Son was then ignorant of the day of
judgment, but that it was not so much as lawfulHfion to know it. But how can he be the most high
God, who is not only ignorant of something, butre@nknow it, or to whom it is not so much as
lawful to know some things, and that as he is Gad@ notwithstanding the places quoted by him,
and duly compared with this, seem altogether toiregsuch a sense; for when Christ saith, To sit at
my right hand and left hand, is not mine to give signifieth, that it lay not in his power and displ,

or that it was not lawful for him to do it. But tiptace of theActsmaketh express mention of Power,
and signifieth that the Father had reserved toolws power and disposal the determination, and
consequently also the knowledge of the times aada®es. But if he grant the former, first, what will
this make to the purpose? for the sense will bat, tlone is obliged to know the day of judgment,
neither the Angels, nor the Son, but the Fathey.dBlit what then? although neither Men, nor the
Angels, nor the Son be obliged to know it, yet bdo¢hand they may possibly know it, and we, (as the
Disciples may be supposed to speak) although wa@réound, are yet desirous to know it, since,
saving the truth of that saying, it is possible disrto know it. For he against whom we disputehdot
believe, that although it were not the office ofriShto know the day of judgment, yet he did know i
By this reckoning therefore, Christ had not quedctiee desire and longing that the Apostles had to
know that day, but had left place for such a caigite that it might be, that both Men and Angeld di
know that day. Again how can it be said, that this Office of the Father, or that the Father isgelol

to know the day of judgment, and the Son not olligehe also be the Supreme, and consequently
the same God with the Father? for neither of thamhe obliged to know any thing, but that the other
also must be obliged, since both have the same nmecahainderstanding, and the self-same
knowledge. Besides, whatsoever cause you alledbg,the Father is obliged to know the day of
judgment, that will be common to the Son, if hethe supreme God with the Father; yea, were it
possible, that one of them should be obliged themeuhe other not at all or less obliged; it skioog
held, that Christ is more obliged, because he sgttathe Office of Judge; and if he be the supreme
God, doth therein depend on none; so that he dmtbrding to his own pleasure both constitute and
determine the day of judgment. | omit that it ig rightly said, that it is the Fathers Office, bat he

is bound to know the day of judgment, since he oachuse but know; or if you therefore say, it is
his Office because he is bound to define and domstihat day, consider how rightly it is said,ttha

is bound to do that which lieth in his own pleasiet of this so far.



CHAP. X1X: Mat. 20. 23.

Argument the tenth from the words of Christ, Mat. 20. 23. To sit at my right and left hand, is not
mineto give.

The next place shall be that which a certain Intgy, as we have seen, compared with that
testimony whereof we have hitherto treated, argkiant in the samilatthew chap. 20. where Christ
speaketh thusBut to sit at the right and left hand, is not miteegive So it is read in the Greek
without adding to you, which is found in the vulgaanslationBut to whom it hath been prepared by
my Father.Now it is easy to every one to perceive, whatrtteaning of Christ is; namely, that it is
not in his power, or not lawful for him accordinghis own pleasure, to determine who ought totsit a
his right hand in his Kingdom, who also at the,leftd so to obtain the next degree of dignity and
honour after him. For that this is due to them,idtom it hath been designed by the Father, whose
Decrees Christ cannot repeal. From whence it apfieathat Christ denieth such Authority to
himself, as he intimateth, that the Father exeticia#’/hence it followeth, that Christ is not the hos
high God. For in the Power and Pleasure of the migtt God, are all things which fall under any
power, such as is that, namely, to give or dednae dne should sit at the right hand; another et th
left hand of Christ in his Kingdom: for Christ intateth, that that hath been prepared for somedy th
Father.

The Defence of the Argument.

You will say, that it is not lawful even for Godnigelf, to repeal his own Decrees, especially ssch a
design some good to some person. And that theréforas not lawful for Christ any further to
determine according to his pleasure, who oughit tat $iis right hand, who at his left, althoughlbee

the most high God, because he hath already mad®mrantable Decree concerning that matter. We
answer, That that is here taken for granted, wiiicitogether controverted, and can be confirmed by
no other testimony of the Scripture, (foeither do we read in the Scripture, that the Somay
Spirit, but the Father only did predestinate any,asaith the most learned and popish Interpreter on
this place) and is not only not agreeable to thedwof this place, but also foreign to the same. Fo
were the thing so, neither would Christ simply hagéd, To sit at the right hand and left hand, is not
mine to givenor had he said of the Father only, that it wassidled for some by him, but he would
have said, either that it was done by him, withwarhing the Father, or at least he would have joined
himself with the Father; for who would not thinkdt be absurd, should it be supposed that the Fathe
of Christ had already made a decree of giving toesthe dignity of sitting at the right and left ldan

to bring him in thus speaking® sit at the right hand and left hand, is not mingive, but to whom

it hath been prepared by my S&ould not the Father upon this account, attritaatiene Prerogative

to the Son above himself, and ascribe that to khich he took away from himself? Where since
now the Son doth in that manner speak of himsel§ to be held, as we see some Interpreters do
acknowledge, that Christ, even as he is God, atbribome Prerogative to the Father above himself,
and what he attributeth unto him, taketh away fromself. Which if you make a true estimate of the
thing, is no other than to say, that the Fathey anthe most high God, but the Son is not; as aesh
above sufficiently taught.

Some other will say, that Christ doth not here $yngieny, it is his to give, that one should sihet
right hand, another at his left; but that it is ti$¢ to give it unto those two disciples, the Sons
Zebedegfor that the word$o youare either to be read, or to be understood, bethlse the ancient
Interpreters have them, and the following wordsosgal to those going before, do require it; for it
followeth, But to whom it hath been provided by my Fath#hence it seemeth apparent, that in the
foregoing words, is to be understood the name efpitrsons, to whom it suiteth not with Christ to
give so great a thing, and that they are thosepiigscwho asked that of Christ, and whom the ancien
Interpreter designed by the wortdsyou But if those words be added, you will say, Chaifirmeth

or denieth nothing of himself, which may not bdarafed or denied of the most high God. But, first,
no reason enforceth us to imagine, that the wrg®uare either to be read or understood; but there



is rather good reason, why we should conceivetlieat are not to be read. For as for the authofity o
the ancient Interpreter, there is no cause why lweeild leave the Fountain, and follow the Stream,
and think that this is purer than that; yea, ratherreading of the Latin Translation ought to ¢itd

the reading of the Greek Copies, if they agree antbamselves, & to be corrected from it. But here
the Greek copies among themselves, and that nptimMatthew but also inMark, where it is read

in the same manner, and that most learned Poptsipteter saith, he knoweth no ancient Greek
Interpreter, who read the words to you, yea, nahach asAustinamongst théatins But as for the
reasons drawn from the following words, that dospade us, that in the foregoing words, a regard is
also had of those persons, to whom it concernedChast to give that sitting at his right hand and
left; but there it followeth not, that the wordsytou must of necessity so be understood, and so thi
great felicity is denied to those two Disciplesriame. For every one seeth, that these words may thu
also be rightly understood, as if Christ had s@mlsit at the right and left hand is not mine teggi
namely, to whom soever | please, even to my kinsreech as you are, having a regard to kindred
only, or to give it to such as simply ask, and ¢ireiprevent others as you do, but to them at letwth
whom it hath been designed by my Father. Againysegrant, that those words, yoy are either to

be read, or to be understood. Nevertheless, sihast@Gaith, that it is not his to give that sigtjrbut

to them for whom it hath been prepared by the Fath&lloweth that he is not the most high God.
For by such words he intimateth, that he is notgtiee Author of so great Dignity, but the Father,
and that he himself doth both promise, and wilkeagth give that honour, according to the pleasure
of another, namely, of the Father, and the Law®ispgd by him; otherwise, as we before hinted, he
would have said, that so great dignity had for sbeen provided either by himself, or at least by hi

& the Father together. But neither of those thimpéch we have spoken, is incident to the most high
God; for he is both the prime Author of all suchndars and Rewards, and composeth himself to the
pleasure of his own, not of anothers will, and adicmly distributeth rewards and honours.

The exception concerning the human Nature, acogiinvhich it was not his to give, whereas it was
according to the divine, hath here no place, bothtlie simple negation, and also because he here
opposeth not one Nature to another, but his owsdpeto the Person of the Father, and what he
taketh away from himself, he attributeth to himgddimally, because this reason would have had no
force to repeal the petition of those Disciples; ieither did they desire, that he should give unto
them what they craved, according to one Natureanobrding to another, but simply that he should
give it, and consequently, that he should givecitoading as he is able. Therefore if Christ had
answered, that it was not his to give accordinthéohuman Nature, they might presently reply, that
did nothing matter them, so that he gave it acogrdlb the divine, according to which he was able to
give it. But they were not so subtil, although thefieved Christ to be the Son of God, as to thihk
that distinction. Therefore they thought that aperNegative was simply to be taken, and believed,
that Christ spake to the purpose, and did not gteugesides the matter in hand. | omit that thetmos
learned of the Adversaries acknowledge, that Cheasé spake of himself as God; as we saw in the
examination of the foregoing place.



CHAP. XX: Mat. 19. 17.

Argument the eleventh, from those words of Christ. Mat. 19. 17. Why dost thou call me good?
noneisgood but God only.

The third place shall be that which is extant ia gameMatthew in the chapter immediately before
going, namely the 19. 17. where when a certain gauan had thus bespoken Chrisgod Master,
what good shall | do that | may have eternal L@#rist answereth him with these words, as ie&dr
both in the Greek books wittdatthewhimself, and in the Latin also witidlark andLuke Why dost
thou call me good, there is none good but oneGbd, or God only which place, both heretofore,
and at this day, many have dared so to underssanifl Christ would by the confession of that young
man, teach, that himself was that one or most Gig. Which if we shew to be false, the Argument
will be presently retorted upon them, and it wiipgar, that the contrary to what they will have, is
here taken for granted by Christ. They indeed beli€hrist to reason in this mannBione is good,
but God namely, the most high God. | by thy confessiongaod, | therefore am the most high God.
But, first, Christ no where, though he had far ggeaccasions of doing so, did either expresly say,
openly teach, that he is God, as will appear toyesae reading the History of the Gospel; yea, as w
have above some where hinted, when it was objeagaghst him, that he made himself God, he
purposely declined the name Gbd and professed himself tigon of Godso far was he from
professing or endeavouring to demonstrate thatdeethhe most high God. How much less therefore
in this place did he from the bare appellatiorGafod and that added to the nameMdister, collect

so great a thing? Again, if Christ would teach §esing man, that himself were the most high God,
he would have had him also to understand, thaé thvas none besides himself, to whom the name of
God orGood taken by way of excellency, doth agree; for hid,ghat there is none good besides one,
namely,God But we have already elsewhere shewn, that ifame/be said to be he, to whom only
something doth agree, the same is to be attribalgdto that very subject only; if Christ would ¢ha
that himself was that God, who only is good, he Mcave had the young man to understand, that
there is none such besides himself. But this sefadince, besides Christ, the Father is such; lgame
that God, of whom, as different from himself, heeslthere very frequently, and in the same discourse
speaketh. But if any one say, that Christ wouldehibunderstood, that there was no other in regérd
Essence, to whom the name@dd andGood taken by way of excellency, doth agree; howtibit
there is another in regard of Person, he will tamkegranted, what all acknowledge to be most false,
that the young man already knew how to distingbistween the Essence and Person, and that it was
apparent unto him, that many divine Persons mightnbone numerical Essence, or he would be
forced to say, that Christ did by this speech sf Orive the young man, ignorant of that distinttio
into a most grievous errour; namely, to believe thare was no other Person besides Christ, to whom
the name ofodandGood so taken as we have said, doth agree. CouldthdieChrist should touch
So great a matter so briefly, and not instructgamoiant man concerning it? Finally, the very waotls
Christ, Why dost thou call me good? There is none goodslmat only do openly enough teach, that
Christ rejected so great a title, as agreeing td @dy; so far was he from snatching it, to conelud
thence a thing as yet more incredible; namely, ieatas the most high God. What then will you say,
will not Christ be good? We answer, That the w@abd when it is so taken, as to agree only to the
most high God, in which manner it is here done byisE, as we have before hinted, taken by way of
excellency, and denoteth him who is in the mostgeémanner of all, and of himself, good. In which
sort we have elsewhere seen, that Wisdom, Powelnamdrtality, is taken, when God only is said to
be Wise, Powerful and Immortal. In this significatj Christ denieth that he is good. For if you
object, that the young man, did not simply call i&hGood but Good Masterand so took not the
word Good in so perfect a signification, but infs@am one as might agree to a Master, given by God.
We answer, That the young man did both in an udusaaner, so accost Chri€d, good Masterin
which manner we no where find, that he is at arhewntime stiled, and also would in a singular
fashion call him good, and attribute this name umta by a certain excellency. Now although he
thought not of so perfect a signification as adreetGod only, yet such an appellation, by readon o
its singularity, receding from the common custoeersed to savour of a signification so perfect, and
so of a certain Divinity. It became the great Mdged Christ, not to admit this title, as truly aging



only to God, but to decline and reject it. And tiaias far more becoming, than to draw this title,
uttered in another sense, to the confession osinseme Deity. In like manner, the same Christ
below, Mat. 23. 8, 9, 10. admonisheth his Disciples, thay thigffer not themselves, to be adorned
with the titles ofRabbisandMasters because there is one Master of ours, the Chigstthat they call
any one on Earth Father, because there is onerkathers, who is in the Heavens. Although perhaps
they who called therRabbj or Master, did not at all think of so perfectigngication, wherein those
Appellations did agree to none but Christ, yedyaalgh it were not so much as likely, that they did
think, neither also did we take the name of théa&ain so excellent a signification, wherein it et

to none but the most high God: for it is sufficietitat such a custom of accosting, doth savour of
something too much, and consequently of somethioge rdivine, which agreeth to none but Christ,
or to the most high God; for Modesty doth shun etr@se things also which have a shew of too
much. What therefore the Master of most perfect Hiynin those words taught the Disciples, that in
this place of ours, did he teach by example, witéstrejected the title of Good, as too much, and
proper to God only. Hence also it is apparent, @tatist reasons far otherwise than the Adversaries,
and consequently after a contrary manner, namalg,None is good but God, namely, the most high
God: which is all one as if he should say, Whosomsvgood, namely, by way of Excellency, he is the
most high God: But | am not the most high God, eftege | am not good, taking this name by way of
excellency; neither was | so to be called by thee.



CHAP. XXI: Not as| will, but asthou

Argument thetwefth, from the words of Christ to the Father, Not as| will, but asthou.

The fourth place shall be that, where Christ irs tmaner concluded his prayer to the Father,
Nevertheless, not as | will, but as th@r asLukespeakethNot my will, but thine be don&or from
those words it is collected, that Christ is not thest high God; for the most high God neither
permitteth, nor can permit to any other person wewoto determine of him, and also to decree
contrary to what himself desires and wills; othemyiby this very act, he would acknowledge that
person superiour to himself. But nothing is suparto the most high God. Whereas Christ permitteth
here to another Person, namely, his Father a Pioadgtermine of him, and to decree even contrary
to what he himself otherwise willed. Again, had Bhbeen the most high God, he had also been one
and the same God with the Father, as the AdvesstriEmselves contend, or of one Essence with
him, otherwise there would be two most high Gods. iBis apparent from this place, that Christ was
not the same with the Father, or of the same Essefith him: for had he been, he would likewise
have had one numerical will with the Father, arelsame numerical act of the will, as we have above
elsewhere taught. But it is apparent from this @ldbat the will of both was different, and the act
thereof different; yea, that it might come to pabst the one might be contrary to the other in the
thing here treated of, although so, that the willGhrist was ready to yield to the Fathers Will;
otherwise he could at no hand have shliglyertheless, not my will, but thine be ddioe it could not

be, that his own will should not be done, if higHess will were done: nor could Christ (for exan)ple
desire that the cup should pass from him, if thiaéravould not have it pass.

The Defence of the Argument.

It will be here presently answered, that it is nfiestly apparent, from the words, that Christ spdake
thus according to the human Nature, not accordintpé divine. And indeed we believe, that Christ
according to the human Nature, or the very humaturdat self, doth here speak, but so, that it is
withal to be granted, that there is not in him &eotNature, namely, the divine. For, first, the gien
Negation,Not my will be donepermitteth not that there was another Nature st and that a
better, according to which his own will ought alketiger to be done, as it would be necessary to hold,
if there had been in Christ the divine Nature,ghme in number with that of the Father. To omét th
it is absurd, yea, altogether impossible, that limiE at the same time, there should be contrallg wi
concerning the same thing; whereof the one woulek lthe cup pass from him, the other would not.
Certainly it would withal be necessary to acknowledwo Persons in him. For, to subjoin another
reason for which that distinction of Natures haghehno place, it is necessary that Christ spaksethe
things of himself as he is a Person; for such djpers as are, to will, and consequently also to, beg
agree to none biBuppositiumsendued with understanding, as such; and constguennone but
persons as such. Either therefore it is necessarthé Adversaries to hold, that Christ spake these
things of himself as he is a divine Person, namahg of the Persons of the Trinity; which we have
shewn to be false, and they themselves, who hera dsstinction of Natures, do acknowledge: o it i
necessary to acknowledge, that his human Natucer@iag to which Christ willed and begged those
things, is a Person; and so, lest two Persons dhath theNestoriansbe held to be in him, contrary
to all, both Reason and Scripture, that there Hlirimno divine Essence and Person. Finally, lbibd
observed, that he doth here submit himself nohéopower and will of his own divine Nature, but to
the Will of the Father, and so opposeth not Natar®lature, but Person to Person, and the will of
that, to the will of this. Wherefore it is altogethto be confessed, that there was not in the Rarso
Christ, that will, which he attributeth to the Fathand simply opposeth to his own.



CHAP. XXII: Heb. 5. 5.

Argument thethirteenth, from thewords, Heb. 5. 5. Chrigt did not glorify himself.

Hitherto we have cited places out of the Writershef Evangelical History, and consequently out of
none but the words of Christ himself, wherein thttéags are denied of Christ, which could by no
means be denied of him, if he were the most higti. Go which we think fit to subjoin those words
of the divine Author of the Epistle to tihtebrews which are extant, chap. 5. 4,Neither taketh any
one the Honour to himselhamely, of the Pontificiate or high Priesthodm)t he that is called by
God, as Aaron. So also Christ did not glorify hithé® become an high Priest, but he that said unto
him, Thou art my Son, this day have | begotten. theeif Christ were the most high God, how had he
not glorified himself to become an high Priestsdf be the most high God can be any high Priest?
Whereof hereafter. For on the most high God, theobpof an high Priesthood doth depend, and so is
conferred on others. And in that the Father gledifhim to become an high Priest, as here it is
affirmed; Christ had also glorified himself, to loate an high Priest, had he been the most high God,
and so one God with the Father. But that is in pféEe denied, and he that said unto hilmpu art

my Sonis said to have glorified him, and not he himself

The Defence of the Argument.

The exception concerning two Natures, hath no mtaee here, than in the former places; both for
the simple Negation, as also because Christ isd@rsidered as he hath attained the Priestly Office
which agreeth to him only as he is a Person. Biltaf be a Person of supreme Divinity, those things
which are here either spoken or denied of Christstnibe attributed or denied of the very divine
Nature. Since a Person of supreme Divinity is mmhbut the divine Nature endued with a
subsistence. Add hereunto, that those things wénethere attributed unto Christ, are ascribedrto hi
as he is the Son of God; for the divine Author doth therefore take those words of the second
Psalm that he may only simply describe him that glewdfiChrist, and made him high Priest, but that
this very description may teach, that Christ waslenan high Priest by God. For besides the custom
both of this and other divine Authors, who are wdéomtmake use of Descriptions of Persons
accommodated to the subject matter, not foreigthéomatter; the following words also shew this
thing; for the divine Author addeth, As he alsdls@ another placelhou art a Priest for ever after
the order of Melchiseded®y which words it clearly appeareth, that in foemer place also it is
spoken of the Priesthood which was given unto €Hgist that place is not commonly to be taken of
Christ according to the divine Nature, and to bested to his Generation out of the Essence which
the Father made from all Eternity; which thoughetabsurd, and besides other things, repugnant to
the words ofPaul, Act 13. 32, 33. & so to this very place, doth yetlede their exception concerning
the human Nature, according to which this very @lecto be taken of Christ. Finally, would the
divine Author here have spoken of a certain Natuy, and not of the whole Person of Christ, he
would not have opposed Christ to the Father, bhirself according to the divine Nature, and what
he had taken away from the human, he would havibwtttd to the divine; but that he neither did, nor
could do. For if Christ was in that very thing madehigh Priest by God, as he was begotten by God,
and consequently became the Son of God; as we @s#ygitee the divine Author intimates; he could
not be made an high Priest by himself, no not amred according to the divine Nature; otherwise
Christ would have been begotten of himself, considl@ccording to the divine Nature, and so would
be his own Son, and the divine Nature might salyit@, Thou art my Son, this day have | begotten
thee.Which how absurd it is, and repugnant to its selery one perceiveth. Now therefore he at
length shall rightly understand this place, and Aghors reasoning, who observes that Christ is
chiefly called the Son of God, as by his favouriagh attained the greatest similitude with God; and
that Christ was never made more like to God, thhanhe obtained the perpetual Government of the
house of God, and the Office of eternally looking dnd saving the People of God. Which thing is
contained in this Priesthood; for the divine Autbpposeth not that Office to the Kingly, but in som
sort includeth this in that. But let those things lere spoken by the by, in that they will prove
advantagious hereafter.



CHAP. XXII1: John. 14. 28.

Argument thefourteenth, from the words of Christ, John 14. 28. My Father is greater than 1.

We have hitherto reckoned up not a few places vilnesx@mething is denied of Christ, which could
not be denied of him if he were the most high odollows that we take a view of those places,
wherein something is attributed to him, which contit be attributed if he were the most high God,
and that such in the first place, wherein somedgagive is ascribed to the Father above him, and so
the Father made superior to Christ: of which sbhose also were which we have hitherto alledged.
We will again begin frondohn in whom there are very many Testimonies of thisl lkalso; amongst
which we will give the first place to that wherdhrist, with most open words, professeth that the
Father is greater than he; as he doth chap. 14VP@re he saithMy Father is greater than: ito
which ought to be added that place, chap. 10. 2@revthe same Christ saitfly Father which gave
them megnamely, the Sheed greater than all Where under the name of those All, Christ himself
also is included, as both the collation with theseds, chap. 14. and also that doth shew, thdien t
same place, he attributeth to the Father the givinthose Sheep unto him, and consequently unto
himself the receiving of them from the Father. Babe can be greater than the most high God.

The Defence of the Argument.

Here many of the ancient Authors did grant, thatis€lspeaketh of himself, even as he is the Son of
God, and saith that the Father is greater thandiinie as much as the name of Father signifieéh th
Principle, and as th&reeksspeak, the cause of the Son. Thus besides othatfopish Interpreter,
whom we have above quoted, saith, it is expoundedthanasius, Hilary, Epiphanius, Gregory
Nazianzen, Cesarius, Cyril, Damascen, Chrysostoaontius, Theophilact, Euthymiusiting the
places of them to that purpofut | know natsaith hewhether they granted more to the Adversaries
(namely, theArians, with whom they did disputdhan was meetndeed this acute man saw, that it
followeth thence, that Christ even as he is the &daod, is not the most high God, in that the Eath

is greater than he, as such: concerning which tmimghave already above sufficiently spoken. Add
hereunto, that that fashion wherein they make thd¥ greater than Christ, makes nothing to the
purpose of Christ; for Christ there renders a mneasfothat which he had last spoken, namélye
love me, ye would rejoice because | go to the FaByewhich words he signifieth, that some good or
happiness should arrive to him, when he was gorey aw the Father, and consequently, that the
Disciples ought to rejoice even for his sake, thetwent away to the Father; as very learned men
before us have observed. But what maketh it tgptivpose, that the Father is greater than Christ, as
he is the Fountain of his divine either Nature ersgen, and begat him from Eternity out of his
Essence? doth not the thing it self hint, that &hsiould signify, that the Father was greater than

as he was more blessed, glorious, powerful? andhihdimself, when he was more nearly joined
with the Father, and received into his own seatukhbe partaker of the same Blessedness, Glory,
Power and Empire? But there is no need to labowhnturefuting the Interpretation of the Ancients,
since at this day there is scarce any one thatvelth it. For latter Writers observing, that by Isan
Interpretation, théArians Opinion touching the Divinity of Christ, is notldtle established; they
chiefly seized on that answer, which also not a &éwthe Antients made use, that Christ there spake
not of himself according to the divine, but onlycading to the human Nature. Which answer may be
refuted by the same reason in a manner, which almwap. 3. of this Section, we alledged, if you
change a few things in some of them. For not teaephose things now, whereby we have taught,
that there is no example of such a distinction lie Scriptures, yea, that this very distinction
overthroweth the Opinion of the Adversaries conicgyithe Person of Christ, we have shewn that that
cannot be simply denied of the whole, which mayl isnwvont, or rather altogether ought to be simply
affirmed of the same, although it agree not t@doading to some one part, especially the lesshyort
Whence it followeth, that also on the contrarytttennot be simply affirmed of some whole, which
may, and is wont, or rather ought to be simply eérof the same whole, although it doth agree to it
according to some part, especially the less wotow if Christ be the most high God equal to the
Father in all things, as the Adversaries affirmg #mat without any limitation, and simply; yea, atig



simply to be denied of him, that the Father is tgpethan he. For neither is it more lawful simpdy t
affirm of him, that he is the most high God, andado the Father in all things, than to deny that
Father is greater than he, or that he is less tharFather. Wherefore neither could Christ simply
affirm of himself, if he were the most high Godatlthe Father is greater than he. Add hereunto, tha
such an affirmationiMy Father is greater than, is of equal force with such a Negatiorgm not so
great as my Fatheras every one seeth by himself, and the scopeesktwords before mentioned by
us, doth teach; for Christ would signify, that hd get want something which the Father hath; and
therefore that he also may attain the same, he gauatvay unto the Father. Wherefore since we have
taught, that what may or ought to be simply affidred the whole, cannot be denied of the same
whole; Christ could not thus speak of himself,af &nother, and that a better Nature, he would have
the contrary understood of him. Again, since he wsp@aketh is the very Son of God; for he saity,
Father is greater than;Ithereby intimating, that God the Father is gretitean his Son: either it is
necessary to say, that the Father is greater thanveéry divine Nature of Christ, which the
Adversaries by that very distinction of theirs, eadour to avoid, or confess that the Son of God is
not a person of supreme Deity, since a person jpfeste Deity, is no other than the very divine
Nature having its subsistence; as we have abowvk shap. 3. Besides, the Interpretation of the
Adversaries, doth altogether enervate the forc&€lfists words, and render them invalid to his
purpose. For we saw that therefore Christ uttenedd words, that the Disciples might see that he
must go away to the Father, to the end he migldyegieater happiness; and therefore should not
only abstain from sorrow, but also rejoice thatwent a way: but if Christ according to one Nature
only, had been less than the Father, and in the i@, had in himself a Nature or Person equal to
the Father in all things, there would have beemeed for him to go to the Father as greater, to the
end he might enjoy greater happiness; nor wouldikeiples have had cause to rejoice that he went
away from them, but rather to grieve, in that hauldogo away, where as he might stay, and they
might presently object to the Lord, yea, why ddsiut go away to the Father as greater than thou,
since thou art endued with such a Nature or Peasois equal to the Father in all things, and that
Nature is always intimately present with thee, ewdnilst thou art conversant with us on the Earth;
why rather dost thou not stay with us, and hereym®to thy self that happiness which thou seekest
with the Father? You see, that by this reasort,beitaken according to the sense of the Adversarie
Christ could have prevailed nothing with the Disesp But he could prevail very much, if omitting
the distinction of Natures, he would have the wdedken of him simply and absolutely, as they were
uttered.

But there are some learned men of the Adversanibs, think that those words of Christ, as also
many other places in the sad@hn are to be taken neither of the human Nature efs€mor of the
divine, but of the whole complex, as they speakabse although he were the eternal God, yet when
he descended to us, he began to be a middle peesoren God and us. But this is of no moment; for
either they will have it, that the Son, when hecdesled to us, ceased to be the most high God, or
they will not have it. If they will have it, the Baeither is, nor ever was the most high God; fr h
can never cease to be the most high God. If thélynet have it, the Son could not therefore be
simply called less than the Father, or, which isoak, the Father greater than he; because none is
simply, yea none is any way greater than the mig$t @od. And if the Opinion of the Adversaries
concerning Christ, be true, the Son ought to bmedrequal to the Father in all things. But as weeha
shewn before, the same cannot be simply both aftirand denied of the same whole. Again, since
that whole complex whereof they say, that thosedwaf Christ are to be taken, is the Person of
Christ, or the very Son of God; as neither theydony, and we have before shewn; it is necessary for
them to confess, either that that Person is n@radP of supreme Deity, or else that it may be shid
the divine Nature, that the Father is greater thaas we have a little before demonstrated. We
forbear to repeat that reason whereby we have tahfthe Answer which is now a days most
received among the Adversaries; namely, that sacin@rpretation weakneth the force of Christs
words, and renders them ineffectual to what henated. For the same reason is also prevalent against
this Interpretation: for if these words be so totdleen, as that nevertheless it may or rather otoght
be understood, that Christ is the most high Godhatin in him the Nature of the most high God; they
are not effectual to shew, that Christ must go ateathe Father, and his Disciples ought to rejoice,
that he would go away to the Father; as may be retwel by what was formerly spoken.



Furthermore, did Christ therefore call himself I¢ésan the Father, because he is a middle Person
between God and us; he would always be less tlafrdther in that sense, even after he ascended
into Heaven, and sat at the right hand of God tithdt: since Christ is at this time a middle Person
between us and God, in that he is a Priest, and\duocate, interceding for us with the Father: for
which cause the Adversaries themselves say, thet iew a Mediator. But Christ sheweth by these
words, that he, after he was gone away to the Fagheuld be no longer less than he. Whence they
themselves, with whom we have to do, affirm, thhti€ in those words compareth his present state
with his heavenly Glory. For, as we already hirttefbre, because the Son did yet want that Glory, to
wit, Immortality, and sublime Authority over allittgs, he was therefore less than the Father; having
attained the same, he is reputed no longer less tthe Father. For neither is a most exact and
altogether absolute equality here to be regarddweréfore Christ did not therefore say, that he was
less than the Father, or the Father greater thabdoause he is a middle Person between us and God.
| forbear to mention at this time, that they witham we have to do, hold that Christ was in the same
sort even from the beginning of the world, a Medliatf God and Men. Whence it would follow, that
his divine Person existing without the human Natuvas already less than the Father, before that
descent which they understand; neither do | hege,uhat if Christ, because he descended to us, tha
is, as they imagine, assumed a human Nature, beaamieldle Person between us and God, and
consequently less than the Father; it is necedsatyboth the Father and the holy Spirit became
middle persons between us and God, and less tkars#ives. For neither could the Son or his divine
Nature, assume the human, but that the Natureeoféther, and of the holy Spirit, and consequently
the very Father and holy Spirit, would togethemass the same human Nature, if that be true which
the Adversaries say, that those three have onglendame numerical divine Nature. Concerning
which we will treat in the second Book.



CHAP. XX1V: The Son sent by the Father

Argument thefifteenth, drawn from thence, That the Son was sent into the world by the Father.

In the second place, that may be alledged whislo isften read idohrt namely, that Christ was sent
by God or the Father; which is also found in of&iters, and amongst others®aul, when he saith,
God sent his Son in the likeness of sinful flé&m 8. 3. andGal. 4. 4. When the fulness of time
came, God sent his Son, made of a Woman, made timeléaw For it followeth from hence, that
Christ is not the most high God, since it is notHiom to be sent, but to send, because it is rrdtbifa

to receive any command from another, but to giveroands unto all. But every Embassadour as
such, receiveth command from another, and of niégessmposeth his words or actions, which he
undertaketh as an Embassadour, unto the will ackl dfeanother, otherwise he will not discharge the
Office of an Embassadour. Whence also Christ, asamebeforeJohn12. 49. saithThe Father that
sent me, he gave me a Commandment what | shoujdasdywhat | should spealdnd in the
following verse What things therefore | speak, as the Father hatth snto me, so | speak.

The Defence of the Argument.

Here the Adversaries are not easily wont to fhatdistinction of Natures, partly because they hold,
that Christ before he was born of the Virgin, wastdy the Father out of Heaven, yea, sent to this
very end, to be born of the Virgin, and assume mdmuNature, partly because they see, that to be
sent, and so to sustain the Office of an Embassadgueeth to none but a person, as such. That |
may not say, if Christ had been sent only accorttinthe human Nature, it will follow, that he was
also sent by himself, or by his own divine Natumden notwithstanding he every where maketh
another person, namely, the Father, to be the Authbis mission, but never maketh himself; yea, as
we formerly saw, he expresly denieth, that he cahiémself.

Wherefore the Adversaries are wont to betake thiesdo another refuge, and to deny that Christ
being sent by the Father, argueth him to be leas the Father; indeed the greatest part of them
affirm, that he, saving his equality with the Fatheven then when he had not yet assumed a human
Nature, was both before the Law, and under the $@mt by God, and was then oftentimes stiled an
Angel, or Messenger and Embassadour; which we iirBook concerning God, when we treated of
the namelehovah have, as | suppose, sufficiently refuted. Nowytkay that it is no unusual thing,
that a Senator, for example sake, should be sehishgolleagues, to whom he is otherwise equal in
Authority and Power, and in their name dischargd&arbassage. Yea, that a greater Person may be
sent by a less, either because he doth of his @eord take upon him that Office, or because it is
obtained at his hands by prayers, or other pemsusisBut, first, they do not refute the reasonhef t
consequence of our Argument; which being safeAtigement it self is safe. Again, if the thing be so

in divine matters, as they hold, it is inhuman; smthat an equal may be sent by an equal, yea, a
greater by a less, nothing will hinder but thabalse Father may be sent by the Son, or holy Spirit
which thwarteth the Opinion of the very Adversarietio deny that the Father may be sent by the
Son or holy Spirit, either apart or jointly, thoumhs a wonder that they deny it, since they hétait
those three Persons are equal to one anotherthiradk; so that there is no repugnancy if ondnefrt

may be sent, that the rest also may be sent. Butdehl say, that there is no repugnancy? since it
cannot be, that one should be sent, but that ther ohust also be sent, if so be they are of one
Essence, and a Person cannot be sent without #emdées For if the Essence of the Father were sent
when Christ or the holy Spirit (that we may nowedtiger speak of him also) was sent, certainly it is
necessary that the Father himself was sent. F@g ent, whose Essence is sent, since every one is
really the same with his Essence. Besides, from dhiswer of theirs, it will follow, that nothing
hinders, but that God or Christ may be sent by Ag)gd finally, by Men; namely, being drawn by
prayers or other persuasions. But if all understargdto be most absurd, let them also acknowledge
to be most impossible, that Christ should be etuéhe Father in all things if he be sent by hior; f
neither was there any cause why all should juddpeiethis or that, which in the first place waslgpo



of, to be absurd, than because reason it selfthatiht all men, that the Sender in respect ofttriag

for which he decreeth the message, is, as | magkspath the Vulgar, the principal: but the
Messenger is his Minister in the same thing. Anthalj this hath also been understood, that the
Father can by no means be inferiour to the Sorobyr 8pirit, who proceeds from him, & have their
Essence from him, or be Minister, much less theidtiin of Men or Angels. As for the Instances
therefore, or Examples alledged to the contrarye ey ought to remember that which they
themselves are often wont to inculcate when thenmeoi place for it; namely, that in this matter an
Argument is ill drawn from human things to divindow the reason of the diversity is this, because
no man (unless perhaps you except sovereign Kwpgs, are not themselves wont to discharge
Embassages) is so great, but that he may in arcéntag, be subjected, or subject himself to aangth
and so receive commands from him, and ministeiino Wherefore he also who is equal to another
in dignity, yea, superiour, may be sent by him, digtharge an Embassage in his own name, and
therein become inferiour to him, and in some bussree subservient to him as the principal. But the
most high God cannot so be changed, as to becdsriur to any one in any thing, and to minister
unto him: but he is always superiour to all, andrainister to him. Wherefore can he neither
undertake the Office of an Embassadour.



CHAP. XXV: Christ received Commands from the Father

Argument the sixteenth, drawn from thence, That Christ received Commands from the Father,
and kept them.

Thirdly, To these are to be subjoined those otlecgs inJohn wherein Christ openly professeth,
that he received Commands from the Father, anchthdid keep them; and they are many, for chap.
10. 18. he saithThis Commandmerghamely, of laying down my soul, that | may receivagain)
have | received from my FatheAnd chap. 12. 49The Father that sent me, he gave me a
Commandment what | should say, and what | shoutglspVhich words we have quoted in the
foregoing chapter. And chap. 14. 3As the Father hath given me a Commandment, so Add.
chap. 15. 10As | have kept the Commandment of my Father, aiu# ab his LoveSee also chap. 4.
34. and 6. 38. and 8. 29, 55. and 17. 4. and 18arid those places wherein it is very clearly taugh
that Christ obeyed GodRom 5. 19.Phil. 2. 8. whereunto add{eh 5. 8. Hereunto also may be
referred, those places in the Prophets, whereindatbeth Christ his Servant, as amongst other place
it is done,lsa. 42. 1. (which place is cited of Christ Mat. chap. 12. 18.) and 49. 5, 6. of the same
Prophecy (which place is in part citef;ts 13. 47.) and 52. 13. and 53. 11. d&wkk 34. 23, 24. &
37. 24, 25. and that where Christ is calletinister of the Sanctuaryeh 8. 2. All which shew that
Christ is not the most high God; for he can rec&aenmands from none, and observe none, obey
none, be the servant of none, otherwise he woutdbaahe Most High: for he is Superiour, who
giveth Commands, and who is obeyed and served.

The Defence of the Argument.

The common exception of the Adversaries is, thaséhthings agree to Christ only according to the
human Nature. But the exception is easily overtimrdy what hath been spoken above in the third
and fourth chapter of thiSection For, first, those things which we have alledgad spoken of
Christ simply, and without any limitation: but weltee very Essence of the most high God in Christ,
or rather were he the most high God, they oughiess simply, yea, much more to be denied of the
same. For it would no more be lawful simply to mffiof him, those things which agree unto him
according to the human Nature, than to deny thoisgys which agree not to him according to the
divine; but the same thing cannot be simply affidnaad denied of the same. Again, If Christ be a
person of supreme Godhead, that limitatemtording to the human Natyr@ath no place in him,
neither can it cause, that what agreeth to his huNeture only, should be simply affirmed of his
Person. For a Person of supreme Divinity, is they wBvine Nature. But it cannot be said, that
something agreeth to the very divine Nature acogrdo the human, and much less that be simply
affirmed of it, which is repugnant to it by it sedind agreeth only to a creature, such as arective
commands from the Father, to keep them, to seev&#ither. Now the reason is so much the more to
be pressed, if it appear that those things whielspoken of Christ, do indeed and properly agree to
Person only, such as those are which were mentidfaedhese actions do not agree properly but to
an intelligent Suppositum; that is, a Person ab,sespecially because in respect of the Office Wwhic
Christ sustained on the Earth, he received Comménods the Father, and performed them, and is
now called a Minister of the Sanctuary, as heRsiast. But these Offices agree to none but a Berso
as such. Now that which doth not properly agreetdube Person of Christ, must needs agree to the
Nature, which, with its Subsistence, completethFesson: But if that Nature be divine, the limiati

of the Adversaries restraining such Attributeshi® human Nature only, falleth to the ground. et

a human Nature, either there will be two Person€hnist, a divine and a human, or that divine,
which the Adversaries do hold must be denied, ahdraan only, if you regard the Essence; but a
divine, if you respect the Qualities, whereby iermdued by God, is to be acknowledged, which is the
thing that we would have. We now forbear to mentibat Christ received Commands from God, as
he was his Embassadour. But the Adversaries haligtGh be the Embassadour of God, and not only
according to the human Nature, but also, and thatapily, according to the divine. By what means
then do they restrain the receiving and keepin@€a@inmandments, and consequently, the name of



Servant to the human Nature only? For it is necggbat they renounce that Doctrine before they use
such a limitation.



CHAP. XXVI: Christ poured out Prayersto the Father

Argument the seventeenth, drawn from thence, That Christ poured out Prayersto the Father.

Fourthly, We may alledge those places, bothahn and also other sacred Writers, wherein we read,
that Christ prayed to the Father. Now there iggeldrayer of his poured out to the Father, péotly
himself, partly for the Disciples, both presentddan come, in the whole 17th chapterJathn To
which add that in the Garden GfethsemaneViat. 26. 39, 42, 44Luke 22. 41, 44. and that on the
Cross,Mat. 27. 46.Luke 23. 34, 46. To the former of which poured out kyri§t unto God for
himself, the divine Author to thelebrewswithout doubt alluding, chap. 5. 7. speaketh th/bpo
(Christ) in the days of his flesh offering up Prayers ang@digations to him, who could save him
from death, with strong cries & tears, was heardHis reverencgor (as it may be turned out of the
Greek)for his fear Furthermore, we read elsewhere, that he contimliedight in prayer to God,
Luke 6. 12. see also chap. 9. 18, 28, 29. and 11.d.Jahn 14. 16. From whence it is clear, that
Christ is not the most high God; for he needingtiblp of none, and depending on none, doth never
implore the help of any.

The Defence of the Argument.

The answer that Christ prayed according to the imuN&ture only, is sufficiently refuted by what we
have spoken before both in the 3d and 14th chamteralso in the precedent one. Whereunto add, if
Christ, as this distinction supposeth, had hadvmeliNature in him, there would have been no need
that he should fly to another Person, namely, ththé¥; as we read Christ very often did, and also
with tears and strong cryings. For what need isethe ask of another, and that with so great
earnestness, yea, further with tears, which youaaie by your self, and that by natural strength
underived from another at all times, most freeld aasily to perform, yea, which you your selves
have absolutely decreed to perform, as certairifytid be held of Christ if he were the most sugem
God, or most High. Some here reply, that it may that even he who may and will perform
something by himself, may beg it of another, to ¢he he may honour him in this behalf, and in a
manner leave to him the glory of the benefit Anat thbecame Christ, as being the Son, in thistsort
honour the Father, and to ask of the Father by namef the Fountain, those benefits which proceed
from the whole Trinity. Which answer, first, taketbt away the difficulty. For they who thus answer,
either hold that some Prerogative agreeth to thlegFabove the Son, and so to the first Persoheof t
Deity above the second, as such, or else theyihalat. If they hold it, those Persons are notlaf t
same numerical Essence, nor is the Son the supaathenost high God; as we have already shewn
before. If they hold it not, there is no cause iy Son should rather ask something of the Father,
than of himself (if so be any one may ask any tlihgimself) or without any prayers performed by
himself. For what reason is there, that in an alteaquality, this honour should rather be givetoun
the Father, and the glory of the deed attributeling than to the Son? Yea, Christ should rathgeha
taken heed, lest by the example of his prayerschvhe is found to have poured out to the Father
only, he should give occasion unto others, to éklgjbeater honour to the Father, than either to
himself, or to the holy Spirit. For to Persons géither equal, equal honour is also due; and the
Adversaries themselves contend, that those threseiReof Supreme Divinity, which they hold, have
equal honour and glory. But if you say, as indemues do, that it was Christs modesty to ask that of
the Father, which of himself he could either assuonbimself, or bestow on others. Not to repeat
those things which have been already spoken, we deayand, to which Nature they think that
modesty is to be ascribed? If to the human, it m@sits modesty, but judgement only, to prefer the
Father before the Son, and to direct prayers rathéne more honourable. It is greater modesty to
make an address to the inferiour, rather thanedSihperiour. Or if you think the Persons altogether
equal, you shew no greater modesty if you betake gelf, and convert your prayers, to one, than to
the other. If they ascribe this modesty to therdiviNature or Person (as we said it was necess$ary, i
this Person were divine, that is, if he were the/\wipreme God) they are very absurd and injurious
to the most high God. For Modesty is a Virtue ofnivind Angels, not of the most high God; It is, |
say, a Virtue of such a Nature, as may be exadted,cast down; not belonging to such a nature as is



not capable of exaltation and depression. But if glare to ascribe modesty to the most high God, as
such, there will be no cause why you should soesdiyncontend, that Christ prayed to the Father not
according to the divine Nature, but according ® tinkman only. For it would not be impossible, that
Christ according to the divine Nature, did for mstyesake so debase himself before the Father, as to
pray unto him for others, namely, Men, and obtaits dor them, which he could by himself bestow
upon them: which, how absurd it is, every one peeth, and the Adversaries themselves sufficiently
intimate, that they see it, whilst all that | knaf; do in this Argument fly to the distinction of
Natures.

But furthermore, the manner of Christs prayershto Father, chiefly expressed by the Author of the
Epistle to theHebrews and also in part intimated by the Writers of kistory of the Gospel, doth at
no hand admit that answer; for it argueth the wdn€hrist, and necessity of praying, not modesty
only. This appeareth both from his great assidmitgraying, and also by his strong crying and tears
and perplexity of mind, which shewed themselvedyeaprayed a little before his death. If you say it
was necessity that Christ prayed, but modestyhbatther prayed to the Father, than to himself, or
his own divine Nature, not to repeat what was fotyngpoken of the human Nature of Christ, be held
to be personally united to the divine, that nedgssill quite be excluded, especially in things
pertaining to Christ himself, wherein notwithstanglive see, that he used such cryings, and teats, an
contention of mind. For by what means, for exangalkee, could the necessity drive the human Nature
of Christ to pray so ardently unto the Father, ti@tvould not forsake it, or leave it destitutenef
help, and that he would receive its spirit into hénds, and save it from death, if it had beengjbin
with an indissolveable tie to the divine Naturejathboth could and would perform it, yea, could not
chuse but perform it? Do we think that the humatuMaof Christ was afraid, lest that personal union
should be dissolved. But the Adversaries do nahgoh as permit any one to doubt of that; so far are
they from believing that such a thing could comi® ithe mind of Christs human Nature, or of the
man Christ, or could it perhaps fear, lest thenuh®n remained entire, yet notwithstanding might
perpetually abide in death, and so the divine Natamain to all eternity, personally united to adle
and bloodless corps? Who would not tremble to tleihthis, since if you make a true estimate of the
thing, this could not be done so much as for a nminieremaineth therefore, that Christ did not for
modesty, but for necessity, pray, and that to ththér, a different person from himself; namely,
because he could not perform by himself that whierasked for himself, and could not bestow that
which he asked for others, but by power receivedhfthe Father, which by praying for others, he
tacitly begged should be given to himself. Thetfosthese is intimated by the divine Author to the
Hebrews chap. 5. 8. whilst, without expressing his propame, he thus describeth him, to whom
Christ offered up prayers and supplications, witorgy crying and tears, namel/ho was able to
save him from death, or deliver him from dedtbr by that description, he would distinguish that
Person from the Person of Christ, and withal asdigncause why he offered up prayers unto him,
and finally intimate, what he did then so earnebtyg for himself. But neither had he by this means
distinguished that Person from Christ, if Christ ieen as able to save himself from death, as the
Father was to save him, since common things dalisthguish, but proper; neither had he brought a
sufficient reason why he made supplication unto, liith crying and tears, that he would deliver him
from death.



CHAP. XXVII: All thingsgiven to Christ from the Father

Argument the eighteenth drawn from thence, That all things are given to Christ from the Father.

In the fifth place, Those passages may be alleddezte it is written, that all things were given to
Christ by the Father; and that partly in generaltlp in special terms; that is, certain thingsegivto
him by the Father, being expressed by name. Whardagiong very many places, not onlyJohn

but also other Writers. And for as much as we #@rmagcthe Testimonies taken out dbhn chiefly,
therefore let us begin from him principally, beaaitss most frequently in him, than in other Wirge
expresly writen, that the Father gave somethintdh¢éoSon. Thus therefore he saith, chap 3.T8&.
Father loveth the Son, and hath given all things inis hand. And chap. 5. Christ being about to
declare those words, whereof we have formerly spokbke Father loveth the Son, and sheweth all
things to him which himself doth, and will shew lyreater works than these, that ye may marvel:
amongst these things he saith, ver. R&. neither doth the Father judge any one, but hgitken all
judgment to the Son, that all may honour the Sotheg honour the FatheAnd ver. 26.For as the
Father hath life in himself, so hath he given te 8on to have life in himself, and he hath givem hi
also power to do judgement, because he is the 8diar To which places as touching the Life given
to the Son by the Father, that other is not unikéch you find chap. 6. 29 [57As the living Father
hath sent me, and | live by reason of the Fathezneso he that eateth me, shall live by reasoneof m
every thing that the Father giveth to nithat is, every man of an honest heart, whomRather
draweth to meyhall come unto mewhich in some sort he repeateth, ver. 39. ang.ch@. 29.My
Father which gave ther{the Sheep)ne, is greater than allChap. 13. 3Jesus knowing that the
Father had given all things into his handsnd chap. 17. 2Thou (Father)hast given hin{the Son)
power over all flesh, that every thing which thaasthgiven unto him, he should give unto them,
eternal Life Ver. 5.Glorify me thou Father with thy own self, with {B&ry which | had, before the
World was, with thed~or it is all one to glorify, as to give glorys @ is of it self apparent, and is also
evident from ver. 22. 24. Again ver. 6. | hamanifested thy Name to the Men whom thou hast given
to me out of the world: thine they were, and thastlgiven them to mé&nd by and by, ver. Now
have they known, that all the things that thou lyagtn to me, are from the8ee also ver. 9. 11, 12,
14. and ver. 22And the Glory which thou hast given me, have Irgiveem.And ver. 24 That they
may see my Glory which thou hast given to me, lsecthou lovedst me before the making of the
World. The sameJohnat the beginning of thRevelation saith, TheRevelation of Jesus Christ which
God gave unto hinThisRevelationis largely related afterwards, chap. 5. from thgibning unto the
10th verse. And this cause therefore is adBedhe was slain, and bought us by his blood, aaden
us Kings and Priests unto our Gdcet the whole place be read, as in a very livelynnea setting
forth all the business. Moreover, In the secongtdraabout the end, the very Son of God sé&ith,
that overcometh and keepeth to the end my workd, give unto him power over the Nations, and he
shall rule them with an Iron rod, &c. as | have@leceived of my FatheWhich very same thing he
explaineth in other words afterwards about thedrttie third chapter, ver. 21.

Now that we may come to the other Writers of thevNieestament, who either expresly, or with
words equivalent, affirm that something, yea, laihgs, even the divinest of all, were deliveredount
Christ by God the Father. First, Among other thjn@hrist himselfMat. 11. 27. speaketh on this
wise, All things have been delivered unto me by my Fathed chap. 21. 24. he citeth concerning
himself these word®Psal 118. 21.The Stone which the Builders refused, the samedsrbe the
head of the corner: this was the Lords doing, and marvellous in our eye$Vhich place is also in
part citedActs 14. 11. and elsewhere, although the word Giveotsertant, yet is the thing extant
which is signified by that word; that is, it isiimiated, that the Glory, Power and Empire is givetou
Christ by God. Concerning which thinglat. 28. 18. Christ speaketh more plainly and opemnhyjjst

he saith All Power in Heaven and in Earth is given unto. ini&ewise inLuke chap. 1. 32. the Angel
speaketh of him thusje shall be great, and he shall be called the SaheMost High, and the Lord
God shall give unto him the Throne of David hisHeat And he shall reign over the House of Jacob
for ever:and of his Kingdom there shall be no eAaid chap. 22. 30 [29]. Christ himself saifind |
dispose to you a Kingdom, as my Father hath digposgo me For that disposal argueth a giving.



Likewise in the same WriteActs2. 33. Peter saitiBeing therefore exaltethamely, Chrigtby the
right hand of God, and having received the pronoiséhe holy Spirit from the Father, he hath poured
out this which ye now see and heand presently after when he had cited the word®avid
concerning ChristThe Lord saith unto my Lord, sit at my right handtilul make thy enemies the
footstool of thy feetHe addeth ver. 3%Vherefore let all the House of Israel know assyrékat God
hath made him both Lord and Christ, even this Jegusm you have crucifiednd chap. 3. 13The
God of Abraham, and the God of Isaac, and the Gathoob, the God of our Fathers, hath glorified
his Son JesusAnd chap. 5. 31Him hath God exalted by his right hand, to be anBei and Saviour,

to give repentance to Israel, and remission of.skred chap. 10. 42And he(Christ) @ mmanded us
to preach to the People, and testify, that it iswie is appointed of God, Judge of quick and dead
which Paul afterward doth repeat in part, chap. 17. 31. Quttwse Epistles, that we may not be too
tedious, we will produce certain placesCar. 15. 27. He saith out of the 8th Psalde (God the
Father)hath put all things in subjection under his féeimely, ChristBut when he saith, that all
things are in subjection to him, it is manifesttthe is excepted who put all things in subjectmn
him. Which he also clearly explainetBphes 1. 20, &c. where he saith, that the God of ourdLo
Jesus Christ, the Father of Glodid set(Christ) at his right hand in heavenly places, far above all
principality, and power, and might, and authorignd every name that is named, not only in this
world, but also in that which is to come, and hgth all things in subjection under his feet, andhha
given him head over all things, to the Church, Whghis BodyAnd Phil. 2. 9.Wherefore(namely,
because Christ humbled himself, becoming obed®ihe¢ very death of the CrosSpd also hath
highly exalted him, and given him a name whichbigve every name, that in the name of Jesus every
knee should bow, of things in heaven, and on thh,eand under the earth, and every tongue might
confess, that Jesus is Lord, to the glory of GedRather.And who is able to reckon up all the places
of the Scripture. See among othelsh 1. 2. and so forth to the end of the chapter,cdrap. 2. 7, 8,

9. and chap. 3. 2, &c. chap. 5.5, 6, 7, 8, 9. hRet. 1. 21.

Now in the Old Testament, besides the places wdwiehcontained in the Testimonies of the Writers
of the New Covenant, cited by us, namely, ouPsél 8. and 110. that passage of the second Psalm.
ver. 6, 7, 8. is very notablé;(God the Fatheflave set my King upon my holy Mountain Sion, | will
declare the Decreglnamely, whereby | have been constituted a King:they are the words of
Christ, the Antitype oDavid.) The Lord said unto me, Thou art my Son, | this laegot thee. Ask of
me, and | will give unto thee the Nations for thinkeritance, and the ends of the Earth for thy
possession: thou shalt rule them with a rod of Jr&n. To which is to be joined that famous Vision
in Daniel, chap. 7. 13. where he saittsaw in the night Vision, and behold in the Cloofi$ieaven,
there came one like the Son of Man, and he cantieet@ncient of dayqthat is, the eternal God,
before cited, ver. 9. 10and they offered him in his sight, and(tlee Ancient of daysyave unto him
Power and Honour, and a Kingdom, and all peopléets and tongues shall serve him; his power is
an everlasting Power, which shall not be taken gwayd his Kingdom that which shall not be
destroyedWe wittingly and willingly omit more places.

Now from these passages it is evinced, that Clwrisbt the most high God, for none can bestow any
thing on him, much less all things, since he besthvall things upon all. But we see that the Father
hath bestowed on Christ so many and so great thyegs all things. Wherefore Christ is not the most
high God. You might also frame more Arguments, esplg out of those places wherein the word
give or bestowis not met withal, but there is the same forcAmgfument; as if you should say, He that
is exalted by God, or glorified by him, or made doand Christ, is not the most high God.

The Defence of the Argument.

To this Argument and the places of Scripture wheiiecs built, neither do all, nor the same persons
every where make the same answer. For some dirstiyn to deny the Major, as they call it, of our
Argument; others seek refuge in distinctions. Fotathe former, some say, that even the Apostle
doth affirm, that Chrisshall deliver the Kingdom to God, even the Fatlie€Cor. 15. 24. In which
place, there is the same word that Christ uddtt, 11. 27. when he saitill things are delivered
unto me by my FathekVherefore they say, that something might be dediveor given even to the



most high God. Again, as Chrisbhn17. 2, 5. desireth of his Father to be glorifigdd so that Glory
should be given to him, so also doth he thereraffihat he had glorified the Father, and hereafter
would glorify him.

But first we will speak of such a Giving as procetbdfrom the grace and bounty of the Giver: for
which cause we did in our Argument make use ofwidsd bestow. For such is that Giving, whereby
all things have been given to Christ by the FatRer. Christ openly ascribeth it to the love of the
Father towards him, in the 3d and the 5th chamtedshn and chap. 17. he doth intreat for the Glory
designed unto him. And God in the second Psalrh saithe SonAsk of me, and | will give unto thee
the Nations for thine inheritance, &&nd Paul, Phil. 2. saith, there wdsestowed on Christ, or given
out of grace(for so the Greek word signifietla) Name that is above every named the reason for
which the power of quickning and exercising Judginvegis given unto Christ, namelyecause he is
the Son of Mandoth sufficiently argue, that it was such a Givas we have spoken of: which very
thing is evident from that place @faniel, chap. 7. and others like thereunto. But thatdiving,
whereby Christ shall deliver the Kingdom to God tkather, is not such an one, all men do of
themselves easily perceive. For neither can infjauted to the grace or bounty of Christ towards the
Father, who needeth the bounty of none. For thaticgh a delivery of the Kingdom, as, for example
sake, when a General, appointed by his King to garsacertain War, doth, when it is ended, lay
down the Power that was given unto him, and restarato his King, who had hitherto exercised it
by him, that if he be so pleased, he may hereakercise it by himself. And all this is no othearh
what Right it self doth require, in as much as Bwmver was given unto him by the King, for the
management of that War only. In like manner Chvi$to hath received Royal Power from the Father,
to subdue his and our enemies, and hither to esatlcithe same in the Fathers name, when all the
enemies are subdued, shall yield it up to his Fattmat is, so lay it down, that the Father may
afterwards exercise it by himself, and, Raul speakethGod may be all in allFrom whence also
ariseth another reason of diversity, in that weakpe such a Giving, as an Inferiour cannot exercis
towards a Superiour, such as is the conferringoafge and right on another, the giving of life, bet
like things. But the delivery of the Kingdom mayibeident to an Inferiour, in respect of a Superjou
yea, can be incident to none but such. But eveeydwnth easily perceive, how much that delivery,
whereby Christ shall render the Kingdom to GodRha¢her, doth differ from that, whereby the Father
gave to Christ the Throne @favid, and all Power in Heaven and Earth, and conselyutna other
things. Because when those things were given tstOby the Father, he was said to have been made
Lord and Christ. But who dare to say of the Fatheat he, when Christ delivereth the Kingdom to
him, shall then be made and constituted by him laord Christ.

But further, let us grant that something may besgito God, who is there that dare to say, #lat
thingshave been delivered to the most high God by an®fhikeat all Power in Heaven and Earth hath
been given to him? as Christ affirmeth concerniilgsielf. Would it agree to the Father, whom all
grant to be the most high God, to speak in thismaan dispose to you a Kingdom, as my Son hath
disposed unto me? Could it be said, that it ismgiteethe Father by another to have life in himself?
that he liveth by another? Would this speech biablg to him, My Son, who gave me the Sheep, is
greater than all? or this, Thine were they (DissplO Son, and thou hast given them unto me? Run
over the rest, and see whether you can withoutpBE®y apply them to the Father; or the most high
God. Hence it easily appeareth, how frivolous tither thing is which they alledge outdwhnl17. 2,

4. touching the glorifying of the Father. For théseas wide a difference between the glorifying of
Christ which he begs of the Father, and the glogf\of the Father made by Christ on the Earthsas i
between the Glory which God promiseth to us, antatilength give by Christ, and that which we
are said to give or render unto God: between tbssbig, whereby God blesseth us, and that whereby
we bless God: between the praise and honour whichilhsometimes give to us, and that which we
give to him: for the glorifying of the Father, whiproceeded from Christ, was only the illustratidn

the divine Name, or the celebration, or manifestatf the Fathers Goodness, Power and Wisdom;
but that which Christ did beg, consisted in thefeoing Immortality, and Sovereign Power. Which is
manifest by it self, and shall be shewn afterwantien we shall refute the third Answer to our
Argument. So that in the words of Chridgh. 17. 2, 4. there is such an elegamtanaclasis as if
some one of us should say, Glorify us O God, thatway glorify thee: praise and honour us, that we



may praise and honour thee: Or, we have gloritie@ ton Earth, praised thee, honoured thee, finished
the work which thou hast given us to do; wherefglogify us with thy self with that glory which thou
didst design to us, before the world was created.

But now it is time that we see other Answers to Atgument, or rather interpretations of the places
from whence it is drawn. Some therefore answet,ahahings were given to Christ from the Father,
by an eternal generation out of his Essence. Waiihwer likewise seemeth to strike at khajor of

our Argument, and so deny it to be universally triger it is tacitly said, that it is only true dig
Father, but not of the Son, or also of the holyi@ut this answer is not to be admitted, chidély

two Reasons. First, Because, as we already abotedhiit doth sundry ways imply a contradiction,
for it maketh the same to be at once both etemméin®t eternal; both the most high God, and not the
most high God; the same in Essence with the Fadimer not the same; equal to him, and not equal.
The one, while it attributeth to him the same Essan number with the Father, and affirmeth that he
existed from all eternity; the other, while it affieth, that he was generated out of the Essentte of
Father, and received all things of him, which he¢hhim respect of his Deity. Next, because it
evidently thwarteth very many of the places qudigdis. For some openly speak of a thing which
was done in time, and not from all eternity; as plece,Luke 1. 32. andlohn5. 20, &c. where also
life is mentioned which the Father hath given te 8on to have in himself; that is, as most learned
interpreters do observe, a power and virtue oflauing, which many hold that he received by that
eternal Generation from the Father. So also chapr.6and 17. 4Acts2. 33, &c. and chap. 3. 13. and
chap. 5. 31. and Cor. 15. 27.Ephes 1. 20. &Phil. 2. 9, &c. whereunto add all those places which
we have cited out of the Epistle to tHebrews out of the Epistle oPeter, out of theRevelation also

out of the Psalms, and out Daniel. Some also express such a cause of that givinigatiasnothing
common with that eternal Generation out of the Esseof God. As that the Father loved the Son,
John3. 35. and 5. 20. and 17. 24. which cause pettailso to the Life which the Father gave unto
the Son, to have in himself; Or, that the Son, ngnaé God, is the Son of Madphn5. 27. or that he
was obedient to the Father even to the death d@tbssPhil. 1. 9. and that he glorified the Father on
the Earth, and finished the work which he had giwiem to do,John17. 4, 5. or that he did desire and
obtain it from the Father, ibid. ariRsal 2. 8. Let these things suffice to have been spakacerning
the second Answer.

Now that we may come to those Answers which endeabg a distinction, to solve the Argument,
they again are divers, For some seem to distingiishword Give, and others that have the same
force, others those things which are said to bergiwthers finally him to whom they are given, in
respect of the divers Natures that are in him,whereof is such, that according to it, something ma
be given to him, and consequently all things hagenbgiven; the other such, that according to it,
nothing hath been given to him. Wherefore the fisdit say, that the word Give in the major
Proposition, is to be taken of a giving which iallg made: but thélinor is to be understood only of
such a giving as is made declaratively: For theswnem to the places wherewith we have confirmed
our Assumption, especially some of them, that imaght not to be understood, as if the Father did at
a certain time really give to the Son, the thingmtioned therein, but that he declared that the Son
had them, or received them by that eternal Gemegratiausing that they should be acknowledged by
all. Thus many take that Glory which Christ beggéthe Father; that also, that God made him Lord
and Christ; that also, that gave him a name wisclbiove every name. But, first, they themselves
sufficiently see, that this answer doth not agrealk the places which we have alledged. But if the
rest be safe, our Argument would nevertheless sgnaithough those places which we have
mentioned, or some others also, were to be takémainmanner as they would have. Again, There is
no cause (unless they will alledge that very thivigch we oppose by this Argument for a cause)
wherefore we ought to depart from the propriety igaicity of the words; yea, there are mighty
causes for which we must not depart from the s&woeas to that Glory which Christ beggeth of the
Father,Joh. 17. if Christ had it really in himself alreadyathwhich they say was to be manifested,
namely, the Majesty of that one God (for this timeyst of necessity understand by the glory which
they contend, that he really had with the Fathéoreethe world was created) what need was there to
pray the Father that he would glorify him? for thaduld always have been no less in the hands of
Christ himself, than of the Father: nor would h&sleave glorified himself, than the Father himc8in



it would be necessary that external works, yeastaduld be common to them; yea, Christ beggeth it
of the Father as the reward of the performancevadr&k committed to him by the Father; as appeareth
by the collation of ver. 4, 5. But besides, thatreward can be given to the most high God, what
reward is this of a work performed, that he shdwgdacknowledged the supreme God who is s0? is
not this very justly due unto God without any regpE any work? And no less to the Son than to the
Father, or to the holy Spirit. Besides, how weéttexplain thatfFather glorify me with thy selffor
what is thatwith thy self?ls it not manifest, that such words are wont topposed, and are in this
place opposed unto that which is done with memppeareth before them, as in the latter words it is
tacitly opposed unto themith me?It is not therefore spoken of a thing which oughbe done with
men, such as would be that manifestation of Ch@tgy which he really had from eternity, but
which he had with God. What then? ought the Faiheleclare unto himself the Majesty of the Son?
had he not sufficiently known it? And when he knéwot, ought he to declare it to himself, or dise
the Angels conversing with him in Heaven? What? tatcthey sufficiently known the Majesty of the
second Person of the Trinity? had they not beheldth their eyes? As to that plack¢t 2. where
God is said to have made Jesus Lord and Christytiids admit not such an explication, for if we
follow their explication,Peter must be thought to speak thus; Therefore lethall House of Israel
assuredly know, that God hath declared him botldlammd Christ, even this Jesus, whom ye have
crucified. But to whom hath he declared it? WamiAngels? Had not they yet known Christ to be
that which he was, and had long since been? Wasien? BuPeter, and God did by him, in these
very words, truly first declare that very thingttee Jews. AgainPeter deduceth these words from
those in the Psalm3he Lord said unto my Lord, Sit thou on my righhdheBut in them Christ is
bidden to reign, aRaul interpreteth it, XCor. 15. 25. and is not only declared to reign. Wiahdhe
Father perhaps command, the Son himself to dedlathe reigneth, and hath always reigned? But
they would persuade us, that Chrikthn17. prayed the Father to do it, since he hadkin fhanner
already glorified him, and would hereafter glorifyn again. To this sitting at the right hand of God
Paul opposeth the delivering up of the Kingdom, whi@rntainly shall not consist therein, in that
Christ shall no longer declare that he reigneth; yeChrist be that one God, he will then declané

us in Heaven, that he reigneth no less than thHeeEatince God shall be all in all. | omit otheintis
which might be said concerning these words of therRist. Finally, They who will have it, that God
declared Jesus Lord and Christ, either hold thatdee Christ from eternity, or made such at a certai
time. He could not be from eternity, for to be @hris to be Anointed; which is not incident to the
most high God, as he is such; neither hath any and,know, dared to say so; but all say, that it
agreeth to Christ as he is man. He was therefaaecattain time made Christ, and that by him whose
Anointed he is said to be, namely, God the Fatiy then go they about the bush, and seek starting
holes? since they are notwithstanding, forced tosess that he was sometimes really, and not
declaratively only made by God, Lord and Christ {fw be the Christ, is to be the Lord and King of
God's People) although they agree not with us atheutime when it was done. For that is sufficient
for us here, that God hath already made him Lo @lnrist. Although who is there, that if he could
but impetrate of himself, to lay aside his prejatiecOpinion for a short space, would not see that t
happened after the death and resurrection of Clguste all the circumstances of the place in hand,
do lead, yea, drive us thither, that | may omiteoghlike thereunto; amongst which is tigthes 1.

19. andHeh 1. 3.

As to that placePhil. 2. neither doth it admit that explication: firdigcause by those words is
explained the exceeding great reward of the debaseand obedience of Christ performed to God,
even with the sufferance of the death of the Crbasrould not be to declare who and how great he
is, and always was; that is, as the Adversaries ofusecessity affirm, to demonstrate him to be the
most high God; whereof we have spoken above whetreated of the placelohn 17. 5. Again,
Christ was therefore among other things exceediegijted, and a name given unto him above every
name, that the knees of all things in Heaven algghitbe bowed to him. But what need had the
heavenly things of such a declaration, that theghibend their knees to Christ, being the second
Person of the Deity, whom they had always very Wediwn, and, as | may say, had beheld with their
eyes, and did yet behold. But furthermore, theatiolh of this place, partly with the two precedent
ones, partly with other testimonies of the Scriptwrhich admit not that explication, and are véxy |
unto this place, shew that the same is here aldie trejected. Finally, though we grant that those



places are to be understood only of the declaratid@hrists Majesty and Glory, nevertheless, it wil
from thence appear, that Christ is not the modt KBgd. For otherwise why should the declaration be
attributed to the Father, and not to Christ hins€lbr could not, and would not Christ always declar
the same by himself? yea, he could not but dedlavben the Father did declare it; as we haveis th
Chapter a little before hinted. And thus far conosy the third Answer.

But as for them who endeavour to escape chieflgibtinguishing the things given to Christ, they
again differ among themselves. For some (whicheasfourth Answer) when they read that all Power
was given to Christ, that he was set at the rigimdhof God, that he was made Lord and Christ, and
other such like things, say this is to be undetowt of the right of ruling, but of the act and
exercise of Rule. Others and (which is the fifthsiwer) grant that it is spoken also of the right of
ruling, which Christ got to himself by his obedienand death, as Mediator and Redeemer. But, first,
the same may be said of both answers, that waheoftitird preceding, namely, although this
explication of those places was admitted, yet orgufent would be safe, whilst the other places
wherewith it is supported, and which refuse thatlieation, remain safe. Again, as to the former,
those places of the Scripture admit it not, forpailver in Heaven and Earth denoteth not the act, or
exercise, or rule; that is, the actions which peac&om the Regal Office; but this very right and
plenary Authority to rule and govern. There is fagne force of this sitting at the right hand of God
or in the Throne of God, or in the Throne@&vid. For when any one is placed by another in the
Royal Throne, or commanded to sit, not only ther@ge of rule, yea, not the exercise it self is
primarily given, as which doth properly depend om hhat is placed on the Royal Throne; but the
very Office, Power and Dignity is granted to him.like manner one is not said to be made Lord and
Christ, or King, when he exerciseth the rule wHiehby full right obtaineth, and actually possesseth
but when he is put into possession thereof. Begsitias we may together treat of the latter answer
also, either Christ always had a full right or filagtio reign, or else he had not. If he had noty ltan

he be the most high God? Can he be the most highww hath not always a full right to rule? If he
had, how was it given and bestowed on him at aitetime by another; namely, by the Father, either
that he might actually rule, or attain the rightraling? How could such an Empire be given to him b
the Father for a reward of his debasement and ebee? as not only that placeJaihn17. 4, 5. but
alsoPhil. 2. 9, &c. and sundry other places intimate, thaias given to him. Seksa. 53. 10, 11, 12.
Luke24. 26, 46, 47Heh 2. 9, 10. and 12. 2. 1 Pet. 1. Rev 3. 21. For what one already hath in his
power, and what he always possessed with mostidiif, that cannot be paid unto him for a reward,
nor at all be given by another. For if any one $hgt it may be that one should obtain the sanreythi
by a double, yea, a treble right and title; aseifth whom another is indebted, should both by eatur
and by will, become his universal Heir; likewisatht may be, that he who already possesseth a
thing, may have a new right to possess the sameaMer, if any one already possess any thing,
and that by a full right, it can at no hand be sthdt it is then given to him by another, wherhbéh

a new right to possess the same. For that whiching, can no more be made mine, and therefore
neither given by another. But further, who woulg,shat that thing is then bestowed on him, and
given of Grace? Who would say, that it is then paitb him for a reward? Would you not laugh at
him who should affirm, that he did bestow on theeappoint for thee a reward of thy labour, and
consequently pay unto thee in lieu of recompend¢hpasand Crowns which thou already possessest,
and that by very good right? yea, though thou dids$tyet possess them, so they were by very good
right due to thee, none would either bestow thenthee, or appoint them for a reward of thy labour
as yet to be performed, and consequently pay timeheu of recompence. Wouldst thou not justly
laugh at thy debtor, who should say, that he bestiosn thee, or for some certain labour which thou
hast performed to him, payeth to thee in lieu efar the money which thou hadst lent him? How
much less therefore could Power and Empire be Wwest@mn Christ, and paid in lieu of reward if he
had already perpetually obtained it by the greatest the fullest Right; although a new right to
possess the same, had accrued to him? Wherefa® ailnPower and Empire is said to have been
given, and bestowed on Christ by another, sincis béfirmed to have been made by God both Lord
and Christ after his resurrection. Finally, sineeditained this as the reward of his debasement and
obedience, it could not be that he did already gesst before, yea, nor so much as that, that he
should have a full right unto that thing beforehae performed that obedience; which if it be say ho
can he be the most high God? Nor may any one hatl, that that right of ruling which Christ hath



as Mediator and Redeemer, is not contained inRigitt and Power which the most high God hath of
himself, and consequently that it might be givenalpther unto Christ, although he were the most
high God. For the Right and Power of the most Itigial, extendeth it self to all things that are mot i
their nature unjust, but certainly that Empire @& anjust, which is attributed to Christ as Mediato
and Redeemer. And what, | pray, is that Right éhg? Is it not a right of prescribing Laws untq us
and of executing them, a Right of remitting ourssinf defending us from our adversaries, and
enduing us with eternal felicity? But what? hath tiee most high God a Right of doing all these
things? How then did the Father give that RighCtwist? how doth he exercise the same by him, if
the most high God, hath it not of himself? WherefGhrist also would have it of himself were he the
most high God. Some other things which might bes lsgroken, shall be hereafter spoken in a more
commodious place.

It remaineth that we examine the last, and mostlusnswer of all, to the places alledged by us, and
the Argument framed out of them, which consistethhie distinction of the Natures of Christ. For
they say commonly these things are spoken of Chaistording to the human Nature, and not
according to the divine. But, first, as we haveobefshewn chap. 14. it could not be simply affirmned
that all these things were given and bestowed arsChhat he was exalted, glorified, made Lord and
Christ, if he had that divine Nature, accordingvttiich those things could not be spoken of him. &inc
the very same things might simply be denied of im)ess than they are simply affirmed of him in
the fore-cited places. Add hereunto, that suchegslamontain in them a tacit Negation, and that a
simple one; namely, that Christ hath not of him#edfse things which are said to have been given to
him, for otherwise they would not be said to beegito him. But in such Negations, a distinction of
Natures hath no place, as we have sufficiently shiesfore, especially when we treated on that place
John5. 19. Again, To be, or become a King, Christ,d,do hold, or exercise Empire, and if there be
any thing like to these, do primarily and propealyree to none but an intelligent Suppositum, or
Person as such. Wherefore it must be held, eithenvery Person, having supreme Divinity, as such,
and consequently of the very divine Nature, thiathaise things have been given to him by the Father
or confest that Christ is not such a person. Rin#iithe Essence of the Supreme God were in Ghrist
there would be no cause why it should be said, d@iahings were given to him by another person;
namely, by the Father, and he made Lord and Clagt,not rather by himself. For was the divine
Nature of Christ in this behalf idle? did it notvgiall things to the human Nature? Certainly the
Adversaries contend, that it did give them, and fareed to say so, both by reason of that very
straight union of either Nature which they holdd aso because the Father could not give them. But
that the Son should withal give the same thingkgifs of one Essence with the Father. Why then is
this attributed to the Father, and to him alond,atso to Christ? If you say, this is done becanfse
the Prerogative of the Father above the Son, ytitlheieby confess the Father, not the Son, to e th
most high God. Howbeit, neither could a simple &gative, cause that this should be so often
attributed to the Father, and so openly, but néwehe Son. For neither are they to be heard, who,
when they reade in certain places, that God gaweesong to Christ, glorified him, exalted him,
made him Lord, and Christ, understand the wholaifixi or the divine Essence, that they may
attribute to Christ the same action. For, firstcsi we so often read, either that it is expresiytevr,

that the Father did those things; as to omit ofiiaces, it happeneth out of those places which are
cited out ofJohn or that God glorified the Son, or gave somethimgim, and since they themselves
confess, that the name of God in very many pladesoteth the Father only, why do they not confess,
that he is understood in the places under conimsfadoth not the very similitude of the places
persuade thereunto? Are not those things which sedrxa spoken more generally or confusedly to be
explained out of those places which express theeghing more specially and distinctly, especially
since they are so many in number? Again, Is itmahifest, when the action of giving, exalting,
glorifying, is attributed unto God, a Person is erstiood (for such actions are attributed unto rire
Persons) and such an one as is distinct from Chfigr who even amongst the Adversaries
themselves, would endure him that should thus sp&ak Son of God gave or bestowed a nhame on
Christ; the Son of God glorified Christ, made Jdsoisl, certainly he that should speak so, would by
the Adversaries, and that deservedly, said to sapbdlestorianism, and attribute unto Christ two
Persons, namely, the Son of God and Christ. Butréason is the same, if you say that God
performed those things to Christ, and by the narhésod, understand the Son. Nor are the



Adversaries ignorant thereof. But who will say,tttiee holy Spirit is understood? who is never found
in the Scripture expresly named God, much lessidyrtame distinguished from Christ, and preferred
before him, is likewise no where read to have gigag thing to Christ, or to have exalted him. To
omit that the same question will return which wgad concerning the Father, namely, why those
things should be attributed to the holy Spiritheatthan to the Son, if the Son were the most high
God.

An Appendix of this Argument, wherein is taught, That Divinity was given to Christ of the
Father.

Before we quite leave this Argument, we think ditadd this little Appendix thereunto, whereby our
Opinion may be yet more confirmed. For it appeafaim the places which we have alledged, that
Divinity or Godhead was bestowed on Christ, of a¢her, and consequently that he was made a God
by the Father. From whence it also followeth, t@htist is not the most high God. For he was from
all eternity of himself God, and did not at any ¢imeceive his Divinity from another, otherwise he
would not be the most high God. Now that which veeéhsaid, may be confirmed chiefly by two
Arguments drawn from those places which we hawsl@nd discussed.

The first is this,He that was made Lord by another, he, if he be d,@@ms also made a God by
another. But Jesus, of whom it is certain, thatshe God, was made Lord by God. Therefore he was
also made a God by hifiheMinor (as they call it) or the AssumptionRetess. Acts2. TheMajor is
confirmed by this reason, because if he were naten@@od by another, when notwithstanding he is a
God, neither could he be made a Lord by another.hEcthat is a God, especially in so perfect a
signification, as Christ is asserted to be a Gatikewise a Lord; and if he be a God of himsedf,if
also of himself a Lord, and therefore cannot amhfer be made a Lord by another. The same may
also be confirmed by this Reason; The Lordship lofisT is either the same with his Godhead, or
different from it. If the same, certainly when h@svmade a Lord, he was also made a God. If
different, it is either equal to his Godhead, @sle~or Christ hath nothing greater than his Gadlhea
If equal (though they cannot speak thus, who atteibto him the supreme and independent Godhead)
there is the same reason thereof with his Godreeatithere is no cause, why if he was made Lord, he
was not also made a God. If less, it will in likeamer follow, that he hath not of himself this
priviledge of being a God. For if he have not ahkelf that which is less, much less that which is
greater. In which place it is not to be omittedtthmbrosein those very words dPeter, instead of

the wordLord, doth read the name &od as if Peterhad saidAnd God hath made him God and
Christ, this Jesus, &c.

The second Argument is this, He to whom that isegivor granted, for which he ought to be
worshipped with divine Worship, hath also Godheagmy and granted to him. For neither is there
any thing besides Godhead for which we ought toshiprany one with divine Worship, or causeth
that any one is worthy of that worship. But we rdaolv that was given and granted unto Christ, for
which he ought to be worshipped with divine Worshipamely, all Judgment; and a Name above
every name: for so, as we have seen, Christ hinspeldketh,John5. 22, 23.For neither doth the
Father judge any one, but hath given all judgmenthie Son, that all might honour the Son as they
honour the Father: he that honoureth not the Samoureth not the Father that sent hiAnd Paul,

Phil. 2. 9, &c. saithWherefore also God hath exceedingly exalted himd,giwen him a Name, which

is above every name, that in the name of Jesus; kmee should bow, of things in heaven, and in the
earth, and under the earth; and that every tongughtnconfess, that Jesus Christ is Lord, to the
Glory of God the FatherNow that in both places it is spoken of the dividonour & Adoration
which is due to Christ from all, both the thingélf sheweth, and all confess. But that this war&hi

to be exhibited unto him for all Judgment given Hoynthe Father, for a Name given him above every
name, the same Testimonies do clearly shew. The saay easily be proved likewise out of that
place inDaniel, chap. 7. 13. Where Christ is said to have recefi@m the Ancient of days, that is,
his Father, Power and Honour, and a Kingdom; aiglatlded, that all Peoples, Tribes and Tongues
should serve him, namely, for so great Power, &edkingdom given to him. For who would not
serve his King? Now this Service is not meant @ oive, as being to be given to one that was not an



earthly King; but a religious and divine one, advexhibited to a divine and heavenly King. Why
then do the greater part of the Adversaries ddvat, Godhead was given or granted unto Christ? And
indeed not a few both of the ancient & modern lteters of the Scripture, affirm, that whEaul
saith, there was given unto Christ, a Name abowyemame, that the name ofGod is there
understood, because there is no other name extaidds that which is above every name. Though
therein many are mistaken, who conceive thalNbyne is meant the very Appellation or Title of a
God For how was this Appellation given him at lengftter his death, whedohnsaith, that the Word

or Speech was a God in the beginning; namely, af thing whereof he speaketh, which is the
Gospel. Add hereunto, th&aul speaketh of the reward which God gave to Chrat,sb great
debasement and obedience to the very death ofrthes (But what manner of reward is this, to give
to any one a Title, if you give him not the thingstned by that Title? Doth the most bountiful and
rich God, in this manner render rewards for sotgeésty? such a reward would be unbeseeming even
a Prince or other Potentate. Besides, when anyathethe thing it self, and that most rightfulllyete

is no need to give or grant to him the name whetbhaything is designed; especially when that thing
hath a name already set and appointed, as hesméth to pass. If any one be indeed a King, ard tha
very rightfully, there is no need to confer upomtthe title of a King: since none can deny the same
unto him, but wrongfully. But that is said to benterred, which might of right be denied. Wherefore
we must understand by thidme not a Title, but Dignity or Power; as you havénita like place,
Ephes 1. 21. So that a Name above every name, is Bigmd Power higher than all other. For this is
the proper cause of so great Worship and Honour.aBcivil Worship is due to earthly and civil
Power; and divine Worship is due to heavenly anihdi as also that plackhnS. 22. doth shew,
where it is taught, that divine Honour is to beibitbd by all unto Christ for the Power of judging,
which is the greatest part of his Power, yea, d¢oathin a manner all. Now if the thing be thus, why
do the Adversaries so insult over us, for sayirad hrist is a God by the Grace of God the Father,
that Godhead was given to Christ by the Father,henchade and constituted a God by him? Why do
they upbraid us, saying that we have two Godsptiee(as some are not afraid to jest in so serious a
matter) an old God, the other a young God? As ifhnad either two supreme Gods, or to have one
supreme God, and another dependent on him, anddinate to him, is contrary to the Scripture,
which expresly affirmeth that there are many Gaagl affirmeth in down-right terms, that we have
one God the Father, of whom are all things, andLand Jesus Christ, by whom are all things; or as
if the Father, because he was God from all etermigy therefore be deservedly called an old God, or
Christ a young God, because he is after him in,tiasea Son is after his Father; since old age and
youth have place in none but corruptible things,daaseth in such as are incorruptible and immortal
Now if they would have God so to be old,Raniel calleth him theAncient of Daysto whom, he that
was like unto the Son of Man, was brought, andivecefrom him Power, Honour, a Kingdom, and
Dominion over all the Peoples of the Earth (whicimg all see was not done from all eternity) why
do they laugh at this? Why do they impiously opptbsg which the Scripture so clearly delivereth?
He is not yet sufficiently acquainted with the matof the Christian Religion, who is ignorant tradre
For this is the thing which doth, as to this coasadion, separate Christians from Pagans, That the
Christians acknowledge one most high God, norbattei God head unto any else, but to whom the
most high God hath indeed granted it. But this dathyet distinguish them from Jews or Turks. For
this doth sunder them frodewsor Turks that the Christians do, besides the most high, @odship

his Son also for their God; or, 8aul speaketh, acknowledg@ne God the Father, of whom are all
things, and for whom are we: and one Lord Jesussthsy whom are all things, and by whom are
we. But this by the by, and yet not without necesdfiyt we ought a little to turn out of the way, that
we might bring them back into the way, who wentast



CHAP. XXVIII: Christ not the author of hisWords and Works

The ninteenth Argument, That Christ ascribeth both his Words and Works unto the Father: and
that heis not the First, but Second Cause of the things pertaining to Salvation.

That therefore we may proceed to other ArgumentsuofOpinion, to those Testimonies which we
even now alledged, may be subjoined those placdstof wherein Christ ascribeth his Works and
Words to the Father, as the prime Author, not todeilf, and any divine Nature of his own: On which
notwithstanding, we will not here dwell long, pgrtbecause we have above said something
concerning them, when we cited those places oultobfi wherein something is denied of Christ,
which could not be denied of him, if he were thesiruigh God, in the second and third chapter of
this Section; partly also, because they are sdyna#ied to those places immediately going before;
wherein it is said, that some dignity was giverCtwrist by God, and granted, or bestowed on him, so
that they are in a manner of the same purport thigm. Nevertheless, we will recite the chiefest of
them, wherein Christ ascribeth his works to theh&a(for those which speak of his Doctrine, were
for the most part brought by us before, partly ibgng the very words themselves, partly noting the
places where they are extant) and we will furtraat aomething to what hath been formerly spoken
concerning that thing. Wherefore to omit that faspiace, chap. 5. wherein Christ affirfi$at he
can do nothing of himself, that the Father sheweth all things which himself doth, and will yet
shew him greatewer. 19, 20. Likewise chap. 14. 10. where héhsaltat the Father which abideth in
him, he doth the work€f both which, enough hath been already spoketheHb belong those
words of Christ, which are likewise extant, chap3&.1 have greater testimony than that of John; the
Works which the Father hath given me to do, thg warks that | do, they bear witness of me, that
the Father hath sent mé&nd chap. 10. 25The works which | do in the name of my Father, they
testify of meNow what is it to do them in the name of his Fatliean to do them by the Power,
Authority and Command of the Father? and the sdmpter, ver. 37, 38f | do not the Works of my
Father, believe me not. But if | do, although ydli mot believe me, believe the Works, that ye may
know and believe that the Father is in me, andthanFather And chap. 11. 41. being about to raise
Lazarus, he thus speakefgther, | give thee thanks, because thou hast hesdBut | know that
thou always hearest me, but for the Peoples saitestand about, | speak it, that they may believe
that thou hast sent mérom which place it appeareth, that Christ raicsedarus and did other the
like Miracles, because he was heard by the Fa#met,a Power to do them was always afforded to
him, or being once afforded, was never taken awdlyich very thing we see, that evéartha,
which had already acknowledged Jesus to be thestCtire Son of God, did believe as she professeth,
ver. 22. but none of these things could be sai@hoist, were he the most high God, and performed
all those Miracles of himself, or by a Virtue, Poveed Authority that was altogether proper to him,
and naturally residing in him. | omit the end obsle Works clearly exprest by Christ, namely, That
men might believe, that he was sent by the Fa#dret;so, that the Father was in him, as in an holy
Embassadour, and most dear Son; and likewise ¢hatals in the Father, or closely united unto him;
as the like words in the sandehn are elsewhere taken. But if Christ were the nhighh God, and
had done Miracles by a Power that was altogetheerralaunto him, this ought not to have been the
end of them, that men should believe that he wai bg another, but rather that they might
understand, that he came of himself, and did inolnie name give Precepts, and propose Promises
unto all.

We have already before stopt the gap through wimeh fly to a distinction of Natures, inasmuch as
these things are simply, and without limitatiortet#gd concerning Christ: which could not be done if
he were that one God, because the same thingsdshtsd be denied of him without limitation.
Again, because those operations properly agre®et&tppositum or Person of Christ, as such; not to
a Nature, which is not a Person. Wherefore theyhbagher to confess, that the human Nature is a
Person, if they will understand those things ofaitd so are forced to deny, that Christ is a divine
Person, and the most high God, or to affirm, thase¢ things are spoken of Christ, even as a divine
Person, and the very most high God. Besides, hbtowg to ascribe these things to another Person,
but to another part of himself; that is, to hisidé/Nature, unless you will have it, to have badla i



therein: But it was impossible for it to have bédle, whilst the Father wrought, if both had onel an
the same numerical Nature. To these places fetoheaf John are to be added, those words of
Peter, Acts 2. 22 Jesus of Nazareth, a man approved of God amongbyo8igns, Wonders and
mighty works, which God did by him in the midsyai, &c. And those of the same Peter, chap. 10.
3B. where he saithilow God anointed hiniJesus of Nazarethyith the holy Spirit and Power, who
went about doing good, and healing all that wereregsed by the Devil, because God was with him
Which thingNicodemushad before acknowledged whilst he thus speaketh @hrist,We know that
thou art come a Teacher from God; for none canhdsé things which thou dost, unless God be with
him, John3. 2. But if Christ were the most high God, neittweuld God be said to do these things by
him, nor ought Peter to alledge this reason, whgiSElid Miracles, namely, because God was with
him: but this because he himself was God, or becheshad in him the divine Essence, or in what
manner soever he pleased to express the same thing.

For that it cannot here be said, that by the naint&oa, the divine Nature of Christ is understood, but
the Father of Christ; may be shewn by the same heguis which we made use of in the defence of
the last Argument, when we treated of those Testie®y wherein God is said to have given
something to Christ, or to have conferred somethipgn him. Likewise we have a little before
excluded the distinction of Natures.

But that we may not treat of the sole Miracles bfi€l, let us add those places of Scripture whereby
is shewn, that Christ was not the first, but theosd and intermediate cause of the other actists al
which he did, and which were most divine, and mafsall concerned our Salvation. And this is
understood out of those places, wherein it isranl, That all things were done by himsJohnl. S.
That all things were created in hirthat is,by him For thatln is after the Hebrew manner every
where taken foby, is most notorious unto alol. 1. I6. which is presently explained in the same
verse, whilst all things are said to have beentetday him For whereas the vulgar translation doth
there add, that all things are creaiedhim; the Greekhath it, for him, and signifieth the end. Thus a
little after it is in the same place said, thagtlgased him, namely, Goldy him to reconcile all things
which are in Heaven and in Eartklse where likewise, Alhings are said to bby him 1 Cor. 8. 6.

of which place we have before treated; where alsdave shewn, that it ought not to be taken in that
manner; as it is once and again said of God him$kHt all things are by himFor that it is not so
taken of God, as if some other who is the supremgs€ of the work, did do something by him; but
simply, that he is the efficient Cause of all tlangr that by his Power and Operation all things ar
brought to an issue. But that it is said of Chmistre than once, that some other, namely, God, whom
every one knoweth to be the supreme Cause of Wddth, or did all things by Christ. For amongst
other things, the Apostle saitBphes 3. 9.Who(God)created all things by Jesus Chriass the Greek
Copies constantly read it, and the Author of thestigpto theHebrews 1. 2. when he had said, that
Godin these last times speak to us in the;Sbat is, by the Son according to the Hebraisrittle |
before observed; he addeBy whom also he made the Worldamely, that God who spake unto us
by him. So also Zor. S, 18. it is said hat all things are of God, who hath reconcileduaso himself

by Jesus ChristElsewhere, ThaBod hath given us the victory by our Lord Jesusistht Cor. 1S.
S7.That God hath poured the holy Spirit abundantlyupis by Jesus Christ our Savioiit. 3. S.
That God shall judge the secrets of nfaocording tdPauls Gospelpy Jesus ChrisRom 2. 16. To
pass by other-like places, from all which it apgdlarthat Christ is not the most high God. Fordhe i
the first and highest Cause of all things whichdath, not the second or intermediate: But those
places shew, that Christ is the intermediate, metfirst and supreme Cause of those thing which he
doth; otherwise it could not be said, tkdddoth all things by him

But if any one say, th&aul affirmeth, that he gave to the Thessalonians camiments by our Lord
Jesus Christ, or exhorteth them by Christ, altho@gtist seemeth not to have been the middle cause
of that action in respect dPaul, but Paul rather in respect of Christ, We answer, That that
signification which is also otherwise rare in th@yhScripture, cannot there have any place, where
God is said to have done either all things, or stimimggs by Jesus Christ, as that very thing we even
now speak by way of objection to our selves, detich. For in that manner tHaaul saith, he gave
commandments, or exhorteth by the Lord Jesus, manean Inferiour can do something by a
Superiour, for it signifieth, that he did or dothese things by the Authority of the Lord Jesus



interposed, and that he supported his commandnatsexhortations herewith. But God can do
nothing by any one in this manner. It therefore aereth, that the most usual signification of the
particleBy, is there to be retained where God is said tootoeshing by Christ; namely, that God be
esteemed the first and principal Agent, Christdbeond and intermediate one, which dependeth on
him. Which is further confirmed by that famous @aaf Paul, which is extant, Cor. 1. 30. where the
Apostle compriseth all the benefits which God haghferred upon us by Christ, whilst he speaketh
thus: of him (namely, God)Ye are in Christ Jesus, who hath been made untaf @od, Wisdom,
Righteousness, Sanctification and Redempifau see that he is made not the prime Author of our
Wisdom, Righteousness, Sanctification, and Redempbut the second cause, and dependent on a
former one, namely, God in as much as he is expistl, to be made unto us of God, Wisdom,
Righteousness, Sanctification and Redemption, aeddem which likewise was signified by the
precedent words, wherein ti@rinthiansg namely, as they were Christians, are said toflsgodl in
Christ Jesus, or by Christ Jesus. There is a pikeainto this,Heh 5. 9, 10. where it is said, that
Christ being made perfect, was made the causeenfadtSalvation to all that obey him, being called
of God an high Priest after the orderMélchisedecYou see that he was made the cause of eternal
Salvation, and that as he was called of God an RrgFst. With this place agreeth that which we have
formerly cited out of théActs chap. 5. 31. where God is said with his rightchém have exalted.
Christ to be a Prince and Saviour, to give Repextamto Israel, and forgiveness of sins. To these
add those places which spake of the effusion ohidtg Spirit made by Christ; which action is one of
the most notable ones that pertaineth to the Saivaf mankind, and to omit the repetition of that
place out ofJohn which we have formerly alledged, when we discedrsf the Prayers that Christ
poured out to the Father, chap. 14. [6ill pray the Father, and he shall give you aretiAdvocate.
And there is yet another place in the saloknconcerning the same thing afterwards. chap. 15. 26
But when the Advocate is come, whom | will send yotu from the FatheWWhence you see, that
Christ not for himself, as from the prime Fountdint from the Father would send, and consequently
did send the holy Spirit; whom he also expreslyhsaloth proceed from the Fathemaking the
Father the prime Cause of him, and himself the feidduse. Concerning the same thing, there is a
notable place in thActs which we have formerly cited, chap. 2. 33. wHammediately after the first
and most illustrious effusion of the holy Spiritampthe Disciples of ChrisPeter speaketh thus,
Therefore being exalted by the right hand of Godi baving received the Promise of the holy Spirit
from the Father, he poured out that which you n@e and hearTherefore, as Christ himself
elsewhere speaketh, he actually received from tthefF the holy Spirit, that had been before
promised to him, and so poured him out upon thesfips. Which thing doth signify no other, than
that the Father was the first Cause of that effysimd Christ the second, wholly depending upon the
Father therein. Whereby likewise it may be undedtavhy John chap. 7. 39. said, that the holy
Spirit was not yet given, because Christ was noageended, namely, because he could not give the
holy Spirit till he was exalted by the right hanti@od, and glorified. Whence Christ also himself
said, chap. 16. 1.tell you the truth, it is expedient for you thajo away(namely, to the Father, and
so be glorified)for unless | go away, the Advocate will not com® wou. But if | go away, | will
send him unto yolNow how far distant these things are from that @pirwhich maketh Christ the
most high God, and so the first and highest Catisdl things and actions, not only we have already
shewn, but every one may of himself easily perceive

The distinction of Natures hath no more place hleas in the former passages & Arguments drawn
from thence, both because it would be necessaay thle same things should be denied of the same
Christ for his divine Nature, which are here simpffirmed of him for his human Nature; and also
because these places likewise contain in themiaNagation, and that a simple one; namely, that
Christ did not those things of himself, or was tiat first cause of those works, and finally, beeaus
those operations are not agreeable to any thinghluSuppositum or Person of Christ as it is such,
and partly the places themselves, manifestly irttmpartly the Adversaries themselves consess, that
Christ is considered in them, either as a Mediatwt Embassadour of God, or as a Priest, or as a
King. And to sum up all in a word, as a Saviourd aonsequently as a Person. For that these Offices
do primarily, and by themselves agree to none R¢r@son; both we have elsewhere taught, and the
Adversaries themselves confess: but what follovetm thence, is understood from the precedent
Chapter.



CHAP. XXIX: John. 8. 16

The twentieth Argument, from the words of Christ, John 8. 16. My Judgement is true, because |
am not alone, but | and the Father that sent me.

We might from the places which we even now, andhéoly alledged, form many Arguments, and
consequently from every one of them; that is sonadwlear, a particular Argument: But we care not
much for the number, but for the weight and eviégenghich doth of its own accord increase the
number of Arguments. For this matter which we han@ so fruitful for the evident truth of the
Opinion which we defend, that it seemeth that wghbuo be more sollicitous in speaking out the
measure, than the plenty of Arguments. Wherefdré¢hlese places that have last been alleaged and
examined, be accounted for the sixth Argument of thnk wherein we are now conversant, & is
fetched out of the Testimonies #bhn and also of other sacred Writers, and whereinesioimg is
affirmed of Christ, which could not be affirmed lifn if he were the most high God. Of which kind
there yet remaine other places in the saaofey which we will not prosecute.

The seventh Argument therefore we will fetch frdroge words of Christ, which are extaiohn 8.

16. If | judge, my Judgment is true, because | am noteglbnt | and my Father that sent niy
which words Christ intimateth, that if he were @pand the Father not with him, it might be that he
might err in judging, or at least that he might eteedly be doubted concerning the truth of his
judgment. Wherefore now there was no cause of dugibbecause the Father was perpetually with
him, and so suffered him not to err in judgmentt Bere Christ the most high God, his Judgment
would have been no less true, although he had &leee, than it is now to be esteemed true because
the Father is present with him. For is not the judgt of one person, who is the most high God,
accompted as true if he be by himself, as if ibpparent that another person, which likewise is the
most high God, is present with him? Or were thethwihom Christ spake so stupid, as that if they
had understood Christ to be the most high God, theuld presently have confessed, that his
Judgment was most true, although they had heatidooight nothing concerning some other person,
which was present with him as in other things,|so &n judging.

The Defence of the Argument.

You will perhaps say, that Christ fitted his spet&xithe Opinion of thdews who believed him to be

a mere man, and therefore that he could not takgréoted that he was the most high God, but was
forced to draw his Argument from a thing manifestouthem. But this Answer is of no worth. For
first, If Christ would have taken that only for gtad which the Jews believed concerning him, he
neither ought, nor could take that for granted Wwhie here affirmeth of himself, especially if the
Opinion of the Adversaries be right. For they dat yet believe, that God was his Father, which he
here taketh for granted. Nor did they yet belidvwat his Father, namely, God, had sent him, and so
was also with him. Again, The Adversaries canna thés Answer, unless they will confess, that
Christ did not therefore call God his Father, beeawe was so generated out of his Essence, asthat
was one God with him; for if for this cause he lbatled God his Father, he had already taken that fo
granted, which this answer contend he could na.t&or what other thing would it be, to take for
granted that God was his Father, than that hevegsathe most high God? But we manifestly see, that
Christ here supposeth, that God was his Father. Ngwu reply, that Christ doth indeed suppose
this, but implicitly and acutely, so that the Jesd not understand it, that will fall to the ground
which our Adversaries are wont to say; namely, tbaChrist to call God his Father, and himself the
Son of God, was so manifest an Argument for thee@aion of Christ out of the Essence of God, that
even the Jews themselves do understand it. Andheiswill have to be the cause why they charged
him with the crime of Blasphemy thereupon, and wduhve stoned him, and did at length crucify
him, in that he called God his Father, and himgedfSon of God; namely, because they understood,
that he did by this means intimate, that he waotveg out of the Essence of God, and so hath one
Essence with him. For hither they are wont to dthese places idohn chap. 5. 17, 18. and chap.
10. 30 and chap. 19. 7. aktht. 26. 63; &c.



Some other will perhaps say, That Christ intenaesiaty that very thing wich we deny; namely, that
he was that one God with the Father. For this Wwasause why they affirmed, that he was not alone,
but the Father was with him, and consequently tigatould not err in judging, because the Father
was joined to him by unity of Essence. But, fitse had spoken too obscurely, if he would have
comprehended so great a matter in those wordsyRoris there if any one say, | am not alone, but |
and the Father, would understand his meaning tihdtehe is of one Essence with God? For if you
say, that this is sufficiently hinted by the wdtdther, it is to be noted, that the force of Christ words
or (as they speak) the middle term of the princirgument, consisteth not of the wdfdther, but in
this, that the Father was present with, Christ.tBat God, or the Father should be with any onth ha
a far different meaning than to have one Essentt hiim. For it signifieth, according to the use of
speaking, very familiarly unto all, but chiefly tbe Jews, that God is present with some one by his
favour and assistance. Wherefore the Jews by te@nmwould not have perceived the mind of
Christ, and the force of the Argument. Besidethéfre is so great force in the wdfdther, why said
Christ, that his Father was with him? As if some gnight imagine, that they whom he already
understood to be of one Essence, might be partedias and the one be left from the other. Finally,
that description of the Father, that he sent hiamely, Christ, is repugnant to that Opinion, partly
because it is altogether unnecesiary that thereldhm®e one Essence of him that sendeth, another of
him that is sent by him: nor can he be the modt lgd, who is sent by another, but inferiour to;him
as hath formerly in its place been shewn; partlyalose in this description of the Father, the re&son
plainly rendered, why Christ was not alone, butRather was with him; namely, because Christ was
the Embassadour of the Father, and that an extraoydone. For God is always by his favour and
assistance, present with all his Embassadourd thiags, which their office doth any way require:
and so much the more with Christ than with othiershat Christ was a more excellent one than they.
But unless you will acknowledge this, that desaiptof the Father will make nothing to the present
matter. Whereas Christ is not wont to make usallef descriptions, and such as are nothing to the
purpose. But that the Father sent Christ, can nobeahe cause, that Christ should be of one Essenc
with the Father.

The distinction of two Natures in Christ, if anyeowill here apply, it is easily refuted by the same
Reasons that we have used in the Defence of treegeat Arguments; which accordingly a wise
Reader changing, as they say, what is to be changggd of himself transfer hither, and apply to the
matter in hand.



CHAP. XXX: John. 8. 14.

Argument the one and twentieth, from the words of Christ, John 8. 14. My Testimony is true,
because | know whencel am, and whither | go.

In the eighth place may be alledged these word@hoist in the same eighth chapterJohn whence

we cited the last Testimony, which certain acute meongst the Adversaries, have endeavoured to
draw to their Opinion, they are extant in ver. Were Christ speaketh in this manriEnpugh | give
testimony of my self, my testimony is true, becaks®w whence | am, and whither | dgeor had
Christ been the most high God, he ought not toghbramd consequently would not have brought this
reason, that he knoweth whence he cometh, andevtithgoeth: but rather this, that he himselfés th
most high God, or some such things, containingsdree sense. But Christ did not alledge this, but
that cause.

The Defence of the Argument.

They whom we mentioned, here rise up and say, Chaist alledged this very cause; for he spake
figuratively, and intimated more than he spakettmaly, that he is the natural Son of God. But if yo
object, Why then did he not openly say, because Gad? They answer, that Christ used the figure
of insinuation, accommodated, and in a manner sacgsfor the persons with whom he spdker,

say they, the Jews could not have endured it, Hateopenly called himself God, or the Son of God.
Wherefore he spake what was true, and what wasssaeto the cause: but so spake, as that he
might delude his Adversaries with the ambiguity abdcurity of his wordsBut these men have by
this explication, deluded themselves and otherssbuwlid not Christ the Jews. They confess, aigl it

a plain case, that Christ doth by those words iamtémthat he came from the Father, came out of
Heaven, and shall again go into Heaven to the Eabe# who would make any doubt, that Christ
intended here to signify, what he elsewhere sphakethe samdohn chap. 16. 18l. went out from

the Father, and came into the World. Again, | letheeWord, and go unto the Fath&hich thing is
more than once repeated in other, or the like wantth the same Writer. But such words as these are
so far from signifying that Christ is the most higled, that they imply the quite contrary. For iése
words,| went out from the Father, and came into the Wdrstltaken of a local motion, as they spake;
that is, of a descent from Heaven to Earth, prgpsol called, as those opposite orkgain, | leave
the World, and go to the Fathesre to be understood of a local departure fromBagh into the
Heavens, they are not incident to the most high.God he, as all confess, is not moved out of his
place. But if you so take them as that they sigritigt Christ had God the Father, as the Authdriof
Embassy, to whom he shall return, as it may edmlyunderstood out of the ver. 42. of the same
chapter: neither doth this argue him to be the rhagt God, but rather inferiour to the most high
God, and depending on him, and having a differesseRce from him. But there is no other sense of
these words remaining. For if you say that Chtisréfore came out from God, because he was
eternally begotten of his Essence, as they, agaimsin we chiefly dispute, seem to hold, this igejui
foreign to the place. For it appeareth manifestigugyh, that the going of Christ forth from his Feath
was joined with his coming into the world, as laturn to God was with his leaving of the world, and
consequently that the discourse is of a thing wWeet done at a certain time, and not from all etgrni
which is also manifest enough from the 42d verdittla before quoted. And withal, it is likewise
apparent, that this going forth from the Fathersush a thing as may elegantly be opposed to his
return to the Father, and cannot co-exist therevidiit what opposition is there between eternal
generation out of the Essence of the Father, astlen to the Father from the Earth into Heaven? Or
why cannot that return to the Father, co-exist wliht Generation, if it, as the Adversaries must of
necessity hold, doth as yet continue?



CHAP. XXXI: John. 8. 29.

Argument the two and twentieth, from the words of Christ, John 8. 29. The Father hath not left
me alone, because | always do the thingsthat are pleasing unto him.

The ninth Testimony of this kind, is extant in ts@me 8th chapter afohn ver. 29. where Christ
spaketh thusAnd he that sent me, is with me. The Father hathefiome alone, because | always do
things that are pleasing to hinthe former part of which sentence, is also afseds extant chap. 16.
32. where Christ thus speaketh to his DiscipBehold the hour cometh, and now is, wherein shall
every one of you be dispersed to your own homelsleane me alone: yet | am not alone, because the
Father is with me.

From which place it followeth, that Christ is nbetmost high God, and out of the former for a deubl
reason. First, Because Christ doth by the wordbath places intimate, that he should not have
sufficient help and assistance, if he were forsdiethe Father, which cannot be thought of the most
high God. For he hath always of himself abundarideetp and assistance, nor is there any need that
any one should be present with him, and give hilp.&gain, were Christ the most high God, of the
same Essence with the Father, he ought not to ,bniaigconsequently would he have brought the
reason why the Father was with him, because heyaldath the things that are pleasing unto him, but
this, because he is of one Essence with him. Femtbuld indeed have been, both the necessary and
the only cause why the Father was with Christ: Whieing supposed, he could not chuse but be with
Christ, and whereunto other causes that might kegimed, could not possibly add any further
moment. For that conjunction would not only havegeded those causes in time, but would have
likewise been already at the height, and so com@etl absolute, that the Father and Christ could no
as yet be joined together with any firmer or séraiie.

The Defence of the Argument.

When they who endeavoured to turn the precedene @kso to a contrary sense, did see the force of
this latter Argument; they said that the partiete doth signify not the cause but rather the effact a
sign, or argument drawn from the consequence;Hat the Father was not therefore with Christ
because he did the things that were pleasing todsnf he would not have been with him; but on the
contrary, that Christ therefore did these thingscawuse the Father was with him. For there are
innumerable examples even in the very Psalm, wthergoarticleFor is so used; out of which they
produce thaPsal 17. 6.1 cried, because thou hast heard me, O Gear he did not therefore cry
because he was heard, but was therefore hearddeebalcried. But what cause was there that drove
them to depart from the usual and simple significabf that particle which here presently cometh
into the mind of every one? Certainly none but dpeion, whereof we now here dispute, for they
saw that otherwise this place would not comply vifteir Doctrine concerning Christ. Howbeit this
use of the particld-or is not so frequent as they say, especially inNle&v Testament; and that
example fetched out of the Psalms is not to theqse. For, to omit that it is not read in the Habre
For thou hast heard meut in the futurefor thou wilt hear mgwhich may contain the cause why
David cried to God, namely because he was certainlyupdesi that he should be heard of God. It is
further well known that amongst the Hebrews pratdget as well as future tenses are frequently
taken for present tenses, & do like present teasgmg the Latines denote a frequency or custom of
action. As if David should have said, Because thou art wont to hearwhence also certain late
Writers do thus translate the pla@gcause thou hearest nfgut may not this denote the cause for
which David cried unto God? Yea most of all. For it doth mofsall encourage us to pray unto God,
in that we see that God is wont to hear us. Adathrist would have reasoned from thence, that he
always did those things that are pleasing to thiaéfaas from an effect; he had taken that as
sufficiently known to the Jews, with whom he disamd, that he always did the things that were
pleasing to the Father. But Christ doth not do, thus otherwise, he ought likewise to suppose #sis
manifest enough to the Jews, that he did nothirgroself, but so spake as the Father taught him. Fo
every one seeth if Christ always did those thitngd pleased the Father, that he also did nothing of



himself or of his own accord, nor spake any thiegithes what the Father had taught him. But this
latter Christ doth not suppose as manifest to ¢es Jbut affirmeth, that it should then be knowioun
them, when they had exalted him, as is apparent the preceding words. Wherefore neither doth he
suppose the former to be manifest unto them, asphon of these men requireth. Besides, if Christ
would have reasoned from effects, he would rathgealledged his miraculous works, than works of
virtue and piety. For they were the most manifé&ces of his conjunction with the Father, to which
he elsewhere likewise frequently appealeth whesgake of his conjunction with the Father, or of
some like thing, as we read in the same Writer:Geapn 5. 36. and 10. 37, 38. and 14. 11. & 15. 24.
Furthermore, if it appeareth from other placest this was the true cause why God was with Christ,
in that he always did the things that pleased Hhimair reason, for which they think they must here
depart from the usual and simple significationtad particle for, falleth to the ground: But that th
thing is so, is thence apparent, in that Christselndoth elsewhere render this as the reason, why
God did consequently love him, & consequently whagags with him by his assistance, namely
because he had done and would hereafter doe thoggs tthat were pleasing to the Father, and
agreeable to his commandments. Now it is all one¢Hfe Father not to leave Christ, but to be present
with him, and constantly to love Christ, and to gegpetually with him by his help and assistance.
And that this which we have said was the causdetathers love towards Christ, and consequently
of the help which he gave him, is intimated bywwds of Christ, which are extant afterwar@sap

10. 17.Therefore the Father loveth me, because | lay dowrsoul that | may receive it agaiRor

this Commandment, as he himself addeth in theviatig Verse, he had received from the Father.
And Chap. 15. 10As the Father hath loved me, so have | loved youticue in my love. If you keep
my Commandments ye shall continue in my loveaisolhave kept the Fathers Commandments, and
continue in his loveWhere, whatsoever they say, with whom we havelapChrist warneth his
disciples, that having once obtained his love, tlveuld use their endeavours not to lose it agaih, b
enjoy it perpetually; and sheweth them a way hoey tbhould certainly attain it; which he had also
formerly intimated by a similitude in the 2d. Verseamely, by keeping his Commandments.
Moreover, he illustrates this way by his own exampghewing it to be the aptest, yea the only means
of persevering in his love, in that he himself Beging his Fathers Commandments, had obtained
this favour, to continue in his love, that is, ®@dbnstantly loved of him. Wherefore as we saidisef
that reason falleth to the ground, for which theipke For should be thought to signife not the cause
but the effect or sign in these words, Chap. 8 RA.if it signifieth the cause, the thing it sl we
have seen, doth evince, that Christ is not the migst God.

This Argument of ours cannot be solved by the niisibn of natures. For first, those causes hinder
which we have above hinted in other places; as haiiat these things are simply spoken of Christ,

and that it is necessary here to consider him psrson, both for his Mission, and so also for the
operations which he attributed to himself accordimghe capacity wherein he is to be considered.
Again, this likewise taketh away the force of tlamiswer, that notwithstanding this, Christ should

rather have alledged this for the reason why thbdfavas with him, and left him not alone, because
according to the divine nature to which the hunsapdrsonally united, he was the same God with the
Father.



CHAP. XXXII: The Father iscalled, the God of Christ

Thethree and twentieth Argument, That the Father is called, the God of Christ.

In the tenth place we will recite those testimonig®rein the Father is called the God of Christ. Fo
thus Christ himself speaketh concerning this maittdiis discourse wittMary afterward, in the same
John Chap. 20. 17Go to my brethren, and say unto them, | ascendyt&ather, and your Father, to
my God and your Godind in the same WriteRev 3. 12. In the same Verse 12. he calleth the Fathe
his God four times, whilst he saitWhosoever overcometh, | will make him a pillarie Temple of
my God, and he shall no more go forth, and | wiitevupon him the name of my God, and the name
of the City of my God, the New Jerusalem, whicketeteth out of Heaven from my God.

As for the other Writers, first we read hhatth. andMark, that Christ when he hung upon the Cross,
cried thus to the Fathekly God my God, why hast thou forsaken rivth. 27. 46.Mark. 15. 34.
And Paul, Ephes 1. 17. wisheth that th@od of our Lord Jesus Christ the Father of gloryudogive
unto them the Spirit of wisdorAnd the divine Author of the Epistle to théebrews Chap. 1. 8, 9.
citeth of Christ those words of the Psalmisal 45. 7, 8. spoken heretofore ®lomon as the type

of Christ; Thy Throne, O God, is for ever and ever, &c. ThastHoved righteousness, and hated
iniquity. Therefore, O God, thy God hath anointbde with the oil of gladness above thy fellows.
Thus alsoMicah speaketh of Christ, Chap. 5. And he shall stand and feed in the strength of the
Lord, in the height of the name of the Lord his Geem whence it appeareth, that Christ is not the
most high God, for the most high God hath not a,@odhere is no other God of him. For to be the
God of any one, is to have Empire and Power ower, bir to be his Benefactor, or finally, to be
worshipt of him, as his sovereign Benefactor. Butenhath dominion over the most high God, none
is his Benefactor, none is worshipped of him, otlige he himself would not be the most high God.

The Defence of the Argument.

Here they have no other refuge left them besidedistinction of Natures. Though not so much as
this is left them, in that we have already suffitig stopt this hole at which they endeavour toaset
especially because all the circumstances of thtsm=ee do argue, that it is spoken concerning the
whole Person of Christ, or that he is considered Berson. For he is considered as the Son of God,
as our Saviour, as our Lord, as Anointed of Godiad, as Prince appointed of God. Wherefore he
cannot be a Person of supreme Godhead, otherveigsbvime Nature also would have a God: besides,
were Christ the most high God, although he also ddadiman Nature, yet some other, or another
Person, namely, the Father, would not be his Gadhk himself would be his own God. For he
himself would have sovereign Power over his own &uiiNature; he himself would be a Benefactor
to it; he himself would be worshipt of it, certaimo less than any other person, yea, more. Why the
is another, namely, the Father, rather called lnd, &an he himself called his own God? But if they
acknowledge it to be absurd, that any one shouldid®wn God, let them also acknowledge, that
Christ is not the most high God.



CHAP. XXXIII:1Cor. 11. 3.

Thefour and twentieth Argument from these words, 1 Cor. 11. 3. The head of Christ is God.

We have hitherto chiefly out of the History of tl&ospel penned bylohn produced those
Testimonies wherein something is affirmed of Chuigtich could not be affirmed of him were he the
most high God: and that such ones as give the Fathme Prerogative above Christ, and so
demonstrate that the Father only (since such a&agve agreeth to no other) is the most high God.
followeth, that we may also from other divine Wr#edraw like Testimonies and Arguments.
Although we have already produced not a few whenfetehed Testimonies out dbhn because
they contained the same, or the like sense. Otthkxces therefore which remain, we will give the
first rank to that, which is very near to those esthat were last of all cited out &hnand other
Writers, as being such wherein God is said to leeHbad of Christ; and this is doneCbr. 11. 3.
where Paul speaketh in this mannakow | would have you know, that the Head of evean N4
Christ, and the Head of the Woman is the Man, &edHead of Christ is Godut there is no other
Head of the most high God, or he hath no Head aboweotherwise he would not be Most High. For
every one easily perceiveth, that to be ones Hsegdifieth, to have some Empire or Power over him,
and in a certain sort to govern him.

The Defence of the Argument.

Here the Adversaries again are wont to fly to tligstinction of Natures in Christ, as to a sacred
Anchor, which notwithstanding the Reader may olmsetivat we have before sufficiently confuted.
We repeat not all things that have been spokenpmiie desire that it should here also be observed,
that Christ is here likewise considered as a perkonhe is considered as the head of the man, &
consequently of every man, that is, as a Lord apedito rule every man, even as the man also is the
head of the woman. But Christ is such, as he ie@dh. Wherefore if the Adversaries Opinion
concerning Christ, is true, he, as a divine Peraad, consequently the most high God, must have a
Head over him, which implieth a contradiction, amthe very thing which they endeavour to escape,
who here use the distinction of Natures. Neithey raay one here say, that in the former words
indeed, where Christ is said to be the Head ohtka, he is considered as a Person, but in the latte
he is looked upon only in respect of that Naturécviis not a person.

For besides that, this is affirmed without reasbis disproved by reason. First, because it isaier
that God is the Head of Christ, as he hath receiaed him Dominion and Empire over the man. But
Christ received that Dominion as he is a Persory Wan is it not God made the head of Christ as he
is here a person? Again, if you inquire the causg, the Apostle, when he had asserted that Clarist i
the Head of the man, did likewise say afterwatdst God is the Head of Christ, you shall find tlois

be the chief, that he might not seem to leave Goflirther power over the man, because Christ is his
Head, or Lord and King: but rather that it might lederstood, that God is also upon this very
account the Head or Lord, or King of the man, beedbhrist is the Head of every man, in as much as
God is also the Head of Christ himself For as tloenan is not therefore exempted from the Empire
and Power of Christ, because the man is her Haagk much as Christ is also the Head and Lord of
the man himself, so neither is the man exemptea tiee Power of God, because Christ is his Head:
since God is also the Head of Christ himself.

Moreover, the Apostle spake this to give us to ustdad, that if we bring any dishonour to Christ,
who is our Head, it will at length redound to Gaddself, who is again the Head of Christ. But
neither of these Reasons would be of any fora8pil were not the Head of Christ, as he is the Head
and Lord of the man. But if God be the Head of &hras he is our Lord, he is the Head of that
person, as such. Finally, such a gradation oughtonbe made, as to ascend from the Man to Christ,
from Christ to God, as a different person from hinbesides the human, there were another Nature in
Christ, to which it did no less agree, to be higtiehan to a Person different from him, but mentio
was to be made of that Nature as well as of thasv M any one will fly hither for refuge, as to say



that by the name of God the Father is not undedstoot the whole Trinity, he must, at least, in the
first place alledge some passage, from whenceytmanifestly appear, that God distinguished from
Christ, denoteth some other besides the FatherwEaran alledge innumerable ones, wherein even
by the confession of the Adversaries themselvedgribteth none but the Father, and it is otherwise
apparent, that such things as are like hereunt,eapresly attributed to the Father in the holy
Scripture. For it is all one to be ones Head, andet ones God. But the latter is expresly affirraéd
the Father of Christ, as every one may perceiva fittese words of Chrisiphn20. 17. and those of
the ApostleEphes 1. 17. Add hereunto, that the Reasons wherefoki&called the Head of Christ,
do all agree to the Father. Whether they agreeymther, we have no assurance thereof: or rateer w
are assured, that they agree to no other; namebguse he gave all Empire to Christ; because he
gave the Laws by which he ruleth and governettand;also because he bringeth his will to an issue
by his hands, and provides for his own Glory by Bmpire. But in the last place, those Reasons
which evince that Christ is here considered asradAe permit not the Trinity here to be understood
by the name of God. Otherwise the Person of Chrisich is believed to be contained in that Trinity,
would be the head of it self, as such. Nor can yonderstand the Essence it self, which is not a
Person. For it can govern none, and consequeritheibead of none. But it is to no purpose to feign
true God who is not a Person; since the nantgaafis, as we have already hinted before, the name of
a Person.



CHAP. XXXIV:1Cor. 3.

Thefive and twentieth Argument, from thewords of Paul, 1 Cor. 3. ult. Christ is Gods.

The second place shall be that which is extanhénsame Epistle to theéorinthians chap. 3. about
the end, and it is not much unlike to the foregodmg, because it is therein affirmed, tQdirist is
Gods Which thing, that it may be the better undersfoed will set down the whole place. Thus
therefore speaketRaul, Let none boast in men. For all are yours, whethaulP or Apollo, or
Cephas, or World, or Life, or Death, or things pes or things to come, all are yours, and ye are
Christs, and Christ is GodAny one will easily understand from the wordsntiselves, that to be
ones, doth in this place signify, either to beame sort possessed of another, or to be in his Rawe
at least to be dedicated to his use, and consdyuerthave another for his Superiour. Whence the
Apostle doth require them, that none should baaany man, no not in the Apostle himself, so as to
brag, that he i®auls, orApollo's or Cephas'sthat is,Peters as theCorinthiansdid: But all of them
rather glory in Christ, and consequently in Godthiat they themselves are no others, but Christs, a
consequently also Gods; and therefore all thingsthen contrary (the Apostles themselves not
excepted) theirs. For even the Apostles were coattto the use and salvation of Christians, and s
were subservient unto them, and not contrariwisdefiée in the latter Epistle to the same
Corinthians about the end of the first chapter, he salile, are not Lords of your Faith, but Helpers
of your Joy And chap. 4. SWe preach not our selves, but Jesus Christ the,laord our selves your
Servants for Jesus sakhence it is apparent, that Christ is not the rhaght God. For the most high
God is no ones in that sense which we have exglamtberwise he would not be most high. Indeed
God is saidto be some ones GpHut not simplyto be some oned he first signifies the supreme
Eminency of God above him, whose God he is saibetoand his Empire over him: but the latter
would signify that he is as it were possest by some Howbeit, although this should in some place
be affirmed, yet neither would nor could it be mffed in that sense, as we see it is affirmed ofsChr

The Defence of the Argument.

This Argument can no more be eluded by the distincof Natures in Christ, than the precedent
Testimonies: both for other causes formerly alleklgend also because Christ is here considered as
our Lord, and consequently as a Person; and théssp when he is said to be Gods, then when we
are said to be his. Fétaul, when he said thate are Christsagain affirmeth, thaChrists is Gods

lest any one should think, that because we arestShiive are no longer Gods, but rather that hetmigh
understand that we are Gods on this very accomasmuch as Christ himself, and consequently all
things that are his, are Gods. But if he be hensidered as a Person, his Person is not a Persba of
most high God. For that is not anothers, unlesswitithave also the divine Nature to be anothers,
which they who here use the distinction of Natuds by this very distinction endeavour to avoid.
Besides, if Christ were the most high God, althobgthad withal a human Nature, yet could it not be
said, that he is more anothers than his own. Brg he is simply said to be Gods; namely, another
Persons, without making any mention that he is hismwn, or that his human Nature is his divine
Natures. If there is any thing that belongeth t® filer understanding of these Reasons, it may be
fetched from the defence of the precedent Reasons.



CHAP. XXXV: 1Cor.15. 24, 28.

The six and twentieth Argument, from thewords 1 Cor. 15. 24, 28. That the Son shall deliver up
the Kingdom to God the Father, and shall become subject to him.

The third place is extant in the same Epistle, cli&p where it is said, that Christ shall deliviee t
Kingdom unto God the Father, and be himself subjatd him, who hath put all things under his
subjection. For thus he speaketh, ver. 24 TP&n cometh the end, when he shall deliver thed¢imy

to God even the Father, when he shall abolish @lhd®palities, and Authority, and Force. For he
must reign until he put all his Enemies under bist fAnd ver. 28 But when all things shall become
subject unto him, then shall also the Son himselsibject to him, who put all things under his
subjection, that God may be all in .alWhence we may argue in a twofold manner, andraw @
double Argument, which nevertheless we will reckona single one, the first from the 24th verse,
the second from the 28th verse. For as for thg five have before taught, when we spake of those
places wherein something or all things are saidaice been delivered unto Christ by the Father, that
such a delivery of the Kingdom is here understaslconsisteth in the deposing thereof, and the
resigning up the right which one had to reign,e he afterwards manageth that Kingdom neither by
himself, as before, nor by him to whom he delivengp the Kingdom. In which manner a General
appointed by a King to wage a certain war, dothmthe war is ended, deliver his Power to the King.
But the most high God neither doth, nor can delhisrKingdom unto any one in this manner, unless
you will say, that he withal ceaseth to be the nimgh God. For if he delivereth the Kingdom unto
any one, as he did heretofore to Christ, he dottsadleliver it, as that he strippeth himself af th
Kingdom, but only reigneth by him, as subordinatéothim, to whom he delivereth the Kingdom.
After which sort, a King wageth war by his CaptaiAad not to stray from the matter in hand, God is
said to judge the World by Christ, whom he hath endddge. For when he is said to judge none, the
meaning is that he judgeth none by himself, buthegySon, to whom he hath given all Judgment; for
otherwise God is in several places said to judgbereabsolutely without mentioning the middle
Cause of that Judgment, or openly declaring it|stlii is said, that he will judge the Worliy the
manwhom he hath appointed, that is; Jesus Christas we expresly reaRom 2. 16. As for the
latter Argument, which may be drawn out of the 28thse, it is evident that the most high God can
become subject unto none. But the Son of God sh#ingth become subject unto him, who brought
all things under his subjection, namely, to thenEatWherefore the Son of God, cannot be the most
high God.

The Defence of the Argument.

Here all for the most part fly to the distinctioh Matures, but to no purpose, both for the simple
affirmation, which is found in both verses, andI|dooot have place, if for the other Nature, namely
the divine, the same things ought simply to be etkrof Christ; and also because Christ is here
considered as a King, and consequently, as a Ressothat either his human Nature is to be
acknowledged for a Person, or these things are tasbribed both to his divine Person and Nature;
whereof the first quite overthroweth the Opiniortlué Adversaries, the other by their own confession
subverteth it self. Add hereunto, that in the latilace it is emphatically saithe Son also himself
shall become subject to him, who brought all thingsler his subjection. Now who would believe
that Paul, when he spake thus, considered Christ not agupitdi that Nature, according to which he
is the Son of God, but according to another? Fiah@ecan any one say, that the name of3bg is

in this place put absolutely without adding the paofi God so that also the Son of man may be
understood. For the woSbnis manifestly opposed to Galde Fatheras its correlative, as they speak
in the Schools; neither is the wdBdnabsolutely used of Christ, ever meant otherwlsa) &s related

to God as its correlative, and not to any man. it that the Emphasis which is in those two words,
namely,also andhimself doth require that Christ should be thought talbscribed in that manner,
wherein he exceedeth all the other things therdioread, as being subject to him, and not wherein he
is either equal, or inferiour to him, and that manis that he be called the Son®bd, and not the
Son of ManFor in the first manner he is equal to Men, amf@riour to Angels. But as thgon of



God by way of excellency so called, he is supericutolAngels, as it is openly writtekieb. 1. 4, 5.
Finally, if according to the human Nature only, Shshall deliver the Kingdom and become subject,
but not according to the divine, why is it saidatthhe shall deliver the Kingdom to the Father only,
why that he shall become subject to him only, aodahtso to himself, or to his own divine Nature?
Why is it added that God may be all in all? Why iddonot Christ himself also be all in all? For
neither may any one say, that there the divine fdatand that even of Christ himself, is absolutely
meant. For it is both understood from the thinggif, that some Person is designed, (for operaiiah
the government of all things, is ascribed to himj ¢hat such an one as is distinct from Christ, ahd
the foregoing words openly teach, that it is spokéitsod the Fatherwho brought all things in
subjection unto Christ, and placed him at his rigaihd; as we have elsewhere seen. Now whereas
some except, that it is therefore said, that Clshiall deliver the Kingdom to God the Father, beeau
he shall resign that Kingdom which he hath, as fsltedj not which he hath as God, this is also of no
moment. For, first, we have already shewn befdrat if Christ were the most high God, such a
Kingdom could not be given to him, because othexwie would at the same time, have the same
Empire both from himself, and not from himself, therein subordinate to another & not therein
subordinate. In a word, both the most high, & ri@ tost high. For we have taught, that such a
Kingdom considered by it self is contained in tRaiwer and Empire which the most high God hath
of himself, For there is no act of that Empire, ethdoth not by it self agree to the most high God.
But if Christ, being the most high God, could neteive such a Kingdom, neither can he deliver it to
another, and depose it. Wherefore since we reaththshall deliver that Kingdom to God the Father,
and so depose it, it is evident that he cannotbartost high God. Add hereunto, that were such an
answer of the Adversaries to be admitted, it walldw, that Christ when he hath delivered that
Kingdom, shall not be subject to God the Fathentremy to what the Apostle manifestly witnesseth:
For he that retaineth a supreme and independenir&imyer all things, becometh subject unto none:
Otherwise he would acknowledge another above hird,s@ not be the most high. Yea, Christ after
the delivery of the Kingdom which he hath as Mealigévould be so far from becoming more subject
to the Father than before, that he ought rathdretesteemed less subject. For in respect of that
Kingdom, he, as we have said, and the holy Scegtabundantly testify, is dependant on the Father,
and subordinate to him: which subordination cominin it self, some subjection at least, which
when that Kingdom should be deposed, would alte@yethase his supreme and independent Empire
in the mean time remaining, which suffereth not the be subject to any one. The distinction of
Natures hath here no weight, partly because we hbgady before excluded it with reasons; partly
because they who use that answer, will have Cacsbrding to both Natures, or the whole person of
Christ to be the Mediator, and consequently to fend administer that Kingdom which agreeth unto
him as Mediator.



CHAP. XXXVI: Christ isthe Mediator of God and Men

The seven and twentieth Argument, That Christ isthe Mediator of God and Men.

In the fourth place that deserveth to be alledgdichvwe touched at the end of the preceding
Chapter, namely that Christ is called tMediator of God and merl Tim. 2. 5. And in the same
sense,TheMediator of a new or better Covenamtamely than the old wakleh. 8. 6. 9. 15. 12. 24.
For it is meant that he intervened in the middesiveen God and men, to make a covenant between
them, and was, as the divine author toHlebrewselsewhere speaketh, theretythereof Chap. 7. 22.
Now it is here understood that Christ is not thesimiigh God; for the most high God can be the
Mediator of none, but he himself rather hath a Mt For if he were a Mediator, first he should
have another superiour to him, between whom andhmeshould intervene in the midst. For whether
you will have him to be called a Mediator, becaimsmaking a Covenant he manageth the business of
God with men, as the messenger and interpreteisoiviti: or therefore, because he manageth the
cause and business of men with God: either way f@oked upon as inferiour to God. Therefore he
would at once be both the highest, and not thedsighAgain he would be the Mediator of himself:
For if any one say, that this latter doth not thene follow, because that God, whose Mediator Ghris
is, is none but the Father; not to repeat that wiawe have elsewhere taught, as namely, that it doth
not from hence follow, that Christ is the most higbd, because he is distinguished from God simply
put. There are yet two things which exclude thaegxion. The first is, that no cause can be imatjine
why, if the Father had a Mediator, Christ should atso have a Mediator, and that the same
Mediator, if he be the most high, and consequeh#ysame God with the Father. For whether the will
of the Father was to be declared unto men by a afedior the cause of men to be managed with
God, and he, as they commonly believe, to be makithe same cause alike pertained unto Christ,
and to the Father; if Christ also be the most Iégll, the same with the Father. The other is, becaus
for the Unity of Essence it cannot be, that any simeuld be a Mediator of one Person, and not of the
other. For whether one Person doth declare hisbyifome one, or whether the business be, that his
will should be bended to mercy by some one. Itripassible, but that the will of the other Persons
likewise which are of the same Essence, shouldebkuked or bended to mercy by the same. For it is
necessary, that the will of those persons, asthisoanderstanding, and the other properties, shmaild
the same in number, and their operations be altlegehe same; which the Adversaries themselves
confess to be true in those things which are thaut, such as these actions are: but now it isrdbsu
yea, impossible, that any one should be the Meddtbimself.

The Defence of the Argument.

The Adversaries cannot escape by the distinctiodatfires, as for other causes explained oftentimes
before, so also becaus®ect 1. chap 6. We have taught, that some of the Adversavibdst they
make Christ a Mediator according to the human Matdo indeed make the human Nature a Person:
And that others say, that the very divine Suppasijtar Person of Christ, dischargeth the office of a
Mediator (but it cannot discharge it, unless theyvivine Nature discharge it) and finally, thahets
openly say, yea, contend, that Christ is a Mediataording to both Natures: of which their assartio
they alledge this Reason among others, which rmeitine other Adversaries can reject, because
otherwise he could not satisfy the divine Justieguiring an infinite price for our sins; and tlgs
either the only or chief ground of the Doctrinedbing the Incarnation, as they term it, of the $6n
God, the second Person of the Trinity. From whichppeareth, that the Adversaries cannot here fly
to the distinction of Natures in Christ. Howbeit,the mean time, how ill those things which they sa
hang together, even this doth argue, namely, Raat when he had said, thttere is one God, and
one Mediator of God and Mebeing about to describe him, saith it God and Man Jesus Christ
but simply,the Man Jesus Christbut he should have so spoken, if the Opinionhesé men were
true. For descriptions of Persons, as we have tiiteied, used by the sacred Authors, are, as indeed
they ought to be, suitable to the things that @aken of. Wherefore if Christ had been a Mediator,
both as God, and as Man, or according to both Wafithe Apostle, when he would describe him,
ought to have called him not only a Man, but alsml Gespecially since express mention had been



made both of God, and of Men, whose Mediator hdigl indeed the Adversaries love so to speak,
when they explain their Opinion with their own werd



CHAP. XXXVII: ChristisaPriest

The eight and twentieth Argument, That Christisa Priest.

Not unlike to the former is this, namely, that GhrPsal 110. 4. And so in the Epistle to the
Hebrews is many times called Rriest, either simply, or high Priest. Therefore we \iiire add some
things concerning the matter; especially becausevéiny Spirit of God seems by this Appellation, to
have provided that none should think Christ to bsubordinate unto God, because of the vast power
which he hath. For he that is a Priest, cannohberiost high God, For it belongeth to a Priestet@b
Minister of the Sanctuary. Whence also the veryio®ffof Priesthood, is called a Ministry. It
belongeth also to him, to negotiate for Men withdGim offer to God for them, and to intercede, and
by that means to impetrate remission of sins framd,&nd finally, to appear before the face of God.
All which things are very clear, both from the thiih self, and also from the Epistle to tHebrews
wherein they are in general affirmed, partly ofeBts, yea, high Priests, and partly in particular
attributed to Christ himself: but none of thesagdsi is incident to the most high God. For he wi®

hath Priests, high and low, but is himself Priéstane: to him Ministry and Oblation is performeal,

him intercession is made for others; before hig fac appearance is made, that he may forgive some
Persons their sins: He ministers to none, he offersione, he intercedes to none, he makes
appearance before the face of none, that mensvsgsbe pardoned. For he by his own right and
authority, forgiveth sins unto all. Now althouglesie things be figuratively spoken of Christ, as we
have elsewhere shewn, yet this is certain, thatetkéends of speaking could by no means be applied
unto Christ, if he were the first and the higheat§e of the remission of sins, and forgave thera unt
men of himself, by a power not received from angttiet is, if he were the most high God.

The Defence of the Argument.

The distinction of Natures hath here no more ptacgtrength, than either in other places abova) or
the precedent Chapter, where the Office of a Mediathandled, especially because the Adversaries
place the Office of Mediator, which agreeth untaigthin his Priesthood chiefly. Wherefore not to
repeat other things, we only say thus much. If €hbesides the human Nature, had also a diving one
it would be necessary, that he no less than theeFashould have an high Priest, and this Priest be
himself: since neither any cause can be imaginedcan it any way be: that the Father should have a
Priest, and Christ not have one, if he be God se than the Father, yea, the same God in number
with him, as may appear from those things whichbefore spake concerning the title of a Mediator.
But where is even the least hint in the holy Sar@t whereby it may appear, that Christ hath ah hig
Priest as well as the Father? Who seeth not, thetvery absurd, to hold that the Person of Christ
offereth to himself? Wherefore the Priesthood ofi€ths utterly inconsistent with the divine Nature
which is held to be in him.



CHAP. XXXVIII: Christ rised up by the Father

Thenine and twentieth Argument, That Christ wasraised up by the Father.

The sixth Argument of this kind, may be drawn frdme places wherein Christ is said to have been
raised by another; namely, his Father; which reas@o much the more to be urged, because the
contrary thereof is urged by the Adversaries. lReytsay, Christ raised himself, and by this means
clearly demonstrated, that he was the Son of Gegotten out of his Essence, and consequently the
most high God. But this Argument partly falls t@ thround by it self, in that it is grounded on lzda
Supposition, as we will by and by demonstrate lp&@tweakned by another erroneous Opinion of the
same Adversaries. For they hold that the Soul ait$ Christ, which they also hold concerning the
spirits of other men, after he was dead, did nbisténding perform such actions as agree to none but
Substances, that are actually alive, and underdigritiemselves. Some say that it went down into
Hell, or Purgatory, and brought the Souls of théh&a out of, | know not what, Prison, ldombus

But if the Soul of Christ, even during his death] exercise such actions, what hinders but that the
same Soul, entering into his own Body, and fornaditation, should again unite it unto it self, and
by divine Power raise it up? For could the SouChbfist, furnished with divine Power, do less than
his whole humanity when he lived, perform by theneadivine Power? could it do less, than (for
example sake) some one of the Apostles, to whonsCéometimes gave the power of raising the
dead, and of whom we read, that some of them dichlig raise the dead? Which very thing we read
likewise of Elijah and Elisha Wherefore we will far more rightly invert the Amgpent of the
Adversaries, and retort upon them that weapon wiiels endeavour to hurl at us. For if Christ were
the most high God, his raising should be ascribddrhself, as the true and chief Author. But ihdg
attributed to him, but to the Father, as the trnd ahief Author thereof; yea, it is very openly
signified, that Christ, if you speak properly, didt raise himself. Wherefore he is not the mosh hig
God. The truth of thdajor, as they call it, is manifest enough. For nonebdieth, if Christ be the
most high God, that he did altogether raise himselfl that it was most suitable, that he shoulskrai
himself. For since it follows from that Opinion,aththe human Nature, according to which Christ
died, was personally united to the divine, it coaldno hand be, that the human Nature should
perpetually abide in death; and consequently, imash as that union, according to their Opiniom, ca
never be dissolved, that a dead corps should indissoluble and eternal tie, be united to therdivi
Nature. Furthermore, if the human Nature were todsed, by whom rather was it to be raised, than
by the divine Nature of the same Christ, which batlild of it self very easily perform it, and by
reason of that most strict union, did owe this fietnemto the Nature that was joined unto it?
Wherefore whether you consider the ability of perfimg it, the divine Nature of Christ would have
been the prime cause of that work; for the Offieparforming it, it would have chiefly lain on that
Nature. How then would not Christ have been the &md chief Author of his own Resurrection? As
for the Minor, there are so many and so clear Testimonies ohtiye Scripture, which make the
Father the true and chief Author of the Resurrectd Christ, and not Christ himself, yea, very
openly take away this work from Christ (though ewbe thing it self, namely, his death, doth
sufficiently take it away) that it is a wonder, theny one should doubt of it. For, first, in cemtai
places it is openly said, that the Father raisedi§thor that God raised his Son. But who is thaid
whose Son Christ is, but the Fathditte former is recorded by Paul, in the beginninghef Epistle to
the Galatians, whilst he speaketh th#aul an Apostle not from men, nor by man, butlbgus
Christ, and God the Father that raised him up frieendeadThe latter it is affirmed b¥Peter Acts3.

ult. To you God having raised up his Son, firsttdam blessing youAnd Paul, chap. 13. 33doth
indeed assert the samehilst he saithAnd we declare unto you the Promise which wasemato

our Fathers, that God hath fulfilled it unto usith@hildren, having raised up Jesus, as it is also
written in the second Psalm, Thou art my Son, dlai have | begotten thee. Now that he raised him
from the dead, no more to return to corruptionstha said, &cFrom which words it appeareth, that
he who said unto Christ, thou art my Son, this daggot thee, which indeed is no other, than the
Father, raised him from the dead. The same Apagasiith, 1 Thes.1. 9, 10. Ye turned to God from
Idols, to serve the true and living God, and toeztghis Son out of Heaven, whom he raised from the



dead, even Jesus, who delivereth us from the Woatome.Where in like manner God is said, to
have raised his Son from the dead

To these are added very many other places, whirarsimply written, that God raised Christ; of
which number we will here set down only one or twith the words at large, contenting our selves to
guote the rest. Thus therefore speakler, Acts2. 24.Whom(Jesus of Nazaretl@od raised up,
having loosed the Throws of Hell, in that it wagpdssible that he should be held by it. For David
saith concerning him, | saw the Lord always befmies because he is at my right hand, that | may not
be moved. Therefore my heart is glad, and my tongjogceth. Moreover, also my flesh shall rest in
hope. For thou wilt not leave my Soul in Hell, soffer thine holy One to see corruptidmd a little
after, ver. 32This Jesus hath God raised up, whereof we are ittieasesSee also what the same
Petersaith afterwards, chap. 3. 15. (which verse compath the 13th) and 4. 10. and 5. 30. and 10.
40. andPaul, chap. 7. 31. anRom 4. 24. and B. 11. and 10. 19. and aldBat. 6. 14. and 15. 15.
and 2Cor. 4. 14. and 13. 4. But there is amongst otherstabte place in the same Apostighesl.

9, 20.where amongst other things he wisheth to thEhat they might know what is the exceeding
greatness of his powengmely, whom he had, ver. 17. caltbé God of our Lord Jesus Christ, the
Father of Glory) towards us, who believe accordimghe working of his mighty Power which he
wrought in Christ, having raised him from the deadd set him at his own right hand in heavenly
places, &cAnd likewise those words which we read chap. anfl.those that are like unto them, Col
1. 12, 13. Add also those of the divine Authortaf Epistle to thélebrews chap. 13. 24. and those of
1 Pet. 1. 21.

We mention not those Testimonies, which indeedratefew, wherein it si simply affirmed, that
Christ was raised from the dead, which being serofepeated, doth altogether signify, that he was
raised by another; as also the circumstances oé gtaees, do plainly intimate. See amongst otHers,
Cor. 15. 4, 12, &c. where that manner of speakingeigen times used; and afterwards, ver. 15. it is
openly asserted, that God did it, and the Resuorecf Christ is made the pattern of our resurmetti
which also happeneth elsewhere.

A morefull confirmation and Defence of the Argument.

You will say, that although Christ is said to hdeen raised by another, yet it followeth not that h
was not raised by himself, in as much as the satienamay proceed from many causes, and those
equal among themselves. Moreover that in thoseepladherein it is asserted, that God raised up
Christ, by the name aBod may be understood the whole Trinity, or the divimature of Christ,
especially, in that elsewhere the raising of hifnseéms to be ascribed unto Christ.

But the first is not to be admitted for three causlaiefly.

The first is, because that at least followeth fithimse places which we have alledged, That Christ is
not the principal cause of his Resurrection. Foy whould the raising of him be so often and so
openly ascribed to another person, namely the Eatihe not rather to Christ himself? But even this
thing alone might here be sufficient for us to stibat Christ is not the most high God. For we have
before shewn that he, if he were the most high @aalild altogether be the principal Author of his
own Resurrection. Another cause is, because theSwipture doth so attribute the raising of Christ
to God the Father, that it doth not obscurely, yeay openly intimate, that the same action doth no
indeed, agree to Christ himself. First, becausghifist had raised himself from the dead, and that b
such a power as was natural and altogether praogerhim, it ought to have been mentioned at least
in some of those testimonies which we have alledgad to omit other places, this ought chiefly to
be doneActs2. 24. &c. andRom 10. 9, 10. Xor. 13. 4. For as to the first place, wheater had
affirmed, that Christ had been raised from the d@adhat it was impossible for him to be held by
death; was there not very great cause to sayittivass therefore impossible, because he was thé mos
high God, who accordingly could not leave his soflell, and suffer his body to see corruption? For
this would have been the proper, yea, the onlyethereof, whereas he having alledged the words of
David, and applied them to Christ, produceth a far diffé cause, namely, that Christ always saw the



Lord before his eyes, because he was always aighishand, lest he should be moved; Whence he
conceived joy, whence hope, that the Lord wouldleate his soul in Hell, nor suffer his holy one to
see corruption; whereunto the following words gbewstain, where Christ in the Person @dvid,
professeth that God had made known unto him, theseé life, and would fill him with gladness.
Which cause hath nothing common with that whichusthdave been alledged, yea, doth subvert it.

As to the second place, it should therefore hawmnlikere rather said, that Christ raised up himself
from the dead, (if so be any one can raise up Hirfreen the dead) then that God did it, because tha
is there setdown, which is in a special manner bothe believed with the heart, and to be confessed
with the mouth, concerning the dignity of Christdavhich if we believe and confess, we shall obtain
salvation. But if Christ had raised himself frone tlead, we ought altogether to believe and confess
it, as the Adversaries themselves confess, yea, amgd consequently it should by no means, have
here been omitted by the Apostle. For he had odhittat which did not only contain in it self the
greater dignity of Christ, but was as necessabetbelieved by us, as that which he expressedo As t
the third testimony; for this reason in stead d@itthwhich is there said@hat Christ doth live by the
Power of Godlt should rather have been said, thatdoth live by his own powdrecause the power

of Christ is here in question: and it is shewn tmais powerful in th€orinthians by removing the
suspicion of infirmity, which might be grounded bis cruel death. To which purpose nothing had
been more apt, than if it had been said, that Yigee by his own power, and vanquished the force of
death. Again, it is apparent froActs 13. 33. andRom 1. 4.Col. 1. 18.Rev 1. 5. that the raising of
Christ was such an action, as that by it he wasmgad by God, and became his Son. Concerning
which matter more hereafter. But Christ did notagate himself, nor is the Son of himself.

Thirdly, In some places alledged by us, God, orRather of Christ, is, without expressing his name,
thus describedsle that raised Jesus Christ from the de&ds by that description distinguished from
Christ himself. Se&om 4. 24. and 8. 11. 2or. 4. 14. Whence it appeareth, that this actionois n
common to Christ with the Father, but proper toFa¢her, otherwise this description, would no less,
that | might not say more, agree to Christ thathtoFather; and consequently, he who raised Christ
from the dead, could not be distinguished from §hrfior common things, as we have elsewhere
hinted, do not distinguish, but proper ones. Toclwhinay be added that place of the Epistle to the
Hebrews chap. 5. 7. which we formerly considered, whendiseoursed of the prayers which Christ
poured out to the Father; for it is thence evinbgda double reason, that Christ could not raise
himself from the dead, and consequently did notthpaecause he did with so earnest prayers, with
S0 earnest cryings, seconded also with tears, tlesiee Father to do it; partly because he to whem h
made such supplications, is thus described anihglisshed from Christ, namelthat he was able to
save him from deathConcerning both which things, see what we havendoly said. Finally, that
place,Ephes 1. 19, 20. may be added, which we have formdidglged, where it is shewn, how great
Power, how great Might God the Father did put favthen he raised Christ from the dead, and set
him at his right hand in the Heavens. But what ngedld there have been of so great Power, or how
could it at all have been employed by God the RattieChrist had raised himself by a Power
altogether proper and natural to him? Now if yoy, $hat the same Power did also belong to Christ,
as being common to the Father with the Son, th@neno cause be alledged, why it should be said to
be put forth rather by the Father, than by Chiistas much as we have already shewn that the
contrary ought rather to be done.

The third cause wherefore that first exception oughbe esteemed of no weight, is this, namely, tha
such a sense doth exceedingly weaRanls Argument, whereby from the Resurrection of Chhst
asserteth the truth of our resurrection (as heflghieth, 1Cor. 15. 11, &c) and so throweth down the
strongest prop of our hope. Adaul doth thence shew, that we shall arise becausetGirdse: But if
Christ raised himself from the dead by a power tha$ inbred, and altogether natural to him, and
could not but raise himself, the consequence ianaoforce. For how followeth it, if Christ raised
himself by a power that was proper and altogetla¢ural, and could not but raise himself, that we
also, who are altogether destitute of that Powmat,vahom our nature doth not vindicate from eternal
death, shall assuredly rise?



There is now scarce any need to speak of the kxttmrption, which is, that by the nameGxd who

is said to have raised Christ, either the wholaifyrj wherein Christ also is contained, or the ilevi
Essence, which was no less in Christ, than in #itbdf, may be understood. For we have brought
Arguments even out of those places, where the Adviers themselves dare not apply that exception,
wherein is shewn that Christ did not raise himfrelfn the dead, the contrary whereof is required by
that exception. But furthermore, who doth not ustierd, that when God, or he that raised Jesus from
the dead, is distinguished from Christ, a persatindit from Christ, is understood, which is in this
place sufficient for us? That a person is undesti® intimated by the nam@od, which we have
before shewn to be proper to a Person, and alsbebgction of raising, which agreeth to nothing but
a Person; but that one Person is understood tlyemad God, as also that descriptioHge that raised
Jesus Christ from the dealleing uttered in the singular number, doth manifEor neither is the
word God a collective, neither is that expression, wheraantion is made of him, who raised Christ
from the dead, general and common, but proper engailar, but the distinction between Christ, and
him that raised Christ from the dead, is manifesinfthe very places. Nor as we have else where
hinted, would he escape the TaxN#storianismwho by the wordsod understanding Christ himself
by name, should say that he raised Christ, or aydii&e thing about him, for it would be all oneias

he should say, the Son of God raised Christ. Buatwieed more words? When the very Scripture
explaineth it self, for what it in one place attibth to God simply named, it elsewhere openly
attributeth to the Father, either expressing thrg mame of the Father, or describing him, whom God
raised by the appellation of his Son. If thereftwere were any obscurity, or ambiguity in those
places, wherein the raising of Christ is simplyibttted untoGod without the addition of any other
note, implying that it was spoken of the Fathet, weuld the other places shew that they are to be
understood of the Father. For the obscure passageto be explained by the plain ones, & the
confused & ambiguous passages, by the distinct. @wdsthere is no ambiguity, no obscurity in the
word God since there can no place of the Scripture bedgdld, where the nam&od put
subjectively, and also distinguished from Christthbwhich happen in these Testimonies, is taken of
any other but the Father.

Now whereas certain Testimonies of the Scriptueeadiedged, wherein the raising of Christ seemeth
to be attributed to himself, as that he himselfl sthat he would in three days raise up the Temple,
namely, of his BodyJohn2. 20, 21. and that he had power both to lay dbisrsoul, and to take or
receive the same again; for so the greek word mdifférently be renderedlohn 10. 18. These
passages evince no other than that Christ wasatleeoof his Resurrection, and that it was so put in
his hands, as | may say, that it could be takerydweem him, and interrupted by none. After which
manner the same Christ saithlinke That he that shall lose his Soul, shall finddhap. 9. 24, or
quicken it, chap. 17. 33. Anibhnsaith of them who believed in Christ, and so amnlof God, that
the word, namely, ChrisGave them Power to become the Sons of @wd;is, to become immortal,
John 1. 13. For otherwise so few Testimonies, wherdef first, as every one seeth, is altogether
figurative, ought at no hand to be opposed to soynaad so evident Testimonies and Reasons drawn
from thence, wherewith it is evinced, that thisatts properly to be attributed, not to Christ} bu

the Father. Indeed more might be said of theseptaes, which are alledged to the contrary, bigt it
not now our intention and work to confute the Argunts of the Adversaries, but with Arguments to
assert our own Opinion. Wherefore let it now s@fito have touched these places.

We Meddle not here with the exception of two NatureChrist, for the intelligent Reader, if he s$hal
consider both our Argument, or Arguments rathed, @so what we have spoken of that distinction in
the former chapters, will easily understand thaaiiinot here have place.



CHAP. XXXIX: Christ iscalled the Image of theinvisible God

Thethirtieth Argument, That Christ is called the | mage of the invisible God.

The last Argument of this kind shall be this, tldrist is called thémageof the invisible GodCol.

1. 15. which is in some part also said;@r. 4. 4. where Christ is in like manner said tale Image

of God andHeh 1. 3. where he is said to be the Figure ofShbstanceor Charecter of the Person

of God Now we will not here use that Reason which weehalveady elsewhere, namely, that Christ
is by this means openly distinguished from Godt ithathe most high God: but another Reason, and
that twofold, the former whereof is common to &k talledged places; the latter more proper to the
place,Col. 1. For, first, no Image is of the same Essencaumber with that whereof it is the Image,
otherwise it would be the Image of it self. Wheef@ince Christ is the Image of God, he cannot e th
same Substance in number with God, and consequeatiype God, namely, the most high God.
There is the same force, when he is said to b&ithee of the Substance of God, or Charecter of his
Person. Again, If Christ bthe Image of the invisibl&od, he himself must not be invisible, and
consequently not the most high God. For he isibs1Tim. 1. 17. As whom none of men hath ever
seen, or can seéphnl. 18. 1Tim. 6. 16. For it is sufficiently apparent, that Chisstherefore called,
the Image of the invisible Gptecause whereas we cannot know God by himselfeiag invisible,
Christ was given to us, in whom as in an Image sgdon a manner to the sight, we may contemplate
and know God, as other learned men also have axkesmd left in writing. But if Christ were no less
invisible than that God, whose Image he is saidetohe could not be his Image, but we should rather
need another Image, by which we should come tariba/ledge of him.

The Defence of the Argument.

Here, for as much as the greatest part contendCtinést was the Image of God from all Eternityt no
according to the human Nature, but the divine:daftee that they may solve our first Argument, they
are wont to fly not to the distinction of NaturesChrist, but to the distinction of divers Persams
one Deity. For they contend, that the second Pepsdime Divinity, is the Image of the first; tha, i

the Son the Image of the Father, because the Sasfect of Essence, is most like to the Father, as
being begotten out of his Essence. But they dealittdoth thence follow, that the Son will be the
Image of himself, because though he be of the d&ssence with the Father, yet he differeth from
him in Person. As to the latter Reason, they valhaps say, that the same Son, although accomling t
the divine Nature he be God, equally invisible vt Father, yet having assumed a human Nature,
he became visible, and was seen by men. But thesseeas do not at all take away the difficulty. For
as to the former, first of all, a Person is in vdistinguished from his own Essence; in as much as
every own is the same with his own Essence. Wheréfdahe Person of the Son be the Image of the
Person of the Father, the Essence also of the Hbmevthe Image of the Fathers Essence; and
consequently either both must have an Essenceditfén number, or the same Person or Essence,
will be the Image of it self. Add hereunto, thaeyhthemselves, as we have already hinted, do
contend, that the Son in respect of Essence, i$ likeaunto the Father, and consequently his Image;
wherefore the Son must in respect of Essence, dt@atiin number from the Father. For an Image, as
it is an Image, doth differ in number from that whdmage it is, and one like from another For these
are relatives, and consequently opposites, butsifgs as such, must at least differ in number; nor
can you say, that one is sometimes said to benlikself. For in such a kind of speech, respectis h

to a different time, in reference to which, the eamcompared with it self: but we here speakid li
things, having no regard to a different time, lmuthte same. To omit that the Adversaries themsglves
hold that the Son ought really to differ from thatier, that he may be the Image of the Father, but
this would make nothing to the purpose, did theyraally differ as the one is the Image of the gthe

if therefore the Son in respect of Essence, bdrtage of the Father, the one must differ from the
other in respect of Essence.

As to the latter exception, which also strikethoat latter Reason, it will effect nothing, unlessuy
say, that Christ is the Image of God accordingh human Nature, wherein he is or was visible,
which the greatest part do not admit, for theywashave said, hold Christ to be the Image of Ged, a



he was begotten out of the Substance of the Fathdrconsequently hath the same Substance with
him, which agreeth not to him according to the hariNature; wherfore they must first renounce this
Opinion, before they make use of that Answer; feithrer can they say, that there is no need, that
Christ as he is an Image, should be visible, ihdeaiufficient that he is or was by any means wsibl
For if it were thus, the worthvisible added to the name @od whose Image Christ is, would be
altogether idle. For turn your understanding whigdy you please, you shall find no other reason,
why the Apostle did in that manner here describd,@Ewan to shew that it was therefore needful, that
if we would know, and as it were view God, somedmaf him, namely, Christ, should be held forth
unto us, and exposed to the sight of men, in ashnascGod is invisible, and cannot be known by
himself of any one of us, especially in a full gretfect manner: whicBohnalso signifieth, saying,
No man hath seen God at any time. The only beg8teanwho is in the bosom of the Father, he hath
declared himBut if Christ, as he is the Image of God, wereless invisible than God himself, we
could no more know God by him, than God by himseligrefore Christ could not be the Image of
God. For it is apparent both from this descriptdrisod, and also from that which is said in theeoth
place quoted by us, @or. 4. 4. that Christ was called the Image of Godeispect of us; namely,
because he did represent in himself, and in a nmaxpose to our view the Will, Goodness, Power,
and Wisdom of God. Whence Christ himself saith, &&noweth the Father, but the Son, and he to
whom the Son will reveal him: and elsewhere, lhgel known me, ye would have known my Father
also, and from henceforth ye know him: and a litfeer, He that seeth me, seeth the Father. But
furthermore, although Christ was visible accordimghe human Nature, yet ought he not to be simply
distinguished from the invisible God, and hereirbopposed to him, if he in the mean time were
that most high and invisible God. For if the namé&od, namely, the most high God, may and ought
to be absolutely attributed unto Christ, as thelgihthose things also may and ought to be absglutel
attributed to him; which are absolutely spoken afdGand which agree to him in respect of his
Essence. But if Christ may and ought for the divifaure, to be absolutely called invisible, he dugh
not absolutely to be distinguished from the invisiGod.

Some other will perhaps say, that Christ is thegienaf God according to the human Nature; which
seemeth not disagreeable to their Opinion, whotbegewith us confess, that Christ is called the
Image of God in respect of us, namely, becausachachimself, as it were present to our view, the
invisible God. But in the first place, they are gonhstant enough to themselves, whilst they réfat t
which is the same witthe Image of Gqdor at least is of the same efficacy in our Argatnéo the
divine Nature; namely, that Christ is calldee Character of the Substance of (Gémt a Character
hath not the same Substance with the thing whoseaCter it is. Again, By this means Christ would
have been the Image no less of his own divine RepsdNature, than of the Fathers; neither would
there have been any cause why he should be chkebinage of another, rather than of himself. But
we find not this, but that rather expressed in Sigepture. For when Christ is called the Image of
God, all the Adversaries, as far as | know, holt the Father is understood; and the distinction of
that God from Christ, and finally, the collationtbis kind of speaking, with otherlike sayings bét
Scripture, do sufficiently shew the same.

| omit that Christ did in himself, as it were prest our view, the invisible God, in that he exgued

his Will by Doctrine, his Power by admirable Works\d clearly demonstrated his Faith and Truth by
both. But these things agree only to a Personuels, S0 that those Adversaries are forced to hold,
either that his divine Person, as such, is the éntdghe Father, or that the human Nature, if thily
attribute this to it only, is a Person. The fir§twehich, overthroweth their Answer, the latter thei
Opinion. And let these things suffice to have bggoken concerning those Arguments which so shew
Christ not to be the most high God, as that withay give a Prerogative to the Father above him.



CHAP. XL: Christ called in the Scriptures, The Son of God

The one and thirtieth Argument, is chiefly drawn from those causes for which Christ isin the
Scripturescalled, The Son of God.

We must now pass to those Arguments which absglstedw that Christ is not the most high God,
without having any regard to this, that some Pratigg is withal given to the Father above him. Now
though we might in this place alledge all the htites of the Humanity of Jesus Christ, as that & w
conceived and born of the Virgiary, that he did eat, drink, grow, that he was weanmyetimes,

and did weep, and was disturbed, and finally, seffemost bitter torments, and died, and the like;
yea, this very thing that he is and was a Mansimach as none of those things can be said of the
most high God, as they are, and that absolutel@hofst, yet will we here only alledge those things
which contain some other Argument of our Opiniomsides that which is common to all those
Attributes. Now the first shall be this, That ifslis were the most high God, he would no otherwése b
so, then because he is the Son of God. For nesdrelany greater thing be spoken of Jesus Christ,
then that he is the Son of God: & the Adversatesiselves hold, that he received the divine Essence
by generation from the Father, which maketh him3be of God. But from whence any one hath the
divine Essence, he hath also from thence, thad ®d. But Jesus is not therefore the most high God
because he is the Son of God, wherefore neither 8mply the most high God.

Our Assumption shall not here be proved by thissBeathat Jesus whilst he is called the Son of God,
is thereby distinguished from God, namely, the eop and only God: Nor also that he is by this very
name, made inferiour to the Father, as wholly ddenfrom the Father, where as the Father
dependeth from none other, for these reasons we before used. But we will prove the same by
another Argument, and that a twofold one, althoatter things also will be brought in by the by,
whilst we shall be employed in proving the formehich things would also be fit to demonstrate the
very Question, or principal Position it self.

The first is this, That whereas several causeg@geessed in the holy Scriptures, for which Jesus i
the Son of God, yet none of them is such, as datetih him the most high God, in that they all &gre

to the Man Christ Jesus, or (that we may speak thighAdversaries) agree to Christ, according to the
human Nature, and began at a certain time. Yea, #re so far from either constituting, or
demonstrating Christ to be the most high God, @ they rather shew him not to be so; and
consequently each of them may justly be accourdesbanany Arguments to assert our Opinion. But
it is impossible, that if Jesus be the Son of Goduch a manner as constituteth him the most high
God, this thing should be no where set down ingBare; partly because we see other reasons exprest,
which would be of far less moment than it; partgchuse that Reason (as indeed the Adversaries
themselves contend) would be altogether necessabe tknown & believed unto salvation, & so
much the more clearly to be explained by the sabveiters; and so much the more diligently &
frequently to be inculcated, by how much it was entemoved from our senses and capacity, and
consequently more difficult to be known and belgkvieor since the sacred Scriptures doth place the
sum of our faith and confession concerning Chresem, that we believe and profess Jesus to be the
Son of God, namely, in the most perfect manneradled; it is necessary also that we be sure of the
true and genuine Reason for which he is called sugSbn of God. For neither is it enough to know
and pronounce the words, but it is necessary tavkarad comprehend in the mind the thing it self, as
far as it falls under our capacity; otherwise ydalk neither truly believe the thing, nor heartily
profess it.

Now the thing that is signified by those words, sisteth in the genuine reason, for which Jesus is
called the Son of God by way of excellency, whidtading to the opinion of the adversary, is
because he was from eternity begotten out of theert® of the Father. Neither indeed did this
opinion otherwise agree either with it self or witie holy Scriptures, would any other reason besmor
true or genuine. If therefore we find not this waexpressed, in the holy Scripture, but others far



different from it, we must hold that it is not theue one. The latter Argument wherewith our
assumption is confirmed, shall afterwards be sed¢his Chapter.

A fuller Confirmation and Defence of this Argument.

Now that it may appear that in the Scripture nohstgason for which Christ is the son of God is
expressed, as maketh him the most high God, bytsargh as agree to the human nature of Christ (or
to speak more rightly) to the man Jesus Christwillerehearse these places wherein the causes are
declared for which Jesus hath been called the §God,, some of which Testimonies, at least, are so
ordered, that if Jesus had then already been theoS&od, for some better reason, and namely,
because he had from all eternity been generatedfdhe Essence of the Father, it ought not to have
been omitted. Now the causes for which Jesus lisccttle Son of God, have a certain order amongst
themselves, and the latter still addeth somethinthé former, and maketh Jesus Christ the Son of
God in a more perfect manner than before.

The first cause is declared by the Angelirke where amongst other thin@abriel thus speaketh
unto Mary. The holy Spirit shall come upon theeqg &me power of the most high shall overshadow
thee; therefore also that holy thing that shalbben of thee, shall be called the Son of God. Where
we cannot but set down those things which the ne@sthed Popish Interpreter doth amongst other
things note upon this place, for he rightly bottv sand explained the sense of the words. And fifrst o
all as concerning the last words of this placendieth that to call doth here signify to be, acoayd

to the idiom of the Hebrews, who take the consegoeeffect for the antecedent cause, of which he
had also spoken in the 32d. vers. for there theeRAlkpwise saith of the Virgins Son that was to be
born, And he shall be called, that is, shall be,$lon of the Most High. This Interpreter hath albg
examples of that Hebraism outlsk. 1. 26. and the 4. 3. to which is also added plate Gen. 21.
12. compared witlRom 9. 7. Those likewise might be addé&thtth. 5. 9, 19. and 21. 18a 56. 7.
andLukel. 76.Rom 9. 26. Hos. 1. 10. Wherefore the same Interpidér afterwards justly reprove
Calvin, who to escape the Argument of ServetusydrBiom those words of the Angel, saith that to
be called, doth here signify, to be declared the &God. For how, saith he, can the reason of the
Angel agree with this interpretation. Therefore tiady thing which shall be born of thee shall be
called the Son of God. (We ought not to abuse thlg Bcripture that we may refute Hereticks.)
Again, explaining that reason for which the Angaildsthat Christ should be called, that is, showd b
the Son of God; he saithll others whom | have seen interpret this, akéf Angel spake of Christ as
God, or at least as man assumed into one persdn@dtd in that both ways Christ is the true and
natural Son of GodHow be it a little after he writeth after this nmem. Though | for my part suppose
that the words carry another sense, and are ra# tonderstood of Christ as God, nor as a man united
to a divine person, but only of his conception &andhan generation, as if the Angel should $4g,
shall be calledthat isbe the Son of Godecause he shall be begotten not by a man b@daly
through the power of the holy Spirit. For neithet the Angel speak concerning the nature of Christ,
but of the manner of his generation. And the cadsieh he renders, why he should be the Son of
God, in that the holy Spirit should come upon thghi, and the power of the most high overshadow
her, was not apt to prove that Christ should beStwe of God, as he was God, or man assumed into
the same person with God; because a mere man fregbonceived by the supervening of the holy
Spirit, and overshadowing power of the most highpwvould be the Son of God neither of those
ways; in as much as he was neither God, nor jaioeddivine Person. But to prove that what was to
be born of the Virgin, should be the Son of Goduch a sense as | have declared, the reason of the
Angel was very apt, in as much as the Child wabeaonceived not of a man but of God alone.
Wherefore, although Christ had not been God, yetgoborn in such a manner as he was, he had
deservedly been called the Son of God, not onlgther holy men, of whom it is saitisaid ye are
Gods andye are all Sons of the most hidbut in a singular and proper manner, becauseatlenb
other Father than God, being begotten by no otter him. What | pray you could be spoken more
aptly and more suitably to the place? | was theeefdlling to explain the whole matter in his words
rather than in mine own, that it might with all &ap by the testimony of a Papist, how evident this
opinion is which we defend, concerning the reasqurest in these words of the Angel, for which
Jesus is called the Son of God. For what elseheuetidence of the thing it self could move a Rapis



especially of that order to which he was addictlkdt contrary to the consent of all other Interpret
which he had seen, he should follow the opinionclwhive hold? especially since he knew that they
whom he judged Hereticks, did urge this place f@irtopinion concerning Christ. Although we see
that some, even of them who are called Gospebasent both to him and us in this behalf. This then
is the first cause, for which Jesus was the Sdaaaf, in that he was conceived and born, not of @ ma
but of God, by the intervening of his power andoaify, and so had no other Father besides God. But
it is incredible, if there had been a far bettarssafor which this Child, who was to be bornvdry,
should from his first birth have been the Son ofi@bat the Angel would not have hinted it, and so
have conceived his words, tHdary might understand that there was yet a better caiutes thing.

But that would have been a far better cause themgbich most Interpreters are wont to bring,
namely, that the man which was to be born of theyikj or rather that human nature, was to be
assumed into the unity of the Person of the So@amf, begotten from all Eternity out of the Essence
of the Father. Why then is there not the least ¢fithis matter in the words of the Angel? Why tel

not so speak, that it might appear that the samsopehad already been the Son of God from all
Eternity; and should now in a new manner be the &Bod? For neither can you say with some
Interpreters, that the Angel did in some sort iatienit by the particle also, whilst he doth not =yn
say; Therefore the holy thing that shall be born of tHaa, therefore also the holy thing that shall be
born of thee, shall be called the Son of Gledr that the sense is, that not only the persat,dhd
before exist, is the Son of God, but also the hebsue of the Virgin should for this admirable
conception be called the Son of God. For this gpidoth make two Sons of God, and consequently
two persons in one Christ, the one existing befloeeVirgin, the other born of her. Wherefore unless
you will render the Greek wordand thereforeso that this expression may serve only to contiect
sentence, you must observe what a notable Interpeghongst the Gospellers have noted on this
place. The conjunctioalsg, saith he, is here the mark of Parity, and notethequal truth of the
consequent with the anticedent of the Enthymemif Ashould be said, how true it is that thou $hal
conceive by the singular operation of the holy §pand therefore being a Virgin: so true alsotis i
that the Son which thou shalt so conceive and Horth shall be the Son of God. The same Author a
little after denieth that there is any such oppasibr comparison here made between the human and
divine nature of Christ, as these Interpreters &aamd force out of the particddso, which is in the
words of the Angel.

But it is now time that we proceed to other Reasfmrsvhich Christ is called the Son of God.

The second Cause therefore of this thing, is expre€hrist himselfJohn10. 34, 35, 36. For when
the Jewshad charged him with the crime of Blasphemy, theing a Man, he made himself God,
namely, because he had called God his Father,aaddh&t he was one with him, he giveth them this
Answer,ls it not written in your Law, | said ye are Godéhe called them Gods to whom the Word
of GOD came, and the Scripture cannot be brokenv lsay you of him whom the Father hath
sanctified, and sent into the World: thou blasph&imeecause | said, | am the Son of Ga&lRere it
appeareth, that Christ bringeth this Reason, whglitievith far greater Right call himself the Son of
God, than those Judges heretofore were called ®Bedause he was sanctified of the Father, and sent
into the World. Now doth this Reason constitutei§thihe most high God? For doglending that |
may speak of this first, constitute the most higid@Hath it any conjunction with the Generation out
of the Essence of the Father? And is the Sanditicathat proceeded from the Father, incidenhto t
divine Nature of Christ, and not rather to the haoth@his certainly is both confest by many of the
Adversaries, and averred by the thing it self. @t which is sanctified of God, acquireth some
sanctity, in whatsoever thing the same doth caonBist this is not incident to the divine Nature
existing from all Eternity, although it be to therhan. For neither can any one say, that we also
sanctify God and his Name, to whom notwithstandirggprocure no Sanctity. For as much as it is
manifest, that God is sanctified of us in a diffédrenanner, then we are sanctified of God. God is
sanctified of us, whilst we acknowledge reveremr®, proclaim his Sanctity and Majesty; we of God,
whilst through his bounty we obtain some Sanctitiyereof we should otherwise be destitute. Now if
the manner that God sanctified Christ, were ofsdume kind with that wherein we sanctify God, and
not rather with that wherein God sanctifieth usuiyh different in kind and perfection, what would
that Sanctification do to shew that Christ is bg treatest right called the Son of God? For doth a



Sanctification which proceedeth from us, constit@ted to whom it tendeth, our son? and not rather
that which proceedeth from God to us, constitutbissons; indeed in a more imperfect manner than
Christ, because our sanctification is also moreeniget: but yet truly. Now what that Sanctification
of Christ is, may easily be gathered from semdingthat is added thereunto. For tisahdingherein
consisteth, that the office of embassage unto nsecpmmitted by God to Christ. But to sanctify,
signifieth in the Scriptures, to segregate one fadhers, and chose him to a singular office, oif as
were, to prepare him for a more divine use. Wheeefb is either so taken in this place, as in
Jeremiah to whom God sometime spake in this manBefore | formed thee in the womb, | knew
thee, and before thou camest out of the bellyntisged thee, and gave thee a Prophet to the Matio
As learned men have noted both there, and in theediplace ofdohn for it is the same as to fill with
the most singular Gifts, such as is divine Powet \fisdom, to discharge a most honourable Office
on the Earth, and having by this means segregatedrom other men, to prepare him in an eminent
way to such an office. Wherefore the sending iheoworld, containeth in it self that very Officaitb
the Sanctification is a designation, or preparatimreunto. But of what moment are these things, to
assert supreme Divinity unto Christ, or to estdibliee Generation of Christ out of the Essence ef th
Father from Eternity? Yea, they are so far fromeessy supreme Divinity unto Christ, that they
rather demonstrate that Christ is not the most @gll. As concerningending we have formerly
shewn it. The same is also to be held concernimgti@ation, which is a designation or preparation
to that Office. For if the Office it self be notadent to the most high God, neither can the degign

or preparation to that Office be incident unto haithough the same may also be shewn from those
things which we have said concerning the placegeihdt is affirmed, that something was given of
God to Christ. For he that is sanctified of Godhhthereby something conferred upon him by God.
But none conferreth any thing on the most high G giveth all things to all. Besides, if Christ
had been the most high God, if he had been begottenf the Essence of the Father from eternity,
and for that cause the Son of God, how could ihdeshould here conceal it. For if there were any
place where this were to be expressed, certairdywhre the place. Christ had affirmed, that he was
one with the Father, which the Adversaries will énaw be spoken in respect of a divine Nature; for
they say that it was therefore affirmed of him,tt@&ad was his Father, because he was begotten out
of his Essence; that he was therefore one with beanause he had the same Essence in number with
him. Moreover, thelewsdid upon that account, charge him with Blasphebggcause that being a
man, he made himself God. Where they take the mdi@®din such a manner, as is not incident to a
man: and our Adversaries contend, that they mearf fhe most high God; namely because they
observed that Christ did not obscurely affirm hithge be God in such a manner. But if it be thus,
would have been altogether necessary, that Chraild bring such a Reason, wherefore he is the
Son of God, as might shew him to be begotten otlh@fEssence of the Father, & to have the same
Essence with him, for otherwise how had he defertidatdsaying of his, which thiewscharged with
Blasphemy? How had he shewn, that he of right ddlieself the Son of God in such a manner as
the Adversaries would have it? Thews according to the Opinion of our Adversaries, objm®
Christ; Thou art a Blasphemer, because thou affitrtiey self to be the Son of God begotten out of
his Essence, because thou makest thy self themgbsGod. Christ answereth, | rightly affirm thik o
my self, nor am | therein a Blasphemer, becausd-#tieer hath sanctified me, and sent me into the
world. What is this to a generation out of the Bsseof God? What is this to the Supreme and
Independent Godhead, which Christ is believed tehzhallenged to himself? You will say, that
Christ sufficiently intimated, that he was begottert of the Essence of the Father, and consequently
the most high God, because he said that he wasofehe Father into the world. For that this
sheweth, that he before he was born of Wirgin, had been perpetually with God in Heaven, and
afterwards descended thence intoirgins Womb, and became Man, which is incident to norte bu
the most high God. But how frivolous these thingrmen would easily observe, if they would a little
set aside a prejudicate Opinion. For, first, hehnlgpth be sent, and come into the World, who never
was in Heaven. The words of Christ himself concegrihe Apostles, are in the samdehn very
evident, where he also compareth them with hirigdlis behalf, chap. 17. 18s thou(Father)hast
sent me into the world, have | also sent them theoworld And John saith of false Prophets, 1
Epistle 4. 1.that many false Prophets are gone out into the dvdBut neither had these nor those
been either in Heaven, or in any other place ouhisf World, whence they might afterwards enter
into this World. But they were appointed the Embassirs of Christ unto men, and designed to



preach the Gospel unto them: and these came ofdivai accord unto men, and as if they had been
sent of God unto them, presuming to promulgatevaDectrine amongst them. Wherefore to be sent
into the World by God or Christ, is to be consttlithis Embassadour unto men, but he may be the
Embassadour of God unto men, who never was in hheakgain, though it were altogether
necessary, that he whom God sent into the worlduldhfirst have been in Heaven, and have
descended thence to the Earth, which thing we wiberwillingly confess concerning Christ, yet
what hinders that he, who is in his Nature nothinga man, should be assumed of God into Heaven,
and being there furnished with instructions, berafards sent down unto the Earth to men? and
indeed it is altogether necessary to hold it sgoif think that Christ could not be sent into therld¥,

or at least was not otherwise sent, then that bpeply descended from Heaven to the Earth. Far it i
sufficiently apparent from our words, that this dieg did agree to Christ only according to the
human Nature, which certainly was not generatdddaven, but on the Earth; and consequently if it
was in Heaven, as we also acknowledge, it mustsnbaste ascended thither. And indeed Christ
himself doth intimate as much, whilst he saithhis tWriter, chap. 3. 1@one hath ascended into
Heaven, but he that descended from Heaven, theoSdfan (which is or ratherwas in Heaven
Whence afterwards, chap. 6. 63 [62]. he sdittherefore ye shall see the Son of Man ascendevhe
he was beforen both places he spaketh of the Son of Man, and he doth not say, that he was at
that very time in the Heaven, but had been formeahd should afterwards ascend thither. From
whence it manifestly appears, that he speaks ntteodivine Nature, which is neither the Son of
Man, nor could ever leave Heaven, nor ever asdatitet.

But furthermore, cannot an Angel which hath cordllyubeen in Heaven, be sent thence to the Earth,
and so to men themselves? Wherefore what Christdfirmeth of himself, containeth no intimation
of supreme Divinity. To omit that although it coimiad, yet would it not presently follow, that hesva
the Son of God, and not the holy Spirit, if theyh8pirit likewise be, as they hold, the most highdG

For he also is sent out of Heaven, and nothingemdf the Son of God would assume a human
Nature, that he likewise should assume it, yemas necessary that it should be so, if he assumed,
who is of the same Essence with him. Concerninghwttiing elsewhere.

We must now proceed to the other Causes for whintisCis called the Son of God; but with the
omission of them which are also common to Beliei@rgou except the high perfection of them)
although they yet read a mortal life; namely, thatwas most like unto God in Holiness, and most
intimate to him, for the more than fatherly loveverds him; of which things enough elsewhere hath
been spoken by our men.

The third Cause therefore for which Christ is chllee Son of God, is his resurrection from the dead
| say, a resurrection to immortal Life. For hehisriefore called b¥?aul, The first-born from the dead
Col. 1. 18. and also byohn Rev 1. 5. But whose first-born is he but Gods? Alijiouhe word
Resurrection may so far be extended, as to comarfourth and chief cause for which Christ is
called the Son of God, namely, the exaltation asaadement of Christ to the Empire, and soveraign
Priesthood, as we will afterward more plainly shdlew there is a very notable place which sheweth
that Christ is the Son of God by reason of his Restion more largely taken, wherein the
consequent exaltation is also comprehended, navety13. 32, 33. wherlaul speaketh thusiAnd

we declare unto you the promise which was made amtd-athers, that God hath fulfilled it unto us
their children, having raised Jesus, as it is algitten in the 2d. Psalm. Thou art my Son, | thay d
begot theeA like passage to which is extaRom 1. 4. where when the Apostle had called Christ th
Son of God, that he might more fully declare it aoel,Who was made of the seed of David according
to the flesh, who was determined the Son of Ggabvver, according to the Spirit of holiness, by the
resurrection from the deadn the first place the cause why Jesus is thedb@od, is alledged to be
this, namely, that he was raised from the dead. W@w this reason hath nothing common with the
generation out of the Essence of God, nothing commibh the supreme deity, which agreeth to
Christ, is apparent enough from the thing it sgtice the Resurrection is a thing of a certain tinao
done from eternity, and agreeth to Christ only adiog to the human nature, as the Adversaries
speak; and finally is not ascribed unto Christhesttue author, but to God the Father; and it ifaso
from arguing Christ to be the most high God, a$ itheather demonstrateth him not to be so, as we



have before shewn in its own place. As for theetgtlace although these words; the resurrection

of the deagd may be understood merely of the time wherein &€hiias made the Son of God.
Nevertheless they shew manifestly enough, thatsCreithere said to be made the Son of God for
such a cause as had no place in him, especiapgrdectly before the resurrection; which agreeth no
to that eternal generation of the Son out of theekse of the Father, nor to any cause for which
Christ may be called the most high God.

Now that the matter may the more clearly appearusesee what the Adversaries answer to these
places. It is therefore wont to be answered untb ptaces, that the Apostle hath no other meaning
than that it was declared by the resurrection afisfhthat he was the natural Son of God, that is
begotten out of the very Essence of God, and tiimig the meaning of the wodgterminedwhich is

in the latter place. Some further add, that thedwtse doth not signify the Resurrection of Christ
from the dead, but his exhibition in the flesh; dese the Apostle doth in the following verse, ngmel
34. begin to confirm his Resurrection. Others aekadge that the Resurrection of Christ from the
dead is signified by that word; but they say timaGireek this participle is an Aorist, which hatle th
signification of the preterperfect tense, and i®aké as if the Apostle had said, after he fased up
Jesus So that the Apostle doth not affirm, that the reggion of the Psalm wherein it is spoken of
Christs generation from God, was fulfilled in hisry resuriection, but after it, namely, when he was
exalted, and made a King by God. But that answectwis alledged concerning the declaration of
this, namely, that Christ is the Son of God, imofmoment. For as to the first place, from whence a
judgement may and ought to be made of the latberwordbegottencannot be understood of the
declaration of a generation out of the Essenceaaf &ready made from eternity. For to omit that by
this meanes that nice observation falls to the mplpwhich very many of the Adversaries fasten upon
those wordsto day namely, that the eternity of God is thereby gigdi wherein there is nothing past
or future, but present only, in as much as it caiteosaid, that God did from all eternity decldhat
Christ was begotten out of his Essence; to om#ay, this nicety, there are other things which
overthrow that interpretation. For in the firstgawhat is this to the fulfilling of the Promisede to

the Fathers, which God hath actually performedhiirtChildren? They with whom we dispute
confess, and the thing it self sheweth, that tleen@ge of giving the Messias is here understood. But
how is it pertinent hereunto, that God hath dedat®at Christ is such a Son, as was eternally
begotten out of his Essence, for God could dedarany other ways, were the thing otherwise true,
than by giving or making of Jesus a King, as théth whom we dispute affirm he hath declared, but
by this way he could in no wise declare the samethfat God hath made Jesus King, is so far from
arguing that he was eternally begotten out of thseBce of God, and consequently the most high
God, that the clean contrary is rather evinced fipras we have before shewn, Chap 18. For if you
say that he made himself King, in the first plaBaul doth not here urge that, in as much as he
manifestly attributeth not to Christ himself butthe Father, both his Resurrection, and consequentl
(as they will have it) the declaration of his gextiem out of the Essence of God. But the other, not
this, should have been urged by the Apostle, wbeldhave intimated that Christ was declared to be
the Son of God, begotten out of his Essence, ®mngiup himself from the dead. Again, although
Christ had raised up himself, yet from the raistreglf, whether you understand it of Christs nisitiv

or of his resurrection from the dead, it would hate appeared, whereas it ought to have appeé#red, i
the raising of Christ ought to declare that Jesas begotten out of the Essence of God, because he
raised himself. Now that it did not appear is emidenough, for into whose mind would it come,
either that he who is born is the author of his mativity, or that he who riseth from the deadhis t
author of his own resurrection? inasmuch as he iwhmrn had no being before, and he that riseth
had by death lost his being, and is, as to thegtihewhereby he might rise, like unto him who idb&
born.

It would be therefore necessary, that it should es@therway have been evident, that there was
another Nature in him, which did both really exisfore his Nativity, and also actually lived during
his death, and consequently was the true causer @itthis Nativity, or of his Resurrection: butghi
was the very thing which the Adversaries hold tuehbeen declared by the raising him up, and to
have been apparent from it. Finally, although @l baen apparent, that Christ had raised up himself,
yet how had it thence appeared, that he was theahadon of God, eternally begotten out of his



Essence? For not to repeat that which we formdrgwsl, namely, that from the Opinion of the
Adversaries, it followeth, that the Soul of Chrestuld by divine Power raise its own Body; to omit
likewise, that some other Spirit, which had befbeen united to his Body, might by divine Power
have performed this: if the most high God can ragdimself, what hinders but that it was either th
Father himself or the holy Spirit, whom they make third Person of thBeity. Be it therefore that it
appeared from the raising of Christ, that he himsak the Author thereof; be it that it appearedt th
he was the most high God, what argueth that heatexsally begotten out of the Essence of God?
What connexion is there of the one with the other?

Furthermore, what man is there, who having looked the words of th@salm doth not observe that
this is the meaning of therhou art my Son, because | have this day begdieefPiWhat man also

is there who doth not withal observe, that it isrfeore suitable to this sense, that the waedotten
should rather be taken to denote, the act of géngrahan the declaration of a generation? What ma
is there, who, if he here such words as these,dwandierstand them thushou art my Son, because |
have this day declared that | have begotten thaae; not rather thughou art my Son, because | have
this day really begotten thed®ut what need many words? for if the resurrectdrChrist, and the
consequent exaltation or advancement to a King@specially a Priestly one, is a certain generation
from God, and one may therefore be justly calles Slon of God, although no other more sublime
generation did precede, why should any one undetstaat generation, whereof mention is made in
the words of thd®salm rather of the declaration of an antecedent génerahan of the very act of
generating? Since that which is expressed by thd ivegotten, was accomplished by the resurrection
and exaltation of Christ. But we have already shetat the Resurrection of Christ, was a certain
Generation from God; and we will a little after radargely shew the same.

Concerning the advancement to a Kingdom, none calkera question, who considers that Kings,
Princes and Judges, are by God himself called gotls and also thesons of Godor of theMost
High, Psal 82. 6. which place Christ citethphn10. 34. to shew that he did not blaspheme in gayin
that he was the Son of God. But in that place,mkgahad to nothing but the authority and dominion
to which they were advanced by God. For to all thegeneral, the name of gods, and sons of God is
attributed as they are distingushed from men ofirdariour rank. And see, | pray you, how
excellently these things agree both to the otheds/of the secon®salm and also to the scope of
the Apostle, fetching a Testimony from thence. [E@® apparent from both, that in these wortisou

art my Son, | have this day begotten thieés spoken of making Christ a King. For afteodshad
said,| have set my King on Zion, my holy Mgubavid subjoineth | will declare the Decreewhat
Decree but such a one as was made concerning that thimgreof he had begun to speak; namely,
that God had set him King afion, his holy Mountaip But what are the words of tieecre€® The
Lord saith he said unto me, Thou art my Son, | taig begat theeWhy then do we seek starting
holes? why go we about the bush? Why do not wecttjreand simply understand these things
concerning the Generation of Christ, which con#isi@ advancing him to a Kingdom by that
Resurrection, rather then concerning the declaraifca Generation out of the Essence of God from
all eternity, whereof there is here neither hirdr footstep? By this means we may elegantly apply
these words likewise tDavid, a Type of Christ, although in a far lower serseyhom, that they are

to be applied, both the very words of tRsalm make a shew, and others also before us have
observed. For when God had sometimes resBaaad out of sundry calamities, and also out of the
very jaws of death, and made him King over his Redpe did in a manner beget him, and make him
his Son, and that such a Son, as would in re seather earthly Kings, become the first-born in
power and dignity. Whence God speaketh thus of Risal B9. 2B.I will make him, my First-born,
higher than the Kings of the EartBut what agreed tBavid in that sense, doth in a far nobler way
agree to Christwho being raised from the dead, was set at the higind of God in heavenly places,
far above all Principallities, and Powers, and Ferand Dominion, and every name that is named,
not only in this world, but also in the world torne; and all things were put in subjection under his
feet, and he was made Head over all things to terch, which is his Body, the fulness of him that
filleth all in all. May he not justly be said to have been begotjeGdd, to have become his Son? for
he was not only begotten anew to an immortal lifgh®e resurrection, but also did by the bounty of
God, become very like to him in Power and Empicg,Which God himself is called God. But by



reason of similitude with God, both Angels and Mea called Sons of God; which the greater it is,
the more justly doth this name agree unto themnbutompleter similitude can be imagined than that
which we even now shewed to agree to Christ, wiyehebdoth so far surpass both all Angels and
Men, that they in respect of Christ, are rathdrsdaalled Servants than Sons.

From hence it is already apparent, what is aldmetthought of that other pladepm 1. 4. Although

the place doth sufficiently guard it self withoutréign help against the vulgar interpretation. For
neither the scope of the Apostle, nor the words,the thing it self, suffer us to understand, that
Christ by the resurrection from the dead, was dedléghe Son of God begotten out of his Essence.
For the scope of the Apostle is to explain not l@sus Christ was declared the Son of God, but how
he is the Son of God; for having described Chrsthe name of the Son of God, he accordingly
declareth how this is to be understood. And lest @me should perhaps think, that it will thence
follow, that he is not the Son Bfavid, which notwithstanding the Scripture averrethsheweth how
both may stand together. First, he teacheth hovs liee Son oDavid, then how he is the Son of
God; wherefore he saithiVho was made of the Seed of David according tofldsh, who was
determined or constituted the Son of God in Poveeoalding to the Spirit of Sanctification, by the
Resurrection from the deaboth not the very opposition shew, that, as thexe taught how Christ is
indeed the Son dbavid, so it is here signified how he is indeed the 8b&od? for neither would a
declaration be rightly opposed to the word made,those diverse respects be one opposed to the
other, namelyaccording to the flesh, and according to the SmifitHolinessthat is, according to the
Spirit wherewith Christ was sanctified. For thapeessionaccording to the fleshwould signify the
reason of the subject; whereas the other, accotdinige Spirit of Holinesswould denote only the
middle efficient Cause. Again, the word here readetetermined doth no where in the Scripture,
yea, no where at all, signify to bleclared unless you take the word declared, as it is taken when
one is said to be declared King or Consul, whitstshconstituted, and this Office is appointedito.h
For the Greek word properly signifiesdefine to determine, but in the Scripture it signifieghing

but to constituteto decree or designvhich thing doth excellently agree to Christ tivat he was
made King by the intervening of the resurrectioat B you will with the antient interpreter, rendér

to predestinatealthough neither the simple word it self requiréiat version, nor the thing suffer it;
nevertheless, it will be sufficiently evident, ti@hrist was not really the Son of God from eternity
For neither is that predestinated which is in bemg which is not yet in being, and here it islspo

of no other thing, than of the Sonship of Christélation to God. Yea, it will follow, that he arigth

in the resurrection, was fully ordained to be tlom 8f God. Finally, in the former placacts13. we
have shewn that the resurrection of Christ, hadoirwise declared, that Christ was begotten of the
Essence of God, and so was the Son of God, budrrtité contrary.

Now that which concerns thei, Opinion, who conteéhat the Greek word iActs 13. is not to be
referred unto the resurrection of Christ from tleadt but unto his birth and first exhibition, which
although he can both grant and urge without pregutio our principal Argument, yet we will shew
that this interpretation cannot subsist. First,dose in that place, as we have already observeld, su
an act of God is spoken of, as whereby he fulfitésl promise of setting up a King over thews
which we have also shewn out of the words of tleeseéPsalm But Christ was not then made Lord
and Christ, or the heavenly King of Gods Peoplemne was born: but when he was raised and set at
the right hand of God. Furthermore, both the prepdnd following words of the Apostle, which
they urge against us, shew that it is spoken ofdkarrection from the dead. For when he had said,
that God had raised hin{Christ) on the third dayhe adds being seen many days of those that
accompanied him from Galile® Jerusalemwho are his witnesses unto the people until .nBut
whereof were they witnesses, if not of that whiehhlad just now mentioned, and told them had been
in some measure presented to their view, namedyreburrection of Christ, and his exaltation, which
followed thereupon? for of this thing they werepedy witnesses. See above, chap. 1. 22. & 2. 32. &
3. 15. & 4. 33. & 5. 32. compared with the foregpiand chap. 10. 40, 41, 42. Therefore seeing the
Apostle subjoinsAnd we declare this unto you which was promiseabioFathers, becausg@r that)
God hath fulfilled the same unto us their Childrbaying raised up Jesuand it is necessary that he
himself should speak of the resurrection of Chinetn the dead. For he affirms that he had now
declared the same thing to thewsat Antioch that the other Apostles had testified to the Reop



Judea If he then told them that he was a witnhess topbeple of the resurrection, and following
exaltation, he intimates that he now also speakethe same thing. But that which belongs to the
following words by them urged against us, is ndeagth proved in that place, that Christ was khise
from the dead: but that being supposed as alreaffigiently proved, it only shews, that Christ was
so raised from the dead, as no more to return iaugtion. For some one might have scrupled, that
though Christ were indeed raised from the dead, thhet promise made unto the Fathers be
unperformed, seeing Christ might have been sodageafterwards to have returned unto corruption;
whereas the Messiah promised of old unto the Fatlaeid his Government, ought to endure unto the
end of the world; as the Writings of the Prophetsch; See Zam 7. 13, 14. and compare it with
Heh 1. 5. andPsal 45. 7. (compared withleb. 1. 8.) and 110. 1, 4. and Dan. 7. 14. as adm 12.

34. The Apostle therefore removes this doubt frasrhlearers, whilst he add3ut that he hath raised
him from the dead, no more to return unto corruptithus he saidl will give unto you the sure
Mercies of David; namely, the Promise that proceeftem Grace and Mergyand so onward.
Whereby we understand that he had spoken of thereesion in the words immediately preceding,
and sufficiently proved the same; now to removerrahner of doubt, he is willing to speak of the
same matter somewhat larger, although that beadsard, thaPaul, having but newly said that
Christ was at first exhibited, and either born emtanto the world, should presently add, that Gad

so raised him from the dead, as no more to retugotruption. For what connexion is there? Is it no
evident, that those latter words require that thesile should speak next of his Resurrection?

But that which concerns those, who say that thenm® of Christ, and that expression in the second
Psalm God had not fulfilled in raising of Christ, buthen he was risen; we will not much contend
with for we our selves freely confess; if the nagsof Christ be taken in a strict sense, barelyhier
returning to life, without respect to his exaltatiafterwards, that divine promise and expressidhef
Psalm, had not as yet been really performed. Buhgtwvithstanding it is to be noted first, that the
expression of raising, or resurrection of Chrisithdsometimes by a kind of Synecdoche joined with a
Metonymy, comprehend the whole Glory of Christwib, Immortality and Supreme Power that he
obtained by the Resurrection. And in this sensg tis word seems to be takekgts 2. 32, 33. and

4. 33. (compared with 5. 32. & 10. 40, &&Kpm 4. 25. & 10. 9Phil. 3. 10. 1 Pet. 1. 3. and 3. 21.
Furthermore, it is also to be observed, that thdidijae Aorists, being joined to Verbs of the
Pretertense, have oftentimes the same force agiplad of the Presentense when they are joined to
the same Verbs. Whereof you have examples amottgstsanHeb. 1. 4. & 7. 21. & 11. 9. 2 Pet. 2.
6, 15. besides that which is every where founcha Evangelistshe answering, saidWherefore it
may be rightly concluded, that the Apostles wordsta be understeod, as if he had said, God hath
fulfilled the Promise made unto the Fathdraying raised(as an ancient Interpreter hath dtr in
raising Jesuschiefly because unto Christs generation of Gbd,very restoring of him to life, did
also conduce, seeing that thereby he was as it begetten again: but the Immortality which Christ
obtained by the intervening of the Resurrections ¥ea more available. After this manner indeed he
became like unto God in his Nature; whereupon cesurRection also is called Regeneration: and
Christ affirmeth, that they who shall be countedtiwp of that Age, and the resurrection from the
dead,are the Sons of God, seeing they are the Childfetheo ResurrectianLuke 20. 36 AndPaul
affirmeth, That we look for the adoption of the Sons of Gedneahe redemption of our bodié&m

B. 23. Forthe fellowship or participation of the divine Na¢uwhich Peterspeaks of Pet 1, 4. doth
principally consist in Immortality. But hither tesmdnost of all the divine Empire and Power of Christ
for which he is the Son of God in the perfecteshneat. If therefore you will only interpret the Gkee
Particle,Jesus being riseror after that he had raised Jesuse should understand, that the Promise
made unto the Fathers, was then really and perfdalfiled touching the Messiah; or an
extraordinary King that was to be given to the ditas, and moreover also, that expression of the
Psalm,Thou art my Son, today have | begotten thesen Jesus was raised from the dead by God,
and set at his right hand in the heavenly plage$sa made Christ, or a King, and Lord, by the Rowe
and Grace of God. For hence, as we have already deth the Divine Author to thidebrews chap.

5. 5. take those words of the Psalm, touching thefigation of Christ, or the Priestly honour that
was conferred upon him, which doth indeed contasnRoyal Power, seeing that his Kingdom is
Priestly, and his Priesthood Royal. And hereupay #re elsewhere also in holy Scripture, taken for
the same thing, that Jesus is 8@n of Godand that Jesus Ghrist, that is, a King anointed by God



over his people, or bord, even him by whom alone God would administer andegn his Church,
with all things belonging to her. For upon this @aat the principal doctrine of the supreme digoity
Christ, and our faith and confession of him arenpsguously placed in this, thdesus is Chrisor
Lord, or thatJesus is the Son of Gad/hence it likewise comes to pass, that as oftethase two,
namely, to beChrist, and to be th&on of Godare mentioned together of JesudNakzareth they are
never joined by the copulative particle and, asghidifferent (although this particle hath oftends

the force of explication only) but they are withduevery where joined by apposition, to shew that
different things are not connected, but the sarmgtls diversely described. Séatth. 16. 16. 26.
63.John6. 69. 11. 27. 20. 31. And it is first of all te Inoted, that that famous confession of Peter,
touching Christ and his supreme dignity, beingvilee declared in the name of the other discipkes, i
described byMatthew Chap. 16. 16. in these worddjou art Christ, the Son of the living Gdsut

by Mark Chap. 8. 29. only in these word$jou art Christ By Luke Chap. 9. 20The Christ of God
Which two latter Evangelists would have left ouepand a principal part indeed of that confession,

it had been one thin be the Son of the living Godnd another thintp be Christ But if both be
indeed the same thing, they have in effect omittething, but only expressed the same thing more
briefly. But now to be Christ, or to be anointed@dd, doth in no wise constitute the most high God,
nor argue him to be so, but the contrary, seeiagttie most high God can be anointed by none, nor
be made a King by any one.

And least haply any should say that there stillam®s another, and that a more sublime cause, for
which Jesus may be called the Son of God; thagfited partly by the Scriptures silence thereof,
which could not have omitted so great a matter, gardy from those testimonies of Scripture we
have hitherto alledged. For not here to repeatrdttiegs, if there had been any other weightieiseau
for for which Jesus might be called the Son of Gbdyuld in no wise have been omitted in the place
before examined by uRom 1. 4. For there, as we have seen, the Aposeéaded to shew by what
reason Christ may be called the Son of God; butdtl not in that place take the naofe¢he Son of
God in any other signification than that which is mesicellent, whilst he describeth him by the
appellationof the Son of Gqdthe proper name of Jesus Christ having not adbgenh expressed.
Wherefore we ought to think that he hath expresisednost excellent, or if you will rather, the true
and genuine reason of that appellation. But dotlexmess that to be the cause of that thing, that
Christ was begotten out of the Essence of God ftamity, and so was the most high God? by no
means: but this rather, which contradicts that sufters not that Christ should be the most high,God
when he saith, that he wasade the Son of Gpdnd indeecccording to the Spirit of holinesthat is
according to the Spirit wherewith he was sanctjfiaad that bythe resurrection from the deatbr

that some understanbly the Spirit of holinesshe divine Essence, it is done both without aangxe

and without reason, yea contrary to the wordained or appointed and finally to the resurrection
from the dead, from which, or by which that miglatvb come to pass. It is manifest therefore that
there is no other more sublime cause for whichslasy be called the Son of God but this, that being
raised from the dead, he was made by God both &oddChrist, or the heavenly and eternal King of
his people. Moreover the same thing is plainly skem the second Psalm, a place that we have
explained already. For all, as | know, confesst tlzen God speaketh thus unto Chrisgu art my
Son the name of the Son of God is taken in the meostleEent manner. But we have seen that this is
the cause why he is in that place called the Sd@auf, because he, being raised from the dead, was
not only made immortal, but also the King of Godeple, and besides, the Priest and Prince of our
Salvation, as we have shewn partly from the vergirRsand partly fromActs 13. andHeb. 5.
Whereto may be addddeb 1. 4, 5. For, when the divine Author had thenel,sdnat Christ having
purged away our sins by himself, was set at thiet thgnd of God on high, he add&eing made so
much better, or rather more honourable than thedagas he had inherited a more differéhiat is)

a better and more excellent name than they. Favhizh of the Angels said he at any time: thou art
my Son, this day have | begotten thee? And agaiil| be to him a Father, and he shall be to me a
Son.From which place it is understood, that the nafmth@ Son of God is not Essential unto Christ,
whilst he is said to have inherited it, nor thaisithe name of the most high God, for as muchyas b
his exaltation he obtained a dignity and excellerexyual to that name and title, which doth not
happen to the most high God. Besides the thinglfisbews that Christ is here spoken of according t
his human nature, as they say, and also thatdhisdh a name as agrees to Christ according to that



nature. Unto which also the following passage atxdrwill be unto him a Father, and he shall be to
me a Son, wherein the same sense is expressethelSerwords do in like manner argue that it is not
spoken of such a thing, as is proper to the magt Giod, and was in being from all eternity. Forrbot
the words do openly respect something future, anthe first and literal sense, as they say, were
spoken most clearly @d@olomonthe type of Christ in that respect, as others atsdess. Compare 2
Sam 7. 14. with the words both foregoing and follogjrand 1Chron 22. 10. and 26. 6. compare
also 1 King 5. 5. 8. 19. It is therefore necesstrgt there should be such a similitude and analogy
between the reason whereby Christ is the Son of &dHat wherebysolomonwas the Son of God,
inasmuch as this is a certain representation of the how was that, whereby Solomon was the Son
of God, a certain representation of this wherebgisEis the Son of God, if Jesus be therefore e S
of God, because he was begotten of the Fatheraéessé®m eternity, and so the same God with the
Father? But if Jesus be the Son of God, by reabmost high love, and the benefits flowing from the
same, which God bestowed upon him, amongst whiethdavenly Kingdom and Empire, that was
granted unto him, holdeth the principal plaBelomonis rightly constituted the type of Christ, and
the words, uttered of him in the literal sense,ragietly and elegantly referred unto him, in a niyast
and far stricter sense. It is evident thereforat tteither in the words of the second Psalm, tbiéed,

is any thing contained of the eternal generatiorCbfist out of the Fathers Essence. Finally, who
doubteth, wherPeter had confessed that Jesus was the Son of God, @m wh are commanded to
believe and confess the same thing of him, if weldide accounted Christians, and be saved, that the
name of the Son of God, is taken in the most pedgaification, wherein it agrees unto Christ? But
we saw then that it doth in very deed signify nbeotvise, than that Jesus is Christ, or a King
appointed of God, and set over his people, to deferd preserve them for ever. wherefore it is to be
concluded that this is the principal reason, foicwrhe is called the Son of God, neither can any
better be found. But since that doth not consti@hest the most high God, but rather shews thas he
not the most high God; it follows, that there isatber cause of his Son-ship, as they say, whioh ca
make Christ the most high God.

We have spoken somewhat largly of the first reagdrich shews, that Christ is not the most high
God, therefore because he is the Son of God; pbetause, if we rightly observe, there are more
arguments of our opinion contained in it; and pabicause this, that Christ is the Son of God, is
commonly believed to contain the strongest arguroénihe contrary opinion. Wherefore it is to be

shewn in a few words, how exceedingly men commentyand the true opinion be proved from the
reason whereby Christ is the Son of God.

There follows now another proof of the principalgdments Assumption, which we will dispatch
very briefly, namely, that it is very clear frometholy Scripture, that Christ died for us, accogdio
that nature, according to which he was the Sonauaf, @nd indeed only begotten and proper. But if he
were in that manner the Son of God as he was lgoftthe Essence of God, and so was the most
high God, he could not have died according to tiztire, according to which he is the Son of God.
For the most high God, as such, cannot die, yematan any respect whatsoever. But that which we
have already spoken of Christ, is from thence neahithat the greatest love of God towards us is i
the holy Scriptures shewn from this, that he deéiddnis only begottenor, his own Son unto death
for us SeeJohn3. 16. compared withiers 14. andRom 8. 32. 1John4. 10. compared withers 9.
aforegoing: add als®om 5. 10. compared witlrers 8. But if Christ died not according to that
nature, according to which he was the Son of Gatlabcording to another nature, which was added
to the person of the only begotten Son of Godait neither be truly said of the proper and only
begotten Son of God, that he died. or was givems$oneither can the greatest love of God towasds u
be from thence collected. For what so great woigligy for some accession of the only begotten Son
of God, or some nature, that was added unto hirhat@ been bestowed on us, if in the mean while
the only begotten Son of God, who was from eteyiigd apparently remained safe and entire, nor
had he felt any the least pain thereby? Wherefae ts this so vehemently urged, that God delivered
up his Son for us, even his proper and only begd@tmn, or that he should die for us, that from tieen
the greatness of the divine love might be undedtdBut if thou beleevest that even he, the man
Christ Jesus, that was begotten of the Vildery by a divine power, that was sanctified and sent by
God into the world, that was appointed Ruler andegsaour of all things even before the foundations



of the world were laid who was most like God inihets, wisdome and power, andPamil speaketh,
was in the form of God, and equall to God, and witaod (as it appears) so entirely loved, if, | say,
thou beleevest that he was the only begotten aadeprSon of God, then thou mayst at length
understand that the only begotten Son of God, ancmy thing, that was added to him, died for us;
and from thence mayst learn to judge both of the lf God, and of his only begotten Son, who gave
himself up to a death so cruel for our sakes. Thuesh for the first argument of this order.



CHAP. XLI: No Incarnation of the most high God in the Scriptures

The two and thirtieth Argument, That there is no mention made in holy Scripture of the
I ncarnation of the most high God.

We are able to frame a second Argument, that ifs€hrere the most high God, who, as that opinion
requires, came down from heaven into the womb &firgin, and was there incarnated, it were
altogether necessary, that this incarnation ougliaive been most plainly expressed, not in one, but
many places by the Writers of the Gospel and afheéne men and the Apostles. For to repeat some
of those things that have in this place by our fnean very fully explained elsewhere; we see, that
those things are most clearly and frequently dedlar the Scriptures, which are somewhat hard to be
believed, yet most necessary to be believed; asrdetion of Heaven and earth, Gods providence
over human affairs, the knowledge of our thougthts,resurtection of the dead, and eternal lifeeto b
bestowed on men. Nor do we see only those thing&hware altogether necessary to be believed,
most elegantly expressed in Scripture: But alscerotthings besides, which we said were in
themselves of lesser moment, as that Christ cartteecfeed obavid. But now the incarnation of the
most high God would be altogether necessary taebeved, if it had really been, although most hard
to be believed; of which that is urged by the Adeeies, who therefore accuse us of most grievous
heresy and highest impiety, that we deny it: big they freely confess, and are forced to conféss.
who seeth not, that this thing is exceedingly amytto the judgement of reason, and such at laast,
mere reason will judge impossible? Wherefore itaveecessary, that that incarnation should both
have been most plainly described in the Scriptuaed, also most frequently repeated and inculcated
by Godly men, that were very careful of our salwatiso that indeed no one might doubt that it was
asserted and urged by them. But that that is no¢ d® manifest partly from thence, that what places
soever the Adversaries produce to prove that opjrace such that there is need of consequences, to
the end they may deduce this opinion, that the miggt God was incarnated or made man; partly
because that incarnation is not expressed in thlages, in which if it had been true, it must needs
have been expressed. For whidatthew and Luke describe the history of Christs nativity, and
rehearse some things that are of a much lesser mdahamn that incarnation of the most high God; as
that he was born of that Virgin that was espouseaint Husband, that he was conceived by the holy
Spirit, that he was born iBethlehemthat | may not repeat other things whlahke very diligently
declares, antMatthewomits: how can it be that they should have omittdat had been the principal
thing of all in the whole matter, and most necgssarbe known and believed, to wit, that the most
high God came down into the womb of a Virgin, ahdré assumed flesh, and afterwards was born?
Luke speaks of the manger wherein Christ was laid sa ss he was born; and would he have been
silent of the incarnation of the most high God, lilgpostatical union of the divine and human nature?
Whereas our Adversaries cannot now speak touchimgst€ nativity without mentioning that thing,
yea how could it come to pass théark should leave out all the history of Christs nayivivherein

the incarnation should have been contained, dofth whom they judge to have written of the
incarnation, should so briefly, so obscurely towtd handle the same? How can it be that the
Apostles when they would bring men to Christ andogted them to beleeve on him, and to that end
declared his majesty, should make no mention dfi@gtso necessary? Peter preacheth the first
Sermon after he had received the holy Spirit, wiyeoa three thousand men believed in Christ, and
were baptized in his name; and also a second tedime people, but there was no mention made of
the incarnation; Nor also in the speeches thasanee Apostle made either to the Rulers and Elders o
the people or t&€Corneliusand others concerning Jesus Christ. There waserdion made of it in
Pauls oration which he made in the synagoguAardioch none in that athenson Mars-hil, none in
that atCesareabefore KingAgrippa the FestusPresident and many others. And indéddenshe

had a fair occasion to declare that thing, whesgake of the unknown God. But in all those speeches
of the Apostles you can read nothing of Christ mgublime, than that he had been raised by God
from the dead was received into Heaven, was mada &ed Christ, was exalted by the right hand of
God to be a Prince and Saviour, to give repentandaemission of sius, was made judge of the quick
and dead. Again, How often do the Apostles comnteedexceeding great love and bounty of God
exhibited in Christ Jesus to mankind? But what milbustrious argument could there have been of



this love, then that the most high God should nglly be made man for mans sake? Wherefore then
is there so great silence in those places conagthis thing? Namely, because it never was, neither
was there any (that we may briefly add this thitgplcause which did require that the most high
God, the creator of Heaven and earth should asfleste For as much as the man Christ Jesus being
assisted by divine power, was able to performe,diddeally performe when he was upon earth all
things that belonged unto our salvation both iché@ag, and also in working miracles, and finally, i
obeying his Father in all things, and was able #tsperforme, and did so indeed performe by the
same divine power whatsoever things are requir¢de@erfecting of our Salvation. But who dares to
say, that God would admit a thing so contrary ® Majesty, without the greatest cause, or rather
necessity, although at length it were possiblehisrnature? But we will not enlarge on this matter,
because these things are here and there handded Arguments that belong to this place.

But if any one desire to see this also more fuliglained, he may read elsewhere in ours.



CHAP. XLII: Theholy Spirit given unto Christ

Thethreeand thirtieth Argument, That the holy Spirit was given unto Christ.

We will make the third Argument this, that the hd&pirit was given by God unto Christ: of which
thing we do not read only in one place of holy Stciie. For both in the Old Testament, chiefly in
Isaiahthere are some testimonies of this thing, and ialdbe New, where some places are likewise
cited out of the Old. For so speakds#aias in the beginning of the 11th Chaptédmnd there shall
come forth a rod out of the stem of Jesse, andaadbr shall grow out of his roots. And the Spirit of
the Lord shall rest upon him, the Spirit of wisdand understanding, the Spirit of counsel and might,
the Spirit of knowledge and piety; as it is in the Hebrevof the fear of the Lord/Vhich all both see
and confess to be spoken of Christ. Likewise indbginning of the 42d Chapter, God speaketh of the
same ChristBehold my servant whom | uphold, mine elect in whonsoul delighteth, | have put my
Spirit upon him.Which words are cited by Chrigtjatth. 12. 17. And Chap. 61. 1. the Prophet
bringeth in Christ speaking after this manriére Spirit of the Lord is upon me, for that thed_-bath
anointed meWhich words Christ himself testifieth to be fudidl in him,Luke4. 18. &c. But in the
same Gospel we read how the holy Spirit descende@lwist, when he was baptized Jifhn and
abode upon himMatth. 3. 16.Luke 3. 22. andlohn1. 32, 33. Whenckukein the beginning of his
fourth Chapter saithiThat Jesus being full of the holy Spirit, went wp @f Jordan And Peterwith

the same Writer testifiettActs 10. 38.That God had anointed him with the holy Spirit amith
power. Whence Christ proveth that he cast out Dewiler by the Spirit of God(which thing also
PeterActs10. doth plainly shew) and accuseth the PharisEbsisphemy against the holy Spirit, that
they durst to ascribe Beelzebulthe Prince of Devils, such kind of miracles asevgone by the very
power of the holy SpiritMatth. 12. 28. 31Mark 3. comparesers 30. with the foregoing. Antuke
saith, Acts 1. 2. That Christ in the same day wherein he \a&srt up,gave commandment to the
Apostles by the holy Spirtthat is by the motion of the holy Spirit. For their did he make use of the
ministry of the holy Spirit, by whose interveninglh he gave commandments to his disciples;
although others by transposition connect the wosdshe holy Spiritwith the following,whom he
had chosenwhereof it is not necessary to dispute in theeel For as to our purpose the force of the
words will be the same, to wit, that Christ by thetion of the holy Spirit chose the Apostles. Neith

is it a wonder, seeing that he wiae Spirit of wisdom and understanding, the Spifitounsel, the
Spirit of knowledgethat is, who produced Wisdom, Understanding, Celinknowledge, and
bestowed it on Christ, as appears frigan 11. a place cited by us.

But that we may from hence demonstrate, that Cleiabt the most high God, we will not now use
that reason, that by this means something was gisemhim by God the Father: which Argument we
have elsewhere explained: but this, that he woatdmly have stood in need of the holy Spirithé
were the most high God, especially if that Opinainthe Adversaries be laid down, that the holy
Spirit is a Person distinct from the Father andSbe. For what help, | pray you, can the holy $piri
yield unto the most high God? What is there thatrttost high God cannot perform of himself? For it
is not what they say, that Christ's human Natureded the assistance of the holy Spirit. For that |
may not urge that now, that those things are spskaply of Christ, that are not to be spoken if he
were the most high God, as of whom they are sirtgplye denied: What need was there of the help of
the holy Spirit, the third Person of the Deity,thsy will have it, unto the human Nature, if thewe
same was personally joined to the second PersdheoDeity; if the whole fulness of the divine
Essence (as they interpret that pleca 2. 9.) did dwell therein bodily; if, as the sapersons judge,
that divine Nature did bestow all the supernat@#is upon the human, that hapned unto it; if that
did either communicate unto it all its Properties,at least the full knowledge of all things, as th
major part of the Adversaries judge? Whether otheoholy Spirit could add any thing to this store?
Wherefore, | pray, is Christ deciphered rather lg holy Spirit, than by his own Nature, either to
have cast out Devils, or to have commanded anygthim to have been endued with Wisdom,
Understanding, Counsel, Might, Knowledge, the feédhe Lord?

The Defence of the Argument.



Some one will perhaps say, that therefore thoseyshare rather attributed to the holy Spirit, than
the divine Nature or Person of Christ, because thepng unto Christs Sanctification, and that
Sanctification, although common to the whole Tyinis properly ascribed to the holy Spirit. Butyhe
speak thus not only without reason, but even contareason. We will not now rehearse that, that
Christ's Sanctification cannot be rather attribu@dhe holy Spirit, than to the Father, to whora th
same is so ascribed, that it is urged as a caugeélWiist is his Son. For hence it would followtlie

the same agree rather to the holy Spirit, tharh¢éoRather, that the holy Spirit would be rather the
Father of Christ, than God himself, who both is Eather of Christ, and is every where in the new
Testament so called. That we will say here, whglproper to this place, if any reason can be
imagined, why that, which is common to all the Bass should notwithstanding be ascribed rather to
one, than to another; that here would be greategamBy this action is rather to be ascribed to the
Son, than to any other Person, and indeed a daahise. The one is that most strict conjunction
which agreeth unto the Son according to his humatug; as the Adversaries Opinion urges. The
other is, that the same Adversaries will have thie 6 be the natural Wisdom and Power of God, by
which he makes all things; and hither they bringsth words which inProv. 8. are spoken
abstractively, and in general touching Wisdom; alst those which we read of ChristCar. 1. 24.
But unto which divine Person would it rather ag@éestow on the human Nature of Christ Wisdom,
Understanding, Counsel, Knowledge, than to thatichviivas nearest unto that Nature, and is the
natural Wisdom of God himself? To what would ittbetagree, than to the natural Virtue and Power
of God, to do all those stupendious works by thednu Nature? All those things therefore are rather
to be attributed to the divine Nature of Chrisgrihio the holy Spirit.

Besides, we demand of them that make use of this & exception, whether or no they determine,
that the holy Spirit contributed more to the bestmnof those Gifts upon the human Nature, than the
divine Person of Christ himself, or as much the as¢he other Person? If that, they overthrow their
own Opinion; if this, the Scripture. For if theyrad that, either there was not so much power in the
divine Person of Christ to perform the same, asiwdke holy Spirit, or not so great a will. Neithe
can be spoken of it, if Christ were the most higidGand indeed of the same Essence with the holy
Spirit. But if they admit this, there will be noident cause, why it should be expresly attributethe
holy Spirit, that he bestowed those Gifts on then @drist, and no where to the divine Person or
Nature of Christ himself. Wherefore this excepti@th there no place, and consequently neither the
distinction of a human and divine Nature in Chrisir this very thing we demand, why was the holy
Spirit given to the human Nature, if that were pagdly united to the divine Nature.



CHAP. XLIII: Christ tempted of the Devil

Thefour and thirtieth Argument, That Christ was tempted of the Devil.

The fourth Argument of this kind, is this, that @r as the History of the Gospel declareth, was
tempted of the Devil, and sollicited to worship hiamd that he was to this very end, namely, that he
might be tempted of the Devil, led by the holy &pnto the wilderness. For this would by no means
have hapned, if Christ had been the most high Godfirst, what is more unworthy of God, than to
expose himself to this impious and wicked Enemypmvhfor the contempt of his Majesty, most
clearly heretofore seen, he had thrust out of Heatebe tempted and sollicited to the adoration of
him, and so to offer himself of his own accord ®rocked of the Devil? Again, to what purpose
should Christ do this? Was it that it might appéhat the most high God was able to endure and
overcome the temptations of the Devil? Was theyecare who could make any doubt thereof, so that
there should need any trial thereof? Furthermavey, thurst the Devil attempt so great a matter? Il wil
not now mention, that the Devils tremble at thehsigf the divine Majesty, inasmuch as they are
afraid at the memory of him, in that they were liy lzast out of Heaven, and thrust down to Hell.
For feign you now in the wicked spirit, who is vargnscious both of the Wrath and invincible Power
of God, and of the bonds wherein he is held by lsnmuch boldness and impudency as you please,
yet must you withal confess, that he is exceedimning; and | would this were not to be confest!
But how can it be, that a most cunning spirit sHoidmpt the most high God, and endeavour to
seduce him, and conceive in his mind such a progecthat he should sollicite him to a thing most
unworthy and detestable, namely, the adoratiorhef@evil? For can it be, either that he should
attempt a thing which he well knoweth to be impblesior should not clearly perceive that this thing
is altogether impossible? Neither of these thingsircident to him, that hath so much as a grain of
wit, much less could it happen to a most subtil emthing spirit.

Moreover, when he saitlf, thou art the Son of God, command that theseesttwecome loavesnd
again,If thou art the Son of God, cast thy self doWe sufficiently sheweth, that his intention is to
make Christ by some means, to begin to doubt, vehéib be indeed the Son of God, whom he had a
little before heard from Heaven, that he was, antsequently to seek further proofs of a thing some
way doubtful. But how could he hope by any meanstadever, to effect this with such a Son of
God, as was begotten out of the divine Essence@d-are think, that an enemy most practised in this
kind of fighting, who is commonly called the Authaira thousand cunning tricks, did here use such a
kind of tempting, as was the unfittest of all tocelwe, and so made use of arms so vain and
ridiculous, to assail a most valiant and wise Ca@tdVhat would Satan get, if by any reasons he
should endeavour to persuade even a common man iéwvell in his wits) to doubt of himself
whether he was a man, and not rather somethingidofeto a man? Would not this rather be a sport
than a temptation? But it would be much more ridioa by any reason whatsoever, to go about to
persuade the Son of God, begotten out of the diZzBsence, that he should doubt whether he be the
Son of God or not.

But you will understand that thing is far otherwigeyou observe that Christ was pronounced by God,
to be his Son in such a manner as did not belorst&ssence, and which was indeed grounded on
the divine Love, and therein chiefly consistedttha was already designed to be the Messias, or
heavenly or eternal King of the People of God, saiclone as he after actually became. For you will
easily understand, that this most cunning enemyndidfight so foolishly, when he called that in
guestion, and that there was no need of a buckleedeive his weapons. | at present omit other
things, which occur in that History of the temptatiof Christ, as that Satan having brought him ato
most high Mountain, shewed him all the Kingdomstlit World, and the glory thereof, as not
sufficiently known, or not sufficiently observed bys eye, to the end that he might the more easily
allure him to worship the Devil, and that he ducssay before him to this very endll this power

will I give thee, and the glory thereof, for they alelivered to me, and to whom | will, | give them
For it is apparent, that Satan understood well ghpthat he had not to do with the most high God,
but with him, who in respect of his Essence, wadaa, but out of the singular Love of God was his



Son; whom because God had of his own accord, offeyrénim to be tempted, to the end he might
give a proof of his Virtue and Piety; he thoughndt altogether impossible, by his arts, to dram hi
from God. But the ingenious Reader will of himsaierve both these and other things.

The Defence of the Argument.

Neither may any one say, that these things whiclhawe deduced from this History, do therefore not
follow, because Christ was tempted according tohhisian Nature only, and not according to his
divine Nature. For to omit the repetition of otlieings, that have formerly been often spoken, the
same absurdities will still follow, although youltidhat Satan tempted the human Nature only, but
personally united to the most high God, and joibgdan indissolvable tie; and that God willed that
this human Nature should be tempted. For it wowddehbeen unworthy of the most high God, to
expose himself in a Nature personally united to, Horan impious and detestable Adversary, that he
might mock him and sollicite him to his worship.rEbe human Nature could do nothing, unless the
divine did consent thereunto. Wherefore Satan iialicthe human Nature of Christ to worship him,
should together have sollicited the divine Natarednsent to so horrid a crime, and to permit foun
the human Nature. Likewise it had been supersluoushew, that a Nature personally united to the
most high God, could endure and vanquish the teioptaf Satan. For who could make any doubt
concerning that matter? Whence it is also appatéat, Satan could not have the least hope to
overcome it. For what? could Satan believe it fadssthat the divine Nature should so far forsdiee t
human, personally united to it, as to yield to hamd commit a most heinous offence, and so become
liable to eternal damnation? did not Satan perctia¢ he had to do, not only with the human, but
also with the divine Nature; and that this Naturaswo be seduced, and the wickedness to be
persuaded to it, if the human Nature ought to lEranme? What therefore remaineth, but to say, that
Satan had no certain knowledge of that union ohtimean Nature with the divine? but what? Did not
Satan, who undertook to oppose this very thing, Xaaus was the Son of God, understand what these
words did signify? But, if the Opinion of the Adgaries be true, they signify, that the man Jesus is
one Person with the son of God, eternally begaitérof the substance of God. Who would believe,
if, as the Adversaries hold, the Incarnation of #um, eternally begotten out of the Essence of God,
was foretold in the holy Scripture, declared toWgin Mary, and afterward actually performed and
acknowledged by her and others, and signified kyhidavenly voice of Christ's Baptism, that Satan
should have no certainty of this very thing? esgbcif he heretofore saw God in Heaven, and in him
all his Decrees (for the Adversaries hold thesbdaeally the same with God or his Essence) and
consequently understood, that the second Persthie dfrinity should in those days be incarnated. But
in a thing that is evident, there needeth no mordd spoken; only we will add this thing, that
whereas Satan intended to make Christ doubt, whéthevere the Son of God, namely, that Son,
whom he had a little before heard the divine vojm@nounce him to be, it is not suitable that he
should in his temptation pass by that Nature ofisthaccording to which he was the Son of God. But
the Adversaries hold this to be the divine Nati#erefore they must renounce either this opinion,
or this limitation, whereby they restrain this teatpn to the human Nature.

Now we do not conceive, that any discreet man sal, that this Argument is drawn from the
testimony of the Devil, who is a lying spirit. Fare, contrary to the intention of the Devils words,
urge, that that very man, whom the Devil temptedsvand is the Son of God, a little before
commended by the heavenly Voice in Baptism. Wheeetbe Argument is not drawn from the
testimony of the Devil, as if he had said that véryng, we would have; but partly from the act of
God, appointing Christ to be tempted, and exposethé snares of Satan; partly from the sense,
words and intention of Satan, as effect, which dawdt have come to pass, unless our Opinion were
true.



CHAP. XLIV: Christ theFirst-born of every Creature

Thefiveand thirtieth Argument, That Christ isthe First-born of every Creature.

The fifth Argument may be drawn from thence, thhti§ is called thé-irst-born of every Creature,
Col. 1. 15. and he doth in the same sense call hirttseBeginning of the Creation of GpRev 3.

14. Now as for the first, the Adversaries hold} fhés spoken of Christ according to a divine Natu
and is no mean Argument of that very Nature: whevertheless the First-born must of necessity, be
always contained in the number of them; of whontepx the Parents, it is said to be the first-born;
and consequently Christ must be comprehended imuhgber of Creatures, whose Firstborn he is
said to be, which cannot agree to the most high God

The Defence of the Argument.

For whereas they commonly so expound the placéjtasere said, that Christ was born before every
creature; this, if it be so taken, as that Chrisiudd be wholly exempted out of the number of all
Creatures, is done without any example, and cont@rthe received use of speaking in the holy
Scripture, and in ordinary speech. Which very thoegtain very learned men among the Adversaries,
have sufficiently perceived. FdohnPiscator, although he allow that Exposition as Orthodoxthdo
notwithstanding propose it to consideration, whethalifferent Exposition brought by him, be not
genuine, namely, that we should understand Clwidtet called the First-born of every Creature,
because he is the chief Heir of all things. Ancahdtle after addeth, That the native significatiof

the wordFirst-born, hindreth it from being understood of the divinen@ration of the Son of God out
of the Substance of the Father, for it properlyndigth him who is born at the first birth; and so
agreeth to the Mother, not to the Father.



CHAP. XLV: Christ equal to God

Thethirty sixth Argument, That Christ is equal to God.

That placePhil. 2. 6, &c. which is wont to be urged against usytaineth several Arguments of our
Opinion. For besides what we have formerly urgbdt Christ is there several times distinguished
from God simply put; that he was obedient unto Gbdt he was exalted by him; and that to him was
given by God a name above every name; and th&igrety and Honour given to him, is affirmed to
redound to the glory of God the Father, as to th@ast object thereof: besides all these thingay| s
this also argueth Christ not to be the most higld,Gloat he is said to be equal unto God. Which the
greatest part of the Adversaries say is spokerimofdtcording to the divine Nature, and is an open
proof of that Nature. But that, which is equal,thalways a different Essence from that to whiah it
equal; otherwise the same thing would be equalttself: whereas equals are relatives, and
consequently opposites. If therefore Christ be etpu&od, and that as they imagine, in respect of
Essence and essential Properties, the Essence rift Glust of necessity be different from the
Essence of God. Wherefore they must either holddwme independent Essences, or two most high
Gods, or that Christ is not the most higst God.

More Arguments might be brought, but we will atgmet be content with these; especially because
some of them shall hereafter be touched, when ak giove our Opinion out of such Principles as
Reason it self affordeth. For neither will we sawlirArguments from Reason, as that we will not now
and then recall the Adversaries to the Testimooii¢lse Scripture.



THE THIRD SECTION.

WHEREIN ISSHEWN, THAT THE HOLY SPIRIT ISNOT THE MOST HIGH GOD, THAT
ITMAY APPEAR THAT THE FATHER ONLY ISTHE MOST HIGH GOD.

It now followeth, that we should shew what we unoek to demonstrate in the third place, namely,
That the holy Spirit is not the most high God. Altigh the business may easily be decided by what
we have disputed concerning Christ. For thoughetfiestimonies also of the holy Scripture, which
shew that the Father only is the most high Godyitloal strongly demonstrate, that the holy Spsit i
not the most high God; seeing it is granted thathtbly Spirit is not the Father, yet will we noteus
them in this place. For in this place we do not destrate, that the holy Spirit is not the most high
God; because the Father only is the most high Godon the contrary, because neither the Son, nor
the holy Spirit is the most high God, we evincattthe Father only is the most high God. But with
those testimonies wherewith we have shewn thatsChwinot the most high God, we can here also
demonstrate, that the holy Spirit is not the maghiGod. For neither can it be, if Christ be nat th
most high God, that the holy Spirit should be thestrhigh God. Whence neither was there ever any
man, that | know of, who, not acknowledging Chfistthe most high God, did imagine that the holy
Spirit notwithstanding was the most high God. Ahe treason hereof is manifest, whether you
consider the thing it self, or the opinion of thev&rsaries. For as to the thing it self, how catld
come to pass, that Christ should send the holyitSaird give him to men, if the holy Spirit wereeth
most high God, and Christ were not so? For coulsemel and give the most high God, who is inferior
to him? And as for the opinion of the Adversariggy hold, that the holy Spirit hath his Essence as
from the Father, so also from the Son. But howtbarmost high God have his Essence from him that
is not the most high God? The Creator from a cre&@ttie that was from all eternity, from him that
began to exist at a certain time? Wherefore hasheyn that Christ is not the most high God, we
might here stop and bring no other Arguments, ewsthat the holy Spirit is not the most high God.
Nevertheless, that the thing may be made the manaifest, we will demonstrate the same with
farther arguments. And in the first place we withe Arguments from thence, that many things are
omitted concerning the holy Spirit in the Scriptundich could by no means have been omitted, if he
had been the most high God. Next we will draw Argats from these things, which are expresly
delivered concerning the holy Spirit in the samgare.



CHAP. XLVI: Theholy Spirit not called God in the Scripture

Argument thefirst, That the holy Spirit is no where openly called God in the holy Scripture.

As therefore to the first sort of Arguments, welwigin from the very Name of God. For there can
no place of the Scripture be alledged, whereirhtilg Spirit is openly called God. But were the holy
Spirit God, how could it come to pass that thereusth not be so much as one place in the huge
Volume of the Scripture, where he is openly andrtyecalled God? Concerning the Father there are
so many and so evident places that none can dahye¢his God, unless he dares to deny that the Sun
shineth at noon. Concerning Christ likewise, altffolne be not the most high God, yet there are
certain plain places of the Scripture, which shbat he is God, which are commonly known to all
men. And shall there be no place at all concerttiegholy Spirit, although he be the most high God
as well as the Father, and not only not inferi@u€Christ, but also for as much as Christ is a man b
nature, far superiour? Besides the Adversaries, lblt it is necessary to salvation, for a man to
believe, that the holy Spirit is God, yea, the mugh God. And indeed, if he were the most high
God, it would seem altogether necessary to be knéwrwhat faithful man ought to be ignorant of
his most high God, and not to worship him? Butttiiag would withal be such, that unless it were
divinely revealed unto us, we could have no certaiowledge thereof, in as much as it is not
manifest to our senses. How then should a thingreat, so necessary to be known, so abstruse, not
be clearly explained, and purposely delivered ljnéi men, at the motion of the Spirit himself? How
would it not have been again and again repeatednandtated, that none might be ignorant thereof,
unless he were resolved to be blind in the midshefight? But what place will they alledge, whére

is purposly delivered and openly written, that tady Spirit is God? Certainly, so many thousand
Adversaries, so many learned men perpetually ceaneiin the reading of the Scripture, have for so
many ages, wherein this opinion, concerning thg Bglirit hath prevailed, not been able to find out
so much as one, which will easily appear, if wengix@& the principal places which they alledge,
endeavouring to shew, that the name of God idatd to the holy Spirit.

The Defence of the Argument.

We will here omit that place, which some have usadrather abusedzod is a Spirit John

4. 34. For as much as the greatest part of the iadvies have observed and shewn, that in this place
the name ofSpirit doth not denote the holy Ghost, but a spirituabssance. For indeed it is there
spoken of the Father, as the foregoing words dafestly demonstrate; neither hath the w&pirit

the place of the subject (whence likewise it wdnget article, which notwithstanding is prefixt teet
word God) but of the predicate. For the senseG&d is a Spirit that is, a spiritual Essence or
Substance. These things therefore, because either #he greatest part of the Adversaries do
acknowledge them, shall now be passed by.

But for the most part of them, that dispute conicgsrthis subject, their maiAchillesis that place,
which is extantActs 5. 3, 4. where wheReter, as it is read in the vulgar translation, had gaid
Ananias Why did Satan tempt thy heart to lie to the holyit3fHe addeth a little after, Thou hast not
lied to men but to GodMuch likewise is by some attributed to those vgoofiPaul, 1 Cor. 6. 19, 20.
Where when he had saidpur members are the temple of the holy Spiritckvis in you, which you
have from God, he addeth; Glorify God in your ho#igd to those in the same Epistle, Chap. 12. 4, 5,
6. There are diversities of Gifts, but the same Sparitd diversities of administrations, but the same
Lord; and diversities of opperations, but the sa@u, which worketh all things in alEspecially
because it is afterward said in the 11th. véds.these things worketh one and the same Spirit,
distributing to every one as he willikewise out of the Old Testament, those wordPaVid, are
wont to be alledged, 8am 23. 2, 3.The Spirit of the Lord spake by me, and his word imamy
tongue. The God of Israel said to me, the mighty @inlsrael spake to m&hey further add those
places wherein they think the holy Spirit is calted Lord.



First, they say, That iDeut 32. 12. it is saidThe Lord alone led hitnamely, the people of Israel in
the Wildernessand there was no strange God with hikow the same thing is affirmed of the holy
Spirit, namely, that he leldrael, Isa. 63. 14. Where it is readhe Spirit of the Lord did lead him.

Again, they say, That the LorBxod 4. 12.Numb 12. 6. and elsewhere declared, that he wouldkspea
by the Prophets. Buicts1. 16. the same is attributed to the holy Spastalso in that place that was a
little before quoted, Sam 23. 2.

Thirdly, they say, That the Lord was oftentimesvoiaed by thdsraelites But this is referred to the
holy Spirit,Isa. 63. 10.Heh 3. 8, 9. Acts7. 51.

Finally, Those words of the Lortsa. 6. 9, &c. are attributed to the holy SpiAt 28. 25, 26.

These, as far as | have hitherto been able to whsare the chiefe testimonies, whereby the
Adversaries endeavour to prove, that the holy Sigirtalled God, or which is some way of a greater
force, the Lord.

But first, it is in none of these places openlytten or purposely delivered, that the holy SpgiGod

in that it is every where to be concluded by somesequence; and those places, out of which it is
concluded, that the holy Spirit is called the Loade for the most part written in such places,ras a
very distinct one from the other. And therefore ao¢ of a thousand amongst the ruder sort, unkess h
be admonished by some other, will compare thoseepléogether, especially so, as to draw such a
conclusion from thence, as the adversaries wowe.hisow, though we do not at all reject lawful
consequences, yet have we shewn, that in this itaseiecessary, there should be such placestextan
in the holy Scripture, wherein it is openly writighat the holy Spirit is God. For it cannot berevhe

the most high God, but that it should most opemi¢ requently be written and purposely declared.
Wherefore if such places cannot be alleged, it aiaight be concluded that the consequences, which
are drawn to prove the matter are not legitimated Ahis you will easily perceive by examining
those, which we saw were alledged by the AdversaFer the Arguments, which are fetched out of
those places, are for the most part grounded enrélaison; that those things, which in one place are
attributed to God, or the Lord, are either elsewher in the same place, attributed to the holyiSpi
Which reason, how frivolous it is, may from therme understood, that by this meanes it might not
only be concluded, that the holy Spirit is Godtte Lord, but likewise, that he is Father or theé;So
and likewise, that the Son is the Father, and edhtrthe Father the Son. For the Adversaries
themselves contend, that the external works oTtivéty are undivided or common to all the persons;
and alledge many places, where either in the sane diverse words, the same thing is attributed,
either to all those persons, or to two of them. Ahd reason is manifest enough, why such a
consequence is illegitimate; because like thingg praceed from diverse causes, or be conversant
about diverse objects, or exist in diverse subjg&s, the self same works may proceed from diverse
causes, either coordinate, (as they speak) andduaimmong themselves, or subordinate; whereof the
one doth depend on the other; or is subservien¢dinéo. If there doth seem to be any further stteng
in those places, that, when we have examined @akleasily be found, to be indeed none.

Wherefore, that we may examine each place as msichis needful; the first place, quoted out of
Acts 5, doth not prove that which the adversaries wdadsge. First, because, as others also have
observed, it is otherwise read in the Greek, timathé vulgar translation. For it is not there vesitt
That thou shouldest lie to the holy Ghost, but that shouldest belie the holy GhoSr (as a very
learned Interpreter among the Adversaries doth i¢athat thou shouldest deceive the holy Spirit:
Which translation others likewise have touched; buprejudicate opinion hindered them from
thoroughly approving it. And this translation isnfiomed by that, which is afterward read vers. 9.
wherePeter explaineth the same fault 8haniasandSaphirg in these wordswhy have ye agreed
together to tempt the Spirit of the Lor#®r it is the same to tempt the holy Spirit, andelie him.
Now they tempted the holy Spirit, because theydhdas if they would try, whether the holy Spirit
dwelling in the Apostles, or the Apostles themsg)ugy virtue of the holy Spirit dwelling in them,
would observe the deceit or not. Wherefore thecited Interpreter, whom we praised before, who
had so rendred the wordsers 5. [vers. 3.]That thou shouldest deceive the holy Spirit, doth



afterwards explain them in this manner: That thbawddest endeavour to deceive the holy Spirit, that
is, us the Apostles, in whom the Spirit workettd emwhom he revealeth the things that are needful
to the edification of the Church; and this is a bfgtmy of the Adjunct.do not now mention that
explication of those words whidBrasmusdelivered, and other learned men likewise havieviad,
that the words may be rendréd counterfeit the holy Spirit

By these things it easily appeareth, that it caffiroh this place be concluded, that the holy Spgrit
God; sincePeterdoth in one manner speak of the holy Ghost, of Boanother. There he saitto
belie, or deceiveand mock théwoly Spirit Hereto lie to God The first doth simply note the object,
about which the fraud and mocking is conversangé 3&cond signifieth the utmost scope unto which
that injury and contumely doth redound. For, therePeter, after he had said, thAnaniaswould
deceive the holy Spirit, and mock him with his lid add, that he had not lied unto men but to God,
that he might the more perceive the greatnesssosihi as if he should have said: Thou oughtest not
to think, that this injury pertaineth to us aloaed is terminated in us, for it tendeth to the disjur

of God himself. But there had been no need to agdsach thing, if he had said, thabhaniashad

lied to the holy Spirit, and he had known from tteetrine of the Apostles, that the holy Spirit was
God himself Like unto this passage is thatHess 4. 8. where, when the Apostle had said, what
precepts he had given to them by the Lord Jesuk,ugon what terms God had called them, he
addethitherefore he that despiseth, despiseth not maGbdtf who hath also given his holy Spirit to
us; that is, who hath imparted his holy Spirit unto losg whom it is apparent that we are governed, &
by whose impulsion we do speak. Whence it appedheththis injury and contempt of us, and the
precepts delivered by us, redound to God himseadfid though it should be said thstaniashad

lied to the holy Spirit, and had lied to God withgét it would not from thence follow, that the fol
Spirit is God. For in one and the same act a manli@do two, and to one through another; or to one
immediately, as here to the holy Spirit dwellingtie Apostles; to another mediately, as to God. So
he, that persecuteth the faithful, persecutethsChiimself: he that heareth and receiveth the Agsst
or, on the contrary, despiseth them, heareth ateiveth or despiseth Christ: he that despisethsChri
despiseth also God that sent hikhatth. 10. 40. Luk. 10. 16. Now will any one thencencade
either, that the faithful or the Apostles are Chias that Christ is he that sent him, namely thehEr?

But if we may reason in this mann@&maniaslied to God:Ananias(at the same time and in the same
act) lied to the holy Ghost: Therefore the holy &he God, it will also be lawful to reason thésul
persecuted ChrisPaul (at the same time and in the same act) persetiefhithful: Therefore the
faithful are Christ. Or, he that heareth the Apmstlheareth Christ, and also him that sent him:
therefore he that sent Christ is Christ. What thweifi, the Adversaries answer to these arguments?
Without doubt, that there is more in the conclugimem in the premises. Wherefore let them imagine,
that the same answer is given to them. For thogght to be concluded: therefore some one who lied
to the holy Spirit lied to God. As also in thosstances, which we alledged: therefore some one who
persecuted the faithful, did persecute Christ; same who heareth him that sent Christ, heareth
Christ himself. We have spoken the more largelthef place, because greater stress is laid ondt, a
yet not all which might be said thereupon. We wilh over the other more briefly. As for the second
place therefore, which is extanCbr. 6. 19, 20. the holy Spirit is not understood g hame of God
but is openly distinguished from him. For is nog¢ tholy Spirit here manifestly distinguished from
God, whilest it is said that they have hirom God?He speaketh also of the same God in the
following words, Therefore glorify God in your body, &8low, that the Apostle doth not speak of the
holy Ghost, even that is an argument, namely,Hbagpeaketh of him, to whom we, as servants, have
been bought with a price, but who did ever reatiweawere bought to the holy Spirit? That we were
by Christ bought and invasseld to the Father, bughthing it self speaketh, and it will easily appe
from these words of thRevelationwhich are extant Chap. 5. 9. 10. chap 14. 4.iBbey say, that it

is from thence proved, that the holy Spirit is Gbed¢cause we are his temple: for none but God hath a
temple: first it will not follow, that the holy Spi is here called God, and that openly, whichhs t
thing now in debate; For the same Adversaries amat wo alledge many places, from whence they
endeavour to evince, that either the holy SpiritChrist is the most high God, where notwithstagdin
both they themselves confess, and all see, thataime of God is not attributed to Christ or theyhol
Spirit. Again, a temple may be belonging not ordytlhe most high God, but also to him, who is
subordinate to God in divine Empire and worshig, ardly in the opinion of men but in very deed.



Last of all, it may be only so far forth grantebatt a temple belongeth to none but God himself, as
that a temple is not indeed dedicated to the hoobwany other person, nor possest by any other
person by a more divine right and principally inibedh then by God. Otherwise it is inhabited in & so
by Angels as the ministers of God, and the virtug efficacy of God doth in a manner dwell therein,
so that it may be rightly said to be the templdhaf divine efficacy and virtue; seeing God by his
efficacy and virtue doth inhabite his temple, esgcthat which is treated of in that place to the
Corinths Wherefore if any one will conclude that the h@ost is God, in that our body is his
temple, he must demonstrate that our body is stethple of the holy Spirit, as that he is a person,
whose honour it is dedicated, and by whom our bedyy such a right as is proper to the divine
Majesty, possessed and principally inhabited. Bigtimpossible to demonstrate this, and it dotbnev
from thence seem to be false, because in a placg]ike to this place of ours, which is extantdref

in the same Epistle to th&orinths Chap 3. 16. the Apostle doth thence clearly provet tmare the
temple of God, because his Spirit dwelleth in us afsoJohnproveth that God abideth in us, because
he hath given us of his Spirit,Jbhn 3. 24. and 4. 13. For if the holy Spirit were sacherson, as
before we said and consequently the most high @bdt need was there to conclude thence, that
God abideth in us, or, that we are his temple, lisednis spirit is in us; and not rather from thence
because that very spirit that dwelleth in us is BW@¢hat need is there, | say, to shew, that wehare t
temple of God, who is distinguished from the hopjrts, and by the interveining of him dwelleth in
us; and not rather of God, which is the very sginhself dwelling in us, and inhabiting us as his
temple, not by another person, as our Adversarmgdvhave it, but by himself? But the Apostles
knew, that it belongeth not to the supreme deityhis own person and substance to inhabite any
temple whatsoever on the earth, and to dwell irbtieasts of men, but by his virtue and efficacy an
therefore they do not conclude, that we are thelemf God, or that God abideth in us, because the
holy Spirit that dwelleth in us, is the supreme Gldt because the spirit of that God dwelleth in us
and was by him given to us. For if the spirit, orck and efficacy of any deity dwelleth in any glac
the very deity it self is said to dwell there, ghdlt is the temple thereof, wherein his virtue resht
were fixed his abode.

The third place which is extant,(or. 12. 5, 6. doth likewise plainly prove the conyrdor thereone
and the same spiris manifestly distinguished both froomeand the sam&od and fromoneand the
samelord, of which matter we have before treated. But iéythwill collect from the unity of
operation, which appeareth from the collatioverfs 6. with the 11th. that that one God, and that one
spirit are the same; first, it is one thing thaeg tioly Spirit should be that one God, another, heat
should be called that one God, concerning whichltanate here treate. Again, we must conclude that
that God also, which worketh all these things ks/dpirit, is the same with his spirit, in that game
operations agree to both; that is, that the Fashiére holy Spirit, and contrarily, the holy Spistthe
Father: yea, that the three persons which are caoiyrieeld are but one, and predicated one of
another, because they have the same external igpsrabncerning which we here speak. But of this
matter also it was formerly treated.

In like manner neither doth the fourth place, whikextant 2Sam 23. 2. prove that the holy Spirit is
God, but rather, that he is not so; so far is befbeing there openly called God or the Lord. Foish
there openly distinguished from the Lord, whichhat one God, whilst he is called the Spirit of the
Lord, of which matter more in the following discear Now whereas they reason thus: God spake by
David: The holy Spirit spake bfpavid: Therefore the holy Spirit is God; any one eapiyceiveth
how fallacious this reasoning is; in that it cotedis of mere affirmatives in the second figuretheey
speak in the schooles. For if such an argument letadmitted, we may thus also conclude; God the
Father spake bipavid: The holy Spirit spake bPavid: Therefore the holy Spirit is God the Father.
For theMajor is to be granted by the Adversaries, both foratmunion of operations, which they
hold to be among the persons of the Trinity, arsd &r the saying of the holy scripture. For that |
may produce but on place; the Apostlsts4. 25. say of God the Fathénat he spake by the mouth
of David his servantnamely by the holy Spirit, as the vulgar transhathath it. But that God the
Father is there understood, is apparent fvens 27. where Jesus is called the son of that Godnwh
the Apostles spake unto. And indeed God spake ®ySpirit, or the intervening of his Spirit by
David, in that by his Spirit and efficacy he disclosedim those things, which he ought to speak, and



moved him to utter them. Thus Rev Chap 2. and 3. at the end of every Epistle directethto
Angels of theAsian Churches, these words are reket him that hath an ear, hear what the Spirit
saith to the Churche&ut in these Epistles Christ the son of God dotipgieially speak. Wherefore if
we ought to follow the reasoning of the Adversarigs must conclude that that Spirit, namely, the
holy Spirit, is Christ the son of God. Indeed Chdisl there speak, but by his Spirit, to whom tatt
reason the act of speaking is likewise there atteidh Now if the Adversaries will invert their majo
proposition, and argue in this manner; whosoevakepyDavid he is the God dfsrael; neither that
proposition will be contained, in the place quotiedm whence the Argument is drawn, nor is to be
admitted, unless it be thus taken: Whatsoever pepsimcipally spake byavid, he is the God of
Israel. But if you subsume: The holy Spirit is a prindiparson spaking bipavid, it likewise will
neither be contained in the place that was quatedis at any hand to be granted. But agBavid
spaketh there one way concerning God, another oaingethe holy Spirit. Of the Spirit he saith: The
Spirit of the Lord spakdy me but of God he saith, The God tHrael spaketo me neither is it
spoken of the same thing in both places. For infohmer part of the words it is signified, that God
movedDavid by his Spirit to utter prophesies: in the lattbgt he spake somethingDavid himself,

or caused something to be declared to him, namahgcerning the regal dignity, which he first
conferred upon him bypamuel 1 Sam 16. 13. afterward confirmed byathan 2 Sam 7. 12, &c.
(compare the said place withiSam 7. 28. 2Kings S. S. & 8. 19, &c. Lhron 22. 8, &c.Psal 88. 4.
20, &c.) in reference to his posterity. Wherefanethis matter, God did not spake bwvid, but by
others toDavid. Howbeit, that this was performed by the SpiritGid, this, as to the force of those
words, is altogether by accident. For it had belemree, if God had spoken tDavid in his own
person without any Prophet that was divinely iregir

It is now easy to give an answer to those plagesvise, whereby others endeavour to prove, that the
holy Spirit is called Lord. For that in none of thét is plainly written, that the holy Spirit is¢H_ord

or God, which that it was requisite to overthrow dugument, every man perceiveth. But neither do
they prove that the holy Spirit is Lord. For wheisisaid,Deut 32. 12.The Lord alone did guidthe
People of Israel; the worlong doth only so far forth exclude others, eithengsi or persons, which
are herein subordinate to God, in as much as tteeglenied to be the supreme Leaders of that People.
For if they should by that Particle, be wholly exd¢d from the action of bringing the People out of
Egypt we must conclude, either thiktosesdid not lead that people, which notwithstanding th
History doth most openly shew; or, that he alsilvésLord himself. Which should also be said of that
Angel, of whom God saiti;hat he should go before the People, and keep ithé¢ine way, and bring
them into the place which he had prepargdwhich Angel he affirmeth his name should Bzod

23. 20, 21. But it is well that the very words bétplace do shew, that the Partialeneis indeed
opposed tmther Godsand persons not subordinate to the Lord; in whigimber the holy Spirit is,
which dwelling chiefly inMoses led the people, as may be understood from tredepbfisaiah,
chap. 63. 11. which hath been cited. Now that 8pisit is not the Lord himself, who is said alowe t
have led the People, is thence apparent, becaubesa very words dsaiah, which are compared
with that place oDeuteronomyhe is distinguished from the Lord, whilst he adled the Spirit of the
Lord: and afterward the Prophet turning of his speento the Lord himself, saitifhus didst thou
lead thy People.

As to the other reason: The Lord said, that he depkak by the Prophets; but the holy Spirit spake
by the Prophets; wherefore the holy Spirit is tloed, An answer hereunto is already evident from
those things which have been spoken concerningptheg, 2Sam 23. 2. for it is a Syllogism of mere
Affirmatives in the second Figure. And if this reasbe firm, it will follow, that the Angels alsoer
the Lord. For in the quoted pladdumb 12. 6. the Lord saith, that he would in visiorpear to the
Prophets, or would speak unto them by dreams. iBuAhgels also did this, as appeareth both from
other places, so especially from the Prophedyzsfkie] Daniel, Zachary and from theRevelationof
John See Dan. 8. 16, 17. & 9. 21,&c. cap. 10. 5, Zach 1. 8,9, 14, 19. & 2. 1, 3, &c. & 4. 1, &c.
& frequently in other placefev 1. 1. 17. 1, &c. and 19. 9, 10. and 21. 9, &d 2A. 8, &c. and ver.
16. Moreover, we have examples hereof in the Histbthe Gospel, and in th&ctsof the Apostles.
And that we may not go far from the places which Adversaries alledge; that very person, who
spake these words tdoses Exod 4. 12. was an Angel sustaining the person of Gsdwe have



elsewhere shewn; and although a man would not ssrifeyet seeing the Law is said to have been
disposed, and delivered by Angels, in the hand Midiator, he must needs confess, that the Angel,
in giving the Law, spake untdoses of whom those word€&xod4. do treat.

There is the same fault in the third reason, nantkt a conclusion is in the second Figure drautn o
of mere Affirmatives: The Israelites provoked therd; the Israelites provoked the holy Spirit;
therefore the holy Spirit is the Lord. Which isutfd by that very place d$aiah, which is cited,
whilst he is said to be the Spirit of the Lord: fa saithput they provoked to anger, and grieved the
holy Spirit of him that is, of the Lord, for of him it is spoken;esger. 7, &c. A like Argument
hereunto would be this; The Israelites were dismbedio the Lord, and exasperated him; The
Israelites were disobedient to the voice of thedl.and exasperated his mouth; Therefore the vdice o
the Lord, or his mouth, are the Lord himself. OughThe Israelites grieved the holy Spirit, and
resisted him. The Israelites grieviebses and resisted him, as the History testifieth indsy places;
yea, they did chiefly so far forth grieve the h@pirit, and resist him in the wilderness, as they
grievedMoses in whom he dwelt, and resisted him. Whence it faillow, if the Argument of the
Adversaries be right, th&oseshimself was the holy Spirit. For it is to be ohs=t, that the words,
Heb 3. 8, 9. are not so attributed to the holy Spag, if they were spoken in his person, as the
Adversaries conceive, but because they were pramauby the impulse of the holy Spirit. Otherwise
it would follow, that the holy Spirit iavid himself, since the holy Spirit is in this placédse have
uttered also these word@sal 95.Today if you will hear his voiceamely, God, &c. But it is certain,
that both these words, and also the rest, whichea@ in the beginning of tHesalm are pronounced

in the person oDavid. Thus we saw before, that it is ascribed to thig Bpirit, Rev 2. 3. that he
spake those things which are most openly pronountdde person of Christ. Therefore the holy
Spirit so spake those words David, as he is said to cry in our heardhba Father Gal. 4. 6.
namely, because we by him, that is, by his imputkeso cry,Rom 8. 15. and as he is said to
intercede for us with groans unutterable, verig@ause he maketh us to pray and groan unto God.

As to the last proof; therefore the words of God attributed inlsaiah to the holy Spirit, because
Isaiah pronounced them by the impulse of the holy SpiNdw as it doth not follow, becaussaiah
likewise pronounced those words, that they areetbes spoken in his person, and so tisatah is

the Lord; so like wise neither is it to be conclddeoncerning the holy Spirit, by whose impulse he
pronounced them. It is also here to be observedt wh noted in Zam 23. it is not said of the holy
Spirit, that he spake those wondsto Isaiah but onlyby Isaiah But the Lord did not only speak them
by Isaiah,but also, as appeareth by the Prophecy it sel§aiah because he spake openly by him, as
one person doth to another; which is neither herestsewhere attributed to the holy Spirit. Fathié
holy Spirit is read to have said any thing to ang,ait is found to have no otherwise come to pass,
than, because some things were declared to somiamesod, by the intervening of some Prophet.
For in that the Prophets spake by divine Inspiratiberefore the holy Spirit is said to have spolgn
them. But when God spaketh openly to any one, okragel sustaining his person, the holy Spirit is
not said to have spoken to him. And thus much amireg our first Argument.



CHAP. XLVII: No command to adore, or invocate the holy Spirit

The second Argument, That it is no wherein holy Scripture commanded, that we should adore, or
invocate the holy Spirit; yea, thereis not so much as any example thereof.

Let the next Argument be this, that we are no wiegtteer enjoined, or any way admonished in the
holy Scripture, to adore or invocate the holy $piviea, so far it is, that there is any precept or
admonition concerning this thing, that there is sotmuch as one example of any man there to be
found, which hath done it. Now though it is saidthat which is called the Apostles Creed, that we
are to believe in the holy Spirit: as many of theci®nts did in like manner say, that we are todveli

in the Catholick Church, and in the other thingst thre there mentioned; yet is it no where expresly
said in the holy Scripture, that we ought to bedi@v the holy Spirit, or that any one did beliewe i
him. But, were the holy Spirit the most high Godwhcould it be, that all those things should not be
openly enjoined, and many examples of them fourttbly men? first, because these things would be
necessary to be known and practised of all memlk@son, were the holy Spirit the most high God.
Again, because these things are not only oftenpimst openly writ concerning the Father; but also
concerning the Son, there are partly preceptslypaaiinonitions, and very many examples, although
we have shewn that he is not the most high God. Hmeh more therefore would there be many
examples extant concerning the holy Spirit, weréheemost high God.

The Defence of the Argument.

Indeed the Adversaries endeavour sometimes byicetasequences, to evince that these things are
some way contained in the holy Scripture, but vegeshall not deal with consequences, but as we
have taught, with open precepts, that might beentitb every one, though otherwise he were but a
simple man.

As for Invocation, some imagine they have an exantbéreof, both irPaul, 1 Cor. 13. ult. who
wisheth to theCorinthians The communion of the holy Spirgind also illohnRev 1. 4. who wisheth

to the sevesianChurchesGrace and peace to the seven Spirits that are befue Throne of God.
But they are exceedingly mistaken; for as to thehwof Paul, it is one thing to wish that the
communion of the holy Spirit should be with menp#mer thing to invocate the holy Spirit himself;
for the first is no other than to wish, that théyh®pirit should be communicated unto men, or being
communicated, should abide with them. For neitlogh dhe Apostle take the communion of the holy
Spirit actively, as if he wished that the holy S&pshould communicate something; otherwise he
would have added the name of something which heldvbiave to be communicated to the
Corinthiansby the holy Spirit; but as we have already himpedsively. Thus the communion of the
Blood of Christ, and the communion of the Body ¢iri8t, 1Cor. 10. 16. is taken, where there is the
same word in the Greek, as in that placeC&. 13. ult. For whilst the Apostle wisheth the
communion of the holy Spirit to th€orinthians he explaineth in what manner chiefly he desireth
that God and Christ should testify their Grace apde towards them, namely, in giving his holy
Spirit to them, or in cherishing and augmenting $aene already given unto them, And indeed it
would be a wonder, iPaul should here wish for something from the holy $pas a divine person,
that he should so often have omitted the mentiohif elsewhere in the like prayers. Of which
matter more hereatter.

As to the wish oflJohn the very number of those spirits sufficiently tein, that this place maketh
nothing to the invocation of the holy Spirit, whdimey would have to be the third Person in the
Godhead. For then we should make seven spiritsadsf one, so that for three Persons of the Deity,
we should have nine. Which, when others perceithdy said, that by these spirits, is to be
understood the various power of God, or, as thealspthe various gift of the holy Spirit. And
therefore it is all one, as J#ohnshould pray for Grace and Peace from the holyitSmimself. But
besides that, the Adversaries agree not among #teassconcerning this matter (for some by that
name understand seven chief Angels of God; othersnanifold providence of God and Christ) what



is there that evinceth, that this virtue proceedaim the holy Spirit, which is a third Person bét
Deity? and that he is invocated, whaohn prayeth for Grace and Peace from those seventsSpfri
God? There is not the least hint thereof in Revelation where mention is several times made of
those seven spirits. See besides the very platiedirst chapter, chap. 3. 1. & 4. 5. & 5. 6. whic
two places compare witach 4. 2, 10. from whence they are in a manner takethese places thou
shalt see those spirits called the spwit$sod they are said to stand before the Throne. Cisrisaid

to have them as eyes and horns. For they are tinsbead of eyes, because by them he overseeth and
taketh care of his Disciples, and provideth fomthand instead of horns, because by them he pusheth
his enemies, and driveth them away, and chaseth fiteen his People. What hint is here of the holy
Spirit, that should be a third Person of the Dedg2h not the thing it self shew, that if the maidf
virtue and efficacy of God which he hath commuredatith Christ, be to be understodohn whilst

he wisheth grace and peace from those spirits, slotimention them, as if they were certain persons
distinct from God and Christ; yet in the mean tideth only declare the means & manner whereby
he desireth that grace & peace should proceed Godhto the Churches? and so doth tacitly repeat
the invocation of God himself, whom he had befamead, and whose spirits they principally are, and
to whom they do in a manner minister? for whictsogralso he immediately subjoineth them to God.
But for as much as Christ also hath these spifitGad, and maketh use of them, therefore having
made mention of them, he also commemorateth Chaisd, prayeth for grace and peace to the
Churches from him; wherefore this wish, and thelaripg of the divine help comprehended therein,
is properly referred to God and Christ, impropddythe spirits themselves. Which is the cause why
other divine men omit the mention of them in thedlutations and wishes: they who hold them to be
Angels, will say that this invocation, is referréal them only in a secondary manner, as unto
Ministers, not as unto Lords, and the true bestewégrace and peace; and that therefore the nmentio
of them is elsewhere omitted, and they are theeedot before Christ, partly because they belong unt
God, to whom they are next subjoined (for whichseaalso afterwards, chap. 3. the name oNe
Jerusalems interposed betwixt that of God and Christ) lydbecauselohnintendeth to speak more
largely of Christ. For he therefore reserveth tlention of them to the end, that without disturbiing
course of his speech, he might more freely makexanrsion into his prayers. For if he would have
reserved the mention of those spirits to the eedshould have either used a longer Parenthesis, or
begun a new speech. It is apparent therefore kiesie tis nothing in those places, to establish the
invocation of the holy Spirit. And here it is worthe rehearsing, (as learned men have noted) that
Hilary in his twelve Books concerning the Trinity, neeatled the holy Spirit God, never said that he
is to be adored, but only to be obtained: whiclikewise to be observed in other Writers both aftth
and former times, Yea, the true opinion concertiveggholy Spirit, was of so great power, that even
after those things, wherein the holy Spirit begabé accounted for the most high God, almost all th
prayers of the Churches were directed to God thkeFaand to Christ, not to the holy Spirit. And
there are yet extant, several Books of the Papmsts forth in the former age, and containing an
account of Religion and Ceremonies in use among tiehere it is expresly declared, that we must
observe how every prayer is directed to God thédfatbor to Christ, the Son, and not to the holy
Spirit, because a gift is not asked from the gifiglf, but from the bestower of the gift. Indeed are

not ignorant, that there is an usual Hymn amongtheherein they pray the holy Spirit to come, and
fill the heart of his People; howbeit, the causechlis alledged, that a gift is not asked from gifeit

self, but from the bestower of the gift, is uniarsand it is clear that regard was had thereumto i
most prayers of the Church, and should have bednnhall without exception. Now that custom of
praying, is an open token of the true Opinion, Whdid at first prevail in the Church. For if thelfyno
Spirit be the most high God, absolutely equal ®FRather, and to the Son, whom they likewise hold
to be the most high God, why was he not judged woof equal honour? Why were either all, or at
least the greatest part of prayers not equallyctiiteto him, as to the Father or the Son? Thiseidde
was the hinderance, that in those first timesai$ wut of controversie; as both the holy Scriptioi
plainly enough testify, and at this day many (tHotlgerein inconstant to themselves) confess tleat th
holy Spirit is a gift. For which cauddilary, before cited, illustrating and confirming his wjgin
concerning the Trinity, with that saying of ChriMat. 28. 19.Baptizing them in the name of the
Father, and of the Son, and of the holy Spddth in his second Book concerning the Trinitythe
close thereof, thus explain the wortisthe confession of the Author, and of the onlgdden, and of
the gift which he doth there largely pursue. Whereforeesithey had this opinion concerning the



holy Spirit, they directed their prayers not to himat to the Father and the Son, the bestoweratf th
gift; knowing, that a gift is not asked from thét g self, but from the giver of the gift. Whiclustom,
even the contrary errour hath for so many agebeen able quite to abolish.



CHAP. XLVIII: Theholy Spirit ommited in many verses

Thethird Argument, That the mention of the holy Spirit, isin many places omitted, and would not
so have been, were he the most high God.

The third Argument may thence be drawn, that iry veany places of the Scripture, where mention is
made of the Father, and of the Son, and sometifn&sgels, or other things, and persons, there is no
mention made of the holy Spirit; when neverthelassition ought to have been made of him, no less
than of the Father and the Son; and rather theheofAngels, or of other things and persons, if he
were the most high God, coequal (as they spealf)ed-ather and the Son. Which that it may be
plain, we will first alledge those places, whertiere is mention made of the Father, and of Christ
only; and then those where mention is made of sthvenether Persons, and chiefly Angels, or things,
which ought to have been mentioned much less th@hdly Spirit, if he had been the most high God.
But for as much as the places of the former satadmost innumerable, we will here recite those
only, which are somewhat more illustrious, and scbilefly, as affirm the same thing of God and
Christ within the compass of the same sentencegsgtave reserve for the diligence of the Reader.

We will begin fromJohn in the History of whose Gospel, we will give thiest place to those words

of Christ, which are extant chap. 17. 3. Tikid.ife eternal, that they know th@eather)the only true
God, and Jesus Christ, whom thou hast.séf¢ do not now urge, that the Father only is saidye

the true God; for that we have done in the begmmihthis work; but that mention is made of the
Father only, and of the Son, and in the knowledgthese two only, eternal life, or the way to attai

it, is placed: when notwithstanding, were the Hapjrit no less the true God than the Father, itldou
be necessary that eternal Life should lie no leshé knowledge of him, than in the knowledge &f th
Father; and consequently mention should have besle mo less of the one than of the other; much
less that a divine Embassadour should rather beioned. Neither can the Adversaries say, that the
knowledge of the holy Spirit, is contained in thelledge of the Father, and of Christ. For though
this be otherwise most true, yet is it of no forceveaken our Argument. For the knowledge of the
holy Spirit is contained in the knowledge of Godl &hrist; but not as of a person distinct from God
the Father, and from Christ; but as of a divineghio be communicated unto men from the Father by
the Son. For otherwise the knowledge of Chrisiss aftentimes included in the knowledge of God;
and on the contrary, the knowledge of God is cosegriin the knowledge of Christ; namely, because
he that knoweth and seeth Christ, knoweth and gbketlratherJohn8. 19. & 14. 7, 9. And on the
contrary, none knoweth the Father, nor comethrtg but by the SoriMiat. 11. 27.John14. 6. So that

it is necessary, if a man will attain the savingikitedge of the Father, that he know the Son also.
Nevertheless, Christ in that place of ours, wascnaotent to make mention either of the Father alone
or of himself alone, but joined the knowledge oftbtiogether, because his intention was to express
those divine persons, in the knowledge of whomnetekife consisteth. If therefore the holy Spirit
were a divine person, distinct from the Father gredSon, he would no less have mentioned him than
those two persons, seeing the obtaining of etadiifalwould consist no less in the knowledge of him,
than of them.

But now let us proceed to other things, and becaweséhave begun fromdohn let us add other
passages, which are extant in the same writerlyparthis History of the Gospel, partly in the
Epistles, and partly in thRevelation As for the History of the Gospel, among otherspags, Christ
spaketh thus, chap. 8. 16, &c. (which place we hgwen another occasion before discouydéd
judge, my judgment is true, for I am not alone, lbamhd the Father that sent me: It is also writian
your Law, that the testimony of two men is trugml one that bear witness of myself; and the Father
that sent me, beareth witness of. Méhy now made he not mention likewise of the H8pirit, if he

be the most high God as well as the Father? Didoméribute less to the truth of Christs judgment,
than the Father, although he were one God with Hia?he less give testimony to Christ? why
therefore did he not mention his testimony, sed¢h@gplurality of withesses most worthy of credit,
addeth greater weight to the testimony; and henesCargeth both the number and dignity of the
witnesses? Certainly in that placeJdhn5. 7. which is at this day commonly read, thougtat,



neither in the ancient Greek Copies, nor in thea8krtranslation, nor in most of the ancient Books
the Latin Edition, and omitted by many Greek Inteters, or Fathers, as they call them, yea, and by
some Latin Interpreters, and rejected by somevaiters, and finally, not very well agreeing withet

rest of the Text, and for the variety of readingspected, in that place, | say, there is a peculiar
mention made of the witness of the holy Spirit. Andeed his testimony may peculiarly be recited,
although he be not a divine person distinct frora father and the Son; namely, because the
testimony which God gave to Christ by him, had sthing peculiar from the rest; so that he doth
seem in a manner to testify apart from both; betdltan no cause be brought, why his testimony was
omitted, if he be a divine person distinct from fh&ther and the Son: but if he be the virtue and
efficacy of God the Father, his testimony is rigldbmprehended in the testimony of the Fathert as i
cometh to pass in the same chapter of the firgtlepdf John where the place now under debate, is at
this day commonly read v. 9, 10. which | desire ymaonfer with the two preceding verses. To these
may be added that place likewise in 8th. chap of his history of the Gospel v. 13 [17]. But Jesu
answered thermy Father worketh hitherto and | worKea and all the rest that followeth, where it is
spoken concerning the admirable works of Christhhbifnat were already done, and that were
afterward to be done, where there is no mentionen@dhe holy Spirit, who would have had an
equall share together with the Father and the B@&ffecting these works, if he had been one and the
same God with both. But as we have declared beforeould be too tedious to rehearse all such
places; let these likewise be looked upon chap224 15. 24 & 16, 3.

Now that we may come to the Epistle of the samesfippwhat is that which is read 1 Epist. 1. 3.
Our fellowship is with the Father, and with his Sonu¥e€hrist?why is it not added alsavyith the
holy Spirit if he be a divine person distinct from both, amd equal in all things to both, yea, one
God with both? What likewise is that, chap. 2. B4hat which you have heard from the beginning,
shall remain in you, you also shall continue in 8@n, and in the Fathen®hy not also in the holy
Spirit? What is that 2 Epist. ver. Grace be with you, Mercy and Peace from God thdéfatand
from the Lord Jesus Christ, the Son of the Fathehy not also from the holy Spirit? Concerning
which matter, we will afterward speak more, whenreleearse the salutationsPdul. Add to these
the words of ver. 9. in the same Epistte that abideth in the Doctrine of Christ, he haibth the
Father and the Sorwhy not also the holy Spirit?

As for theRevelation to omit those places, wherein other things os@es are joined with God and
Christ, which are afterward to be rehearsed byag; famous is that place, chap. 5. 13. where all th
Creatures which are in any place, are read to bakkBlessing, Honour, Glory and Power be unto
him that sitteth upon the Throne, and unto the Léonlever and ever@hy not (as now a-days all the
Temples of the Adversaries do ring) glory be to Bather, and to the Son, and to the holy Spirit?
Why only to him that sitteth upon the Throne, amtiouthe Lamb? For that he, that sitteth upon the
Throne, is the same with the Father, whosoever dotlunderstand from that whole 5th chapter, and
from other things written in the same Book, cefiaihe must needs be a man of very little
understanding.

Hither belong also those words, chap. 11. 15. Timgdoms of this world, are become the Kingdoms
of our Lord, and of his Christ. And chap. 12. 10owNis come salvation and strength, and the
Kingdom of our God, and the Power of his Christ:ywWiot also of the holy Spirit? For neither may
any one say, that in the name of our God, the Baglyit is included. For as we have above seen,
neither is the holy Spirit any where called Godha Scripture; and he is here called our God, whose
Christ or Anointed Jesus is; for it is said, and power of his Christ; that is, the Christ of ourdG
But Jesus is not the Christ of the holy Spirit, los0 any where called; but the Christ of God the
Father; as is very apparent from the sedesdlm For neither was he anointed of the holy Spiit, b
with the holy Spirit of God, namely, the Fathacts10. 38. and alstsa. 42. 1.Mat. 12. 17.Isa. 61.

1. Luke4. 18. Hitherto belong also those words, chap.41Zhese are redeemed from among men,
the first-fruits unto God, and to the Lamlvhy not also to the holy Spirit? Like things aead of
them, which have a part in the first resurrectidmgp. 20. 6But they shall be Priests of God, and of
Christ why not also of the holy Spirit? So also chap. 22. For the Lord God Almighty, and the
Lamb are the Temple of &nd ver. 23. fothe Glory of God did lighten it, and the Lamb is ttight



thereof and chap. 22. Jproceeding out of the Throne of God, and of the l:aand ver. 3But the
Throne of God, and of the Lamb shall be irntwhich places there is no cause, why the heiyitS
should be omitted, if he be a divine person distirmm the Father and the Son, but equal unto both.

Now that we may come to other sacred Writers; whanore clear than those salutations of the
Apostle Paul, which are extant in the beginning of all his Hpis, Grace and peace unto you from
God the Father, and our Lord Jesus Chrideither is that clause much unlike, which is extant
Ephes 6. 23.Peace be to the Brethren, and Love, with Faithmfr@od the Father, and the Lord
Jesus ChristWe saw also a Salutation like to theséatll, in the second Epistle dbhn ver. 3. But
why doth notPaul so much as once wish grace and peace to the Wditin the holy Spirit? Was his
grace less necessary to the faithful, though he wer most high God? or, was he less the Author of
that peace or felicity, whicRaul wished to the Faithful, or less worthy, to whomdmeuld expresly
give the honour of invocation, then God the FatbieChrist? Certainly even this alone ought to
admonish every man, that he should not think ofthirg person of the Deity.

Now, that the samPaul doth else where pray for the communion of the I8pyrit, that, as we have
seen in the former chapter, maketh nothing to tivedation of the holy Spirit. We have likewise
given an answer to those words of fRevelation whereJohn prayeth for Grace and Peace to the
Church, from the seven spirits, which are befoe Throne of God. Add hereunto those prayers of
the ApostlePaul for the Thessaloniansl Thes.3. 11.Now God himself, even our Father, and our
Lord Jesus Christ, direct our way unto yamd 2Thes.2. 15.Now our Lord Jesus Christ himself, and
God even our Father, who hath loved us, &dd also those, chap. 1. uitccording to the grace of
our God, and the Lord Jesus Chrithere are also other places extant in the sanusthyy where
there is no mention made of the holy Spirit, whesd@e Father and Christ are named. T@Gaks

2. 2. he rehearsethe Mystery of God, even the Father, and of Chistd 2Thes.1. 1. he writeth to
the Church of the Thessalonians, in God our Fathed the Lord Jesus Chrisko 1Tim. 1. 1. he
saith, that he waan Apostle of Jesus Christ, by the commandmenbdfdar Saviour, and the Lord
Jesus Christ, who is our hopeor neither may any one think, that the same peisbere described;
for besides the very form of the speech, the cusibthe Apostle every where distinguishing God
from Christ, and the collation of other places eamhg the same sense, sheweth, that God the Father
is described by the name @&od the SaviourSee the beginning of the second Epistle to the
Corinthians and also of those which are extant to @aatians EphesiansCollossians as also the
beginning of the latter Epistle to the saiimotheusand toTitus in which last place he describeth
God in the same manner, as he doth here, whilsaleth him,Our Saviour For neither is that word
proper to Christ alone. It doth in the first pleagree to God to save, and by his means likewise to
others, and especially to Christ, whom he hattechand sent to be a Saviour, and afterwards exalted
by his right hand. Seacts5. 31. and 13. 23. John4. 14. compared witliers 9. 10. Hence God is
called a Saviour, in the same Epistle Tonothy Chap 2. 3. Where he is manifestly enough
distinguished from Christ in the two following vess AndChap 4. 10.Tit. 2. 3, 4. where he openly
distinguisheth God the Saviour also from Christhe two following verses. Which is done likewise
in the last verse of Jude, where it is sdid;the only wise God our Saviour, by Jesus ChristLord,

be glory, &c.

Wherefore that we may returne to our place, takanod the first epistle taimothy two different
persons, namely the Father and the Son withoutnation of the holy Spirit, are joined together.
The like is done in the same epistle elsewheretd-omit that placechap 5. 21. Which pertaineth to
the second rank before appointed byResul speakes thughap 6. 13.1 give thee charge in the sight
of God, who quickneth all things, and before J&Shidst, who withessed a good confession. &ad

in the second Epistle to the saffienothy chap 4. 1.1 charge thee before God and the Lord Jesus
Christ, who shall judge the quick and the deadistappearing, and his kingdom, &Ethere are also
the like words used by the same Apogfeh.5. 5. Where he denieth that any fornicator or ezcl
person, or covetous persdrath any inheritance in the kingdom of Christ, afidsod.And Tit. 2. 13.
where he mentioneth the appearaotéhe glory of the great God, and of our Savioesuks Christ.
For whereas certain Adversaries, because of thg ahithe article set before the name of God and
Christ, contend that the same person is designedaiyname, they are therein exceedingly mistaken.



For the unity of the article doth not always dentite unity of the subject, but oftentimes the
conjunction of diverse subjects, as we have tairghtlike placevers 4. of Jude where he saith of
certain wicked men thahey deny the only Master God, and our Lord Jesuss€ Where there is
one article prefixt both to that Master God andhe Lord Jesus Christ, and yet diverse persons,
namely God the Father and Christ, are joined tagetiow that diverse persons are understood by
the name of God and Christ in the quoted placéhesce apparent becauRaul, as also other writers
perpetually distinguish God put subjectively, ais ilone in both places, from Christ Jesus. Moreove
if the Apostle in that placdph.5. would have designed the same person, he wawle $et first the
name ofGod as being more general and less distinctly sigmgfyhat person which he intended; and
would have subjoined the name Ghrist, as being more distinct and fitter to explain g@me;
whereas now he doth the contrary. For neither nrgy ane conceive; that the Apostle did it for
amplification sake, intending to ascend from a Iotitée to an higher. For that would then have had
some place if the wor@odhad been spoken of some subject by way of Epithriteredicate, and not
made use of to design the very subject it selficlif it be one, such a gradation is not wont to be
observed, but rather the most special names thareofont to be subjoined to the general, the more
distinct to the confused ones. Deservedly therdboté those places, as also thadofle alleged by

us on this occasion, ought to be added to the @xemples, whereby we have shewn, that God and
Christ are wont to be mentioned without the holyrigpvho nevertheless should be alike mentioned
if he were a divine person distinct from both, gqual to both. Such places, as these, are alsntexta
in Peter, who in the beginning of the latter epistle, twideth the same thing, which we before
shewedJohn and Paul were wont to do. For thus he saitbrs 1. Simon Peter an Apostle of Jesus
Christ to them that have obtained like precioushfavith us, through the righteousness of God and
our Saviour Jesus ChrisAnd again, ver. 2Grace and peace be multiplied unto you through the
knowledge of God, and of Jesus Christ our Ldrdose places, wherein it is either spoken of them
who have divine empire over us, or of our duty tmgathem, do not much differ from the passages
hitherto alledged, but have the same force as tgporpose, as making mention only of God and
Christ, although in a manner somewhat different.wbfch we will alledge some, that the reader
being admonished by us, may also observe otheasatle like unto them. Hereunto belongeth that
famous place, 1 Cor. 8. 6. Where it is spoken efrthwho have divine empire over us, and are by us
to be worshipt with divine worshifBut to us there is but one God the Father, of waoenall things,
and we in him: and one Lord Jesus Christ, by whoenadl things, and we by hinfror why is it not
added, and one holy Spirit, as some men induldieg error, durst to add contrary to the credialbf
ancient books? indeed he is added, yea, set bisfarene Lord and that one God in the same epistle
chap. 12. 4. Because there it was chiefly spokemcemming the holy Spirit, and his effects in
Christians. But here he ought not to be omittetigihath divine empire over us, as well as thedfath
and Christ, and so deserveth divine worship. | aajst cause may be alledged, why he was
mentioned, although he be not a person distinoh i@od and Christ? for as much as things are often
times in the Scripture joined with persons, andéhdivine ones, as hath been elsewhere by our men,
and we our selves by and by intend by certain eksnalso to shew. But no just cause can be
alledged, why in such places the holy Spirit wastteah, if he be a divine person, every way equal to
the Father and the Son. Hitherto be long those svofdhe same Apostle, which are extant in the
Acts chap. 20. 21. Where he explaineth the sum bothisopreaching and our duty, saying, that he
testisied both to Jews & Gentilagpentance towards God, and faith in our Lord JeGhsist, and
those of the same authorThess 1. 9, 10 How ye turned from Idols to God, to serve the gvand
true God, and to wait for his son from heaven, whHwnraised from the dead, even Jesus which
delivered us from the wrath to comfnd 2 Thess 3. 5.The Lord direct your heart into the love of
God and the patient waiting for Chrisknd that we may also mingle other passages, @dftnavritten

of another subject; thus saith Juders 1. To them who are beloved in God the Father, and kgpt
Jesus ChristAnd John in the Revelationbringeth in these men, that fear the punishmenbeo
inflicted on them, speaking thusall upon us, O ye Mountains, and hide us fromféoe of him that
sitteth upon the Throne, and from the wrath ofltmh Chap. 6. ult. and Chap. 12. Who keep the
commandments of God, and have the testimony of {&mist Chap. 14. 12Here is the patience of
the Saints, who keep the Commandments of Godharfdith of JesusAnd Chap. 20. 4The souls of
them that were beheaded for the testimony of Jasdsfor the word of God



You may also every where observe other passagashwillo more largely, or in another form of
speech, make mention of God and Christ only, whewg $peak of divine things.

Now that we may pass to the second rank of Plagkigh we before appointed; there is mention
made of Angels, the holy Spirit being omitted. Eiia those words of Christ which are extant in
Luke Chap 9. 26.For whosoever shall be ashamed of me, and of mgsyof him shall the Son of
man be ashamed, when he shall come in his own,@oKy in his Fathers, and of the holy Angels.
Like unto which, though in a contrary matter, drasie words of the same Christ, which are r&al,

3. 5.He that overcometh, &d will confess his name before my Father, and kefis AngelsAnd
those ofPaul, 1 Tim.5. 21.1 charge thee before God, and the Lord Jesus Clarsl the elect Angels,
&c. Who would believe, that the holy Spirit could bmitted, and Angels rather mentioned in his
stead, were he a divine person distinct from thiadfaand the Son, and equal to both? Was a greater
weight added to his words, if omitting the mostthiod, his servants were mentioned? If omitting
the Creator, his creatures were mentioned? You dll, that what we would have cannot be
concluded from that omission; because otherwisestrae was to be concluded concerning the
Father. For that he in a place like to these twlickv we have cited out dfuke 9. andRev 3. is
omitted, and the Angels only mentioned, namélyke Chap 12. 8. where Christ saitid\lso, | say
unto you, whosoever shall confess me before menshall the Son of man also confess before the
Angels of God, &cl answer, that mention is here made of the Angelg, because they alone among
the heavenly persons shall be really present igmet, when Christ shall either confess or deny
their names, that are here spoken of. But in thegd before alledged by us, because mention is made
of the Father likewise, it appeareth that Chrigt Baul intended to mention all the heavenly persons,
whose sight we ought to reverence, and before whaois most honourable to be praised, most
dishonourable to be reproved and rejected, andosaonpass by them, who either are, or shall
hereafter be present by their power only. Whentaldweth, that the holy Spirit could not have bee
omitted in such places, if he had been a divinesgerbut should have been named in stead of the
Angels, or if it had pleased the Scripture to ndineen also, he should have been set before them.

Now, let us shew that other things are wont todbeejd with God and Christ, whilst the name of the
holy Spirit is omitted. For this we have a notagbligce in theRevelation out of which we have before
alledged many testimonies; namefghap 3. 12. where Christ promiseth a reward to himt tha
overcometh in these wordswill write upon him the name of my God, and taee of the City of my
God, new Jerusalem, which cometh down out of Heeemmy God, and my new nariiéhere you
see, that between God and Christ, or rather theerdrboth, the Newerusalemand the name of it is
interposed. Why did he not likewise say, that haildavrite upon him the name of the holy spirit?
Why the name of the Neuderusalenrather than of the holy spirit, if he be the mbigh God? We
will shut up all our proofes with that famous platkeb 12. 22, 23, 24. where not only Angels are
joined with God and Christ, but also pious mentlpalive, partly dead, or their spirits, and cérta
other sacred things, to which Christ hath giveraeress unto Christians, but the mention of the holy
Spirit is altogether omitted. For thus there sp#akieat divine WriterBut ye are come unto Mount
Sion, and unto the City of the living God, the lezdy Jerusalem, and to an innumerable company of
Angels, to the general assembly and Church ofiteetforn, which are written in Heaven, and to
God the judge of all, and to the spirits of justmmeade perfect, and to Jesus the Mediator of the ne
Covenant, and to the blood of sprinkling, that d@#h better things than that of Ab&V/ho would
believe that in so large a catalogue of persong feh their soveraign excellency may be called
divine, the holy Spirit could have been omittedhd were such a divine person as the Father or
Christ?

Neither may any one say, that under the nameGofl the Judge of allthe holy Spirit is
comprehended. For this would be some way tolleratdald but one plain place of the Scripture be
alledged, wherein the holy Spirit is called God.

Again, who perceiveth not from the places, whiclrevMeoth above and also a little before in great
number alledged, that the name of God put subjgtidoth denote the Father, and that he is in that
manner distinguished, both from all other persé@salso from Christ himself? Neither can it seem



likely unto any one, that the Father was here euahjttvhom we never find in like places to be passed
by. But he was no where mentioned unless thererammention is made dbod the Judge of all
Neither may any one say, that the Father indeathd@erstood, yet not he alone, but also the holy
Spirit. For if more persons were understood, thagreof Christ, no less than that of the holy $piri
ought to be included in that name, according toapi@ion of the Adversaries, touching the persons
of the Deity. But the person of Christ the Media®iopenly distinguished from that God, as being
afterwards mentioned apart. Besides, it is at mudha be granted, that there are many persons of
God, and not also many Gods and Judges. But heréamés made oGod the Judge of aland not

of Gods the Judges of all

But some one will perhaps object, That, if the osadrawn from this place were of force, it would
not only follow, that the holy Spirit is no persdiyt also no sacred or divine thing, such as we see
here to be recited, or at least the things herdiored, are more divine than the holy Spirit; whieh

our selves will not admit.

We answer, That this Objection would have somengtle if all things, at least the most divine, had
been reckoned up, as we see the most divine agdpkeotons are all reckoned up; and also if here
were the same reason of all divine things, as ipevfons. But the thing is otherwise of the good
things, that are promised us of God by Jesus Chméshely, of immortality and remission of sins,
there is no express mention made; but only theeptlaereof is figuratively mentioned, namely, Mount
Sion and the heavenl§erusalemand the middle efficient cause thereof, namelyistibthe Mediator

of the new Covenant, and the sprinkling of Blootijali speaketh better things than thaf\bgl and

the prime efficient cause of both even God. In lkanner, neither was the holy Spirit mentioned,
which is contained among the good things, which @mmised to us. Namely, because he would
reckon up all the persons, with whom we have soomuaction & communion by right of the
Christian religion; so that we may be rightly séadhave access unto them: but the divine author
intended to mention only those sacred and divimeg#h which are in some sort without us, and
elegantly answer, and are in some sort opposetiogetthings to which the people Isfael had
heretofore access, when the Law was given thenofoMtount Sinai by Mosesthe Mediator. But in
this number is not the divine efficacy or virtueigth floweth from God to us, and is sent into our
hearts, so neither the remission of sins and inatityrt But were the holy Spirit a person, we had
come to him no less than to the Father, and shiwaNeé intimate communion and society with him;
neither could he by any means be omitted in seelargd accurate an enumeration of those persons
with whom we have conjunction. But it is no marubkt he is here omitted, seeibghn as we saw
before, describing our communion with divine pessowhich deserve to be so called by way of
excellency, saith, John1. 3.That our fellowship is with the Father, and witts [IBon Jesus Christ
Intimating that it consisteth within the compasgiaise persons. Indeed the communion of the holy
Spirit is with us, because we are partakers of lut:we are not said to have fellowship with him,
because our fellowship is not with the gift, buher with him, who bestoweth the gift on us, orhwit
him that hath the same gift with us, or is in s@ud of the same condition.



CHAP. XLIX: Mat. 11. 27.

The fourth Argument from Matth. 11. 27. None knoweth the Son but the Father, neither knoweth
any one the Father but the Son, &c.

We have hitherto alledged testimonies enough, vitnéne mention of the holy Spirit is omitted; but
ought not to be omitted if he were a divine perdtfie. will now subjoine one place, that is different
from the former testimonies, and more like to tharerein something is expresly denied of the holy
Spirit. Because though it make not express mergiothe holy Spirit, yet doth it in general deny
something of him, that could not be denied, were loévine person, distinct from the Father and the
Son, and equal unto both. This place is extdatth. 11. 27. where Christ speaketh thidane
knoweth the Son, but the Father, neither knoweth are the Father, save the Son, &ut how
could this be true were the holy Spirit a divinegom, distinct from the Father and the Son, arallin
things equal unto both? for some other besideFaltiger, would have known the Son; and some other
besides the Son would have known the Father, nathe\nholy Spirit; Yea he would have known him
without the revelation of another.

Neither can it be here said, that the wootheis put only to exclude creatures. For otherwisg ght
addedsave the Fathé Why is he excepted? Is he haply ranked amongrtetures, so that he was
there expresly to be excepted? For that only iggtet], which otherwise is comprehended under the
general name, and which, had it not been exceptéght be thought to have been comprehended
under the general speech, and so the same eifliereaf or denied of it, which is affirmed or denied
of others belonging to the same kind. There isstimae difficulty concerning the Son, if you consider
the opinion of the Adversaries. For they hold héimhe is the Son of God, to be no creature. Bt her
he is looked upon as he is the Son. Neither mayoaeysay, that the holy Spirit is tacitly included
the Father and the Son. For if the holy Spirit bpeason distinct from both, by what right is this
affirmed? Again, is the holy Spirit more includedthe Father and the Son, than either the Sorein th
Father, or contrarywise, the Father in the Son?ai®dy no more. Wherefore if no mention be made
of the holy Spirit, because he is included in bttlere ought to be no express mention made either o
the Son, or of the Father, because the one isdadlin the other. And truly the mention of the [éath
doth more openly include the Son, or the mentiothefSon, include the Father, than the mention of
both doth the holy Spirit, if he be a person dudtifrom both; yea there is not so much as any
suspicion, that he is included. But there the veames have a mutual relation each to other.
Wherefore mention should rather have been madeedfioly Spirit, than either of the Father, when it
is spoken concering the knowledge of the Son; othef Son, when it is spoken concerning the
knowledge of the Father.

Finally, neither may any one say, that the holyiSs comprehended among them, to whom the Son
will reveal, the Father or himself; because hedyesth on him, as the Essence, so also the knowledge
of the Father. For to omit, that nothing is revdaie any one, unless he doth already exist; ieigh
spoken of such a revelation, as happeneth at aircéirne, and dependeth on the will of the Son, and
not on the necessity of nature. But that revelatibih ought to have such a name, as it is caused
the procession of the holy Spirit from the Essewicidne Son, is conceived both to have been from all
eternity, and not to depend on the will of the dmut,on the necessity of nature. Doth not the tliting
self intimate, that men are here understood to wilddmist is willing to deliver the knowledge of the
Father by the doctrine of the Gospel. Though furtties very thing that is affirmed in this exceptj
demonstrateth the holy Spirit not to be the moghhBod. For he is not the most high God, who
receiveth his Essence, and whatsoever he hathgnatier: but he who hath that from himself, as we
have taught in our disputation concerning Christ.



CHAP. L: Theholy Spirit distinguished from God

Thefifth Argument, That the holy Spirit is very often distinguished from God.

After that we seem to have spoken enough of thasgg which are not mentioned in the Scripture,
concerning the holy Spirit, and which would not édween omitted were he the most high God; it
follows, that we view those things also which arpresly delivered concerning him in the holy
Scripture, and are such; as that they shew the3yailyt not to be the most high God. And they dre o
two sorts; For some are such, as being properbntakgree no more to persons, than to other things,
or also at no hand agree to persons, but are aulyep to things: But some are such, as taken
properly, agree to persons only; but are ascribeithé holy Spirit by a certain figure. To which we
will add those also which primarily and by themsslvagree to singular substances, and only
consequently unto other things. We beginning frbm first will teach that the holy Spirit is so far
from being the most high God, as that he is notr@qn: although this last is not proved by all the
arguments we shall alledge but yet it is by manthem.

Our first Argument therefore drawn from these tkinghich agree no more to persons, than things,
shall be this. That the holy Spirit is oftentimesstnopenly distinguished from God, or the Lord.
Now, that the holy spirit is oftentimes, and mopewly distinguished from God, or the Lord even
those places do shew, wherein he is called thet $iGod, or of the Lord; or God, or the Lord
calleth him his spirit, many of which are extanttie holy scripture; of which we have before seen
one or two, alledged by the Adversaries, to sheat the holy Spirit is called God, or the Lord, or
understood by his name; namely, those twBag 23. 3.Isa. 63. 10. Likewise of many passages that
are here and there extant in the scripture adeé theeg Isa. 11. 2. and 42. 1. & 59. 21. and 61Jael

1. 28.Matth. 3. 16. and 12. 2&om 15. 19. 1Cor. 2. 11, 12. 14. and 3. 16. and 6. 11. We haveabov
likewise seen other places out of the same Epistleere the holy Spirit is in another manner
distinguished from God, chap. 6. 19. and chap4138, 6. and Zor. 13. last: which places are wont
to be alledged by the Adversaries, to shew, thathiily Spirit is a divine person. But in a manifest
thing, no more proofs are needfull. Now we havékoeed up those places of the scripture cheifly,
wherein the Adversaries do either confess, the #poken concerning the very person of the holy
Spirit, or also urge it least any one should codteat it is spoken only concerning the gift
proceeding from the same person, and that it dmiyynot the holy Spirit properly so called, is texn
the spirit of God: concerning which distinction wal treat in the following Argument.

The Defence of the Argument.

But they say, that when the holy Spirit is distirsiped from God, or the Lord, that by the name God,
or the Lord, the Father is understood, or alsosthre who likewise is the Lord. For therefore he is

called the spirit of both, because he proceedetin fvoth. A like exception we have seen concerning
Christ, who is also most frequently distinguishemsif God. Now the same things, that we have there
spoken to that exception, or like unto them, may higewise be alledged; Wherefore since they may
thence be fetched, there is no need to repeat lieeen



CHAP. LI: Theholy Spirit isthe Power of God

The sixth Argument, The holy Spirit isthe Power of God.

The second Argument of this rank, but the sixtthed Section, shall be this, that the holy Spsithie
power or efficacy of God, namely, (that we may aipit by the by) which proceedeth from God, and
issuing unto men, doth sanctify and consecrate tlam produce various and admirable effects in
them: which power they are wont to call divine imafion; but the power and efficacy of God, can at
no rate be the most high God, or a person of suprBeity; as shall better be understood in the
Defence of this Argument.

But even our Adversaries, who are a little moresgdrin the holy Scripture, are aware, that the holy
Spirit is the power or efficacy of God. For amornpess, that place is very plaibyke 24. 49. where
Christ saith,And | send the promise of my Father upon you: lbideaye in the City of Jerusalem,
until ye be endued with power from on higthere, by all Interpreters that | know, it is ebsed, that
under the name of that power, with which the Amsstivere to be endued, the holy Spirit is
understood; and this was that Promise of the Faften Christ to be sent upon them. See among
other placesActs 1. 4, 5, 8. and 2. 4, 33. Therefore this place alas brought, to illustrate those
other places, in which the holy Spirit is signified the appellation of the divine Power. It likes to

set down here the words of two most learned Ingdeps of the holy Scripture, one a Papist, therothe
a Protestant, in their Annotations boke 1. 35. where the Angel saith to the Virditary, The holy
Spirit shall come upon thee, and the Power of thetrhigh shall over shadow theéor the former
Interpreter, after he had said, th@tegory, Crysostome Victor, Damascen Beda Theophilact
interpret the Power of the Most high, to be Christthe Son of God, adds, Others think, that he
whom before he called the holy Spirit, now is aditte Power of the most high God;E&sthymius
whom | rather follow, though of less account, ane only Author, yet saying things more like truth
than many, and those of greater esteem. For it rigpaating of the same sentence, such as the
Hebrewschiefly in songs do frequently use, one sentencelading one verse, which in the fore part
of the verse is expressed in some words, in ther st repeated in other words,Rsal 2. 4.He that
dwelleth in the heavens, shall deride them, and_tvd shall mock thentor in the same manner we
see, the Angel a little before to have saidjl thou that art full of favour, the Lord is witthee
varying the words, the sense being the same. Amdhahy Spirit is wont to be termed, as friager,

so alsothe Power of Godby the same similitude; as beneath, chap. 24Bd4®stay ye in the City,
until ye be endued with Power from on higtherefore Power and Spirit are wont most oftebédo
coupled in the holy Scriptures; as below, chag44.and inActs10. 38.Rom 1. 4. and 15. 13. Cor.

2. 4.Ephes 3. 16. 1Thes.1. 5. But the latter so writes. And the Powerhd tnost high, that is, the
same holy Spirit, who is the Power proceeding frilve Most High, that is, God the Father. A
description. For the same sentence is repeatether words by way of explication. So below, ver.
24. 49. the holy Spirit is named the Power fromh@h. To them also, other most learned men assent.
For that many of the Ancients have understood Sitve of God by the Power of the most high, that |
repeat not the reason brought by a most learnedpiater of the Papists, it is also refuted by othe
Arguments. First, becauddat. 1. 20. where the Angel expresseth the same tlangpseph he
mentions only the holy Spirit; nor would he havét [t the Son of God, iGabriel had by name
conjoined him with the holy Spirit in this placeydahad made him Author of his own conception:
seeing there was no greater cause of mentioninghleira, than there. Moreover, because by this
means, Christ should be made the son of himsadingean the formeSection we have shewed that
Christ was called the son of God, by reason of @oderful a conception and generation.

Perhaps some other will say, that the Power oMhbst High, in this place signifies, neither the son
nor the holy Spirit: but the efficacy flowing frothe holy Spirit. For here two efficient Causestud t
conception of Christ are mentioned; one the Peafdhe holy Spirit, the other his Power. But first,
that reason which we now brought concerning the soagainst it, because by this reason, the holy
Spirit should be made the Father of Christ: of Whiy it self, we shall afterward in the following
chapter treat. Furthermore if any person here legth o be hamed besides the Father of Christ, such



especially, who, being to come upon the Virgin, w@gause the conception of Christ, the son had
been to be named, whom the Adversaries hold, t@ ltescended from heaven into the Virgins
womb, and there to have assumed human flesh. Butawe already shewed, and it is laid down in
this exception which we now refute, that the sors wat named in the words of the Angel, as the
Author of his conception. Lastly, such an opinidro@d require, that that Power, of which in the
words of the Angel there is mention, should beechthe power of the holy Spirit, or by the name of
the Most High, whose power he is said to be, shbeldinderstood the holy spirit. But any one sees
the former was not done. The latter is hereby ledlebecause, both by the following words, and also
by comparing with the 32d verse, it sufficientlypaprs, that by the wordshe Most Highthe Father

of Jesus Christ is understood. Wherefore this athear place, from whence it is proved, that theyhol
Spirit is the divine power or efficacy.

The third place is extant ipaul. 1 Cor. 2. 4, 5. where he saitAnd my speech, and my preaching was
not in the enticing words of mans wisdom, but imadestration of the spirit, and of power, that your
faith should not stand in the wisdom of men, buhia Power of GadWhere you see the Apostle,
instead of that which he had before expressedanasards,spirit andpower, afterwards puts onlthe
power of GodTo which are to be added also those wordBatér, in Acts10. 38. of Christhow God
anointed him with the holy Ghost, and with Powamnd those of the Angel, ibukel. |17. of John
Baptist, Andhe shall go before him in the spirit and power b&& For the same thing in very deed is
designed by the name gpirit, or holy Spiritandpower. Neither is it of moment, that some where the
power of the holy Spiris mentioned. For both of power and efficacy, ¢haay be again other power
and efficacy depending on that former: And furthere) it is to be observed, that the Genitive Case,
of the holy Spiritmay with good right be taken for the Genitivetlod species. After which manner,
both thegift of the holy Spiritis taken for that gift, which is the holy spitcts 2. 38. & 10. 45.
comp. chap 11. 15, 16, 17. and danest of the spirifor the earnest which is the holy SpiritCar.

1. 22. and 5. 5. as both of it self it is easilglerstood, as also by comparing with the woEfshes|.

14. is perceived. So also the promise of the hlyitSActs 2. 33. is taken for the thing promised,
which is the holy Spirit. But there is no need armexamples, when frequently enough the Genitive
Case put after another Noun, signifies its cerspiecies, as it is observed by learned men.

To the places hitherto brought, the worphes 3. 7, 10. may be added, in which, if in the plate
divine power, you put the holy spirit, you will sébat there indeed will be no difference of thesse

as also on the contrary, where mention is madeeoholy Spirit, if you put power, or divine effigac

or divine inspiration, there will arise no diveysibf meaning; although there, where the name of
Power, as a genus, is put before it, the mannepediking is to be somewhat changed: or where that
is added for explication sake, it is not any mdteravards to be repeated. Those words also of Chris
in Luke chap. 11. 20. may be added, in which he affinihat by theFinger of God he cast out
Devils. Where it is easily to be seen, that by thene ofFinger, the power and efficacy of God is
understood; as it also happens elsewhere in theSwipture: in which manner also thand of God

is taken. For therefore that by which God perfohissWorks, that is, his Power or Efficacy, is tedme
Hand or Finger, because we are wont to effect arksvwith hands and fingers; as others have long
since observed. But Christ expressing the samg thiMatt. 12. 28. saith, that he cast out Deis
the spirit of God so that the Finger of God, or the Power and &G is the same with the Spirit of
God.

Lastly, That the holy Spirit is the Power or Effigaof God, thence appeareth, because both
prophesies, and other admirable gifts and works;iwtome from that Power and Efficacy, which we
are wont to call the divine Inspiration, are altritsed to the holy Spirit, as to the next causel an
inwardly working in men; and that not because iteigealed by God, that the holy Spirit doth effect
them, but because it is from the thing it self festienough, if it appear that they are performgd b
divine Power. Sekuke 1. 41, 67. and 2. 26, 2&cts4. 8, 31. & 6. 10, 55. & 9. 31. & 10. 44, 45, 47.
& 11. 15,16, 24,28. & 13. 2, 4,9,52. & 15. 8,2 16. 6, 7. 20, 23, 28. & 21. 4, 11. and (thatdy
pass by many more places of holy Scriptur€ot. 12. 4, 7, &c. 2 Pet. 1. 3. ult. Whence also, when
the divine Writers would signify any one to be disfy inspired, and filled with divine power, they
say, that he is filled with the holy Spirit; or ngi some like manner of speaking, affirm him to be



endued with a divine Spirit. But if the holy Spiwtre not the very Power and Efficacy of God, but a
person distinct from the Father and Son, there evéd@l no cause, why all those things should be
ascribed to the holy Spirit, as the next cause,iawdrdly working in men. For as much as it might
come to pass, that the Father and the son byHffgacy, might effect all those things, the persdn
the holy Spirit not intervening, as a middle cauSertainly, although it should be manifest, that
prophesy, or any other gift, comes from God, néwess, it could not appear without manifest divine
revelation, that the holy Spirit did intervene gasiddle and next cause, to perform that thing.tBet
holy scriptures do so speak of that thing, thay thlainly enough shew, that it is manifest by thiag

it self without other peculiar revelation. NeithedeedPaul, when writing to theorinthians he said,

his words were in demonstration of spirit, to wiityine: or among other things commended himself,
as the servant of God the holy Spirit would at length be understood by his words, tiatwas
endued with the holy Spirit, and that from it hisrds or deeds came, but from the thing it self. iBut
you say, that therefore all those things are asdrio the holy Spirit, and that thing was manitest

all believers, because the holy Spirit is God hifngeom whom no man is ignorant all those things
come; he besides that he shall take as grantetitigehere controverted, and unknown to those men,
to whomPaul, for instance, chiefly would demonstrate, thatspake by the spirit of God; also will
not loose the knot. For nether are those workstkastirto the holy Spirit in the same manner afi¢o t
Father, who is by the confession of all, the sugréBod: nor in that manner, by which they are
ascribed to the son, but, as also the Adversanesidelves in part confess, by a certain proper and
peculiar manner; that is, as to the next causeiravardly working in men. And this is that, whidiet
holy scriptures in the places before alledged,iafidite other places, would have us understand. Bu
concerning this thing, nothing should be manifestf the works themselves performed by divine
power, if the holy Spirit were that supreme Godd get in person distinct from the Father & son.
Yea, if the holy Spirit were the supreme God, gl rather be concluded, that the holy Spiritas n
such a cause of those works. For it belongs ntitedsupreme God, that personally inhabiting in men,
he should do any works in or by them; but thatrspire Power and Efficacy to them, and by that
means perform works to be admired in or by them.

A larger Defence of the Argument.

Sufficiently, as it seems to us, we have hithedoficmed our Argument. Yet nevertheless, since two
answers either are wont, or may seem to be madettey are to be refelled by us. The former is
against the major Proposition of the Argument, Wwhiy an instance, the Adversaries endeavour to
infringe. For they say, that Christ also is calted Virtue or Power of God, Cor. 1. 24. and yet
notwithstanding, he is not only a Person, but #isomost high God himself. But this latter we have
above refuted: and by this very thing also, isisigitly refelled, in that he is the virtue of Gdd,

wit, the most high, and so is manifestly distingeid from the Supreme God. But further, we take the
name of Power and Efficacy, in our Argument, propeBut when will they prove, that Christ is the
Virtue or Power of God properly so called? For weetthey take the worBower, for that Virtue
which naturally dwells in God, or for that whicloWs from him as its fountain, and is also in some
manner communicated to the creatures; neithereshtis a person, but a quality; and that indeed, an
essential property of God common to three persamthey will have it. But that Christ is a persaih,
know, and urge. The same may be also understotitebgther term of excellency, which in the same
place ( 1Cor. 1. 24.) is given to Christ, to wit, that he idled the Wisdom of God. For the Wisdom
of God speaking properly, is his attribute, or naltyproperty, by which God both understands all
things, and disposeth most aptly his Counsel sVdatks. But this is in no sort a person, but in like
manner is his attribute, or natural property, comnto three persons; as is the opinion of the
Adversaries. Certainly, since Christ is a persatirtit from the Father, and the Father in himsaif,
his own person, hath all Wisdom, whereby he undedgth and disposeth all things; neither may any
one understand, by another person, but by himsetf, Wisdom implanted in himself; Christ cannot,
speaking properly, be the Wisdom of God. Theref@ither in like manner, the Power of God. For
there is the same reason of both. It is therefmigetunderstood, as the preaching of the Crodsein t
same place to th€orinthiansis termed, the Virtue or Power of God: in like manalso the Gospel,
Rom 1. 16. to wit, because in it the singular Virtole Power of God is put forth, and manifestly
appears to all Believers: so also Christ is caledVirtue or Power, and likewise Wisdom; because i



him the supreme Power and Wisdom of God hath begropth, and in him may most clearly be
perceived by all believers. Let the place it sefltoked, and ver. 18. 24. be compared togethelr; an
that it is so, any one will easily understand. Bgge things then it appeareth, that this instasod i

no moment to invalid our Argument, seeing we sp&athe Efficacy of God properly so called, and
have shewed, that the holy Spirit is the very PoaveEfficacy of God, proceeding and flowing from
him. Certainly, by the Opinion of the Adversaribernselves, it is necessary that in one wise Christ,
in an otherwise the holy Spirit, be the Power ofdGeor if Christ be the substantial Power of God,
having his proper person, and the holy Spirit &lssuch a Power of God, there will be two Powers,
or substantial Virtues in God, having their perdityiathose two persons, as such, shall be altageth
like to themselves: Of which, neither can be. Nhattt because the one or the other efficacy shaald b
in vain; since one may altogether suffice to dotlilhgs. But in him, who himself doth nothing in
vain, nothing also is altogether in vain, or nothover much. Yea, it is also impossible, because tw
forms wholly of the same Nature, cannot consisthim same subject, unless perhaps according to
divers parts; which hath no place in God. For otliies the thing would procedd infinitum. Of
which we shall elsewhere speak more plainly.

And this latter therefore cannot consist, becalisg both hold, and are constrained to hold, thadeh
divine persons, so far as they are distinct from Essence, are unlike. Wherefore, that those
absurdities, of which we have spoken, may not happds necessary to determine, that the holy
Spirit is such a power as is not a person. And timugh concerning the former Answer to our
Argument.

The latter Answer is placed in a distinction, whatherwise the Adversaries often use, when there is
speech of the holy Spirit. For they say, the taoty Spiritis taken in a double manner: one while for
the third person of the Deity: another while fos kiffect or gift flowing from him, and that indeed
properly is calledholy Spirit but this Metonymically, in that the Cause is pot the effect. |
remember not indeed to have read, that that ansvaccommodated to this our Argument. But
because it may yet be accommodated, it will be lwour labour to examine it here, chiefly because it
may seem that nothing may be said more speciobsilywhen we by Power or Efficacy of God,
understand a certain force flowing from God, argrfatural power into men, some one may say, that
the holy Spirit is indeed such a power of God, takken metonymically. For that Efficacy of God, is
the effect or gift of the holy Spirit, properly salled. But in this place is not disputed of thdéyho
Spirit metonymically, but properly taken not of lyst, but of himself. Therefore our Argument is
ineffectual, and makes nothing to the matter. Batssmewhat otherwise take the Gift of the holy
Spirit in this Answer, or at least stretch it widban the Adversaries are commonly wont. For so
much as | have been able hitherto to find, theyayet by the gift of the holy Spirit, to understand
those admirable faculties implanted in men by divihower; as the faculty of prophesying, or
speaking with tongues, and other, whether visildethey are called, or invisible, or if you hacheat
more hidden effects of the holy Spirit in men. Blu&t Power of God, of which the places of holy
Scripture, brought by us, speak, is not such altigcor faculties rather, but the efficient of them
although it again flow from power naturally resitlém God. Wherefore, if the gift of the holy Spirit
should be taken so strictly, this Answer could betfitted to our Argument, or the places by which
we have confirmed it; unless any one would pertsgys that in all those places in which the holy
Spirit, and Power of God, are put as equipollenthe one is put instead of the other, the nantbef
holy Spirit, or divine Power, is used for such eulty divinely ingenerated in a man; but no whexe f
the divine Efficacy that effects such facultiesmien: which neither will the Adversaries easily say,
nor can it in any manner consist; as partly thegdahemselves, a little more diligently lookedjnt
will shew to every one; partly will be understoog the things which follow. Wherefore that that
distinction may seem to make something againsogument, we will suppose that our Adversaries
do make that divine Efficacy, also flowing from thatural Power of God, which is the cause of
wonderful effects in men, to be the gift of theyh8lpirit, and so to be understood by the name @f th
holy Spirit, not properly, but by a Metonymy onlyamely, because it flows from the third Person of
the Deity, which properly may be called the holyrisp



That therefore we may refell this exception, we &y it is in no wise to be granted, that that Bow
and Efficacy of God, which is in this place undedst, is only metonymically termed the holy Spirit,
and not rather properly, as far indeed as proptieih place here. For if it should be called only
metonymically, the Spirit of God or the holy Spirib wit because it comes from the holy Spirit
properly so called; there would be no cause wishduld not be called likewise the Father or Son,
since it should no less come from the Father & $loen from the holy Spirit even according to the
Adversaries opinion, since it is some effect of tlaural power of God: which according to their
opinion is common to the three persons of the Daity is indeed first in the Father, as the foumtai
of the Deity; then by him, as they would haventthe son and holy Spirit, who from him have their
Essence. Neither may you say that that inspiratdherefore called rather the holy Spirit, thea th
Father or son; because it immediately proceeds thenholy Spirit, but from the Father and son only
mediately; for what hindreth the Father or the stinge they have the same power in themselves,
efficacious for all things, which the person of ti@y Spirit hath, to put it forth also by themsedy

as well as the person of the holy Spirit? as webgethe holy Scripture they have indeed put itHort
Yea how can it be, in this unity of Essence, ahdh&igs pertaining to it, that the Father and sbe
should not as immediately put forth their powerthaesholy spirit? For it is judged that the Fataed

son have so communicated their virtue and powerened that efficacy or divine inspiration
immediately comes, to the holy Spirit, as that méhedess it remained the same in number in Father
and Son, and is put forth by the three personshbysame act altogether. Whence therefore is that
difference, that the holy Spirit puts it forth imdiately, the Father and the Son mediately? Buieaf t
Father and the Son put forth that force and efficaike immediately; there is no cause, wherefore
that force should be termed more the holy Spignhtthe Father or the Son, if it be not the holyiSpi
himself, but be called so therefore only becausentes from him. We repeat not that which we have
said before, that although the Father and Son dhput it forth only mediately, the holy Spirit
immediately, yet that could not be manifest by ttiag it self, without a peculiar divine revelation
when nevertheless we see, as soon as any thingp&athmanifest to have been done by divine virtue
or inspiration, that forthwith is ascribed to thelyh Spirit, as the next cause. But further, the
Adversaries cannot use that answer in some of theep brought by us, unless together they
overthrow one of their chief Arguments, wherebyytle®mdeavour to prove the holy Spirit to be a
Suppositum and person; to wit, that which is drdvam the actions proper to Persons, or at least
SuppositumsFor in the first place brought by us frdmke 1. 34. where the holy Spirit is said to
come upon Mary, the Adversaries themselves seemmdierstand the person of the holy Spirit,
especially since the action ebming uponagrees not properly but to a person, or at least t
Supposituml omit that also in the placeHphes 3. 20.) cited by us, the virtue or divine Powsesaid

to work in the Apostles. Besides we shall see enftllowing Chapter a new Reason by which that
Answer may be overthrown.



CHAP. LII: Christ not the Son of the holy Spirit

The seventh Argument, That Christ should be the Son of the holy Spirit if he were the most high
God.

The third Argument of this rank, which respects de¢ence of the next foregoing also may be this;
That if the holy Spirit were God, or at least sopsgson, Christ also should be the son of the holy
Spirit, yea, more rightly should be termed his #wn the Fathers; which thing overthrows it setit F
we have seen above th&e(t 2. Chap 31.) Christ therefore was first termed the SoGoél, because
the holy Spirit came upon Mary his Mother, andpbgver of the most high overshadowed her, and so
Christ was conceived and begotten by the powehehbly Spirit. But if the holy Spirit be a person,
who immediately put forth that force in the wombtlo¢ Virgin, and produced Christ, the holy Spirit
is rather the Father of Christ, than God the Fativbio performed that only by the intervening of
another person. Besides that sanctificatitohn 10. 34, 35. which Christ himself brings as a cause
why he called himself of right the son of God, vatjree also to the holy Spirit, especially by the
Adversaries doctrine. For they, although they wdwdde all works to without, as they speak, to be
common to the whole Trinity, yet affirm that Cremti agrees more properly to the Father,
Redemption to the Son, Sanctification to the habri6 Lastly, Paul also,Rom 1. 4. as in like
manner we have seen above, sdithrist was constituted the Son of God in powerpediag to the
spirit of sanctification, by the resurrection oktklead making the spirit of sanctification the proper
and next cause of that filiation. But if he be asp@, or comes from the person of the holy Sy,
holy Spirit will be the Father of Christ. From whi@absurdity our opinion is far remote, which makes
not the holy Spirit a person, but the power anitadfy, of God; which, however it concurred to the
generation of the Son, yet it concurred not asthdfabut as that by which the Father begat. Bitaf
holy Spirit be not a person, neither is he the nfogh God, as who is of necessity a person, and
indeed of this thing is here the question betweeand the Adversaries; Whether the holy Spirit be a
divine person, namely, distinct from the FathererBfiore let this be the third Argument of this rank



CHAP. LIII: Theholy Spirit given to men by God

The eighth Argument, That the holy Spirit is given by God to men.

The fourth Argument drawn from those things whiale apenly delivered in the holy Scripture
concerning the holy Spirit, shall be this; That tiady Spirit is given to men by God, and that men
obtain, receive and have him from God by prayessjumberless places of the holy Scriptures shew;
out of which it is sufficient to have looked intatlthese fewl.uke11. 13.John7. 39. and 14. 16, 17.
Acts5. 32. and 15. &om 5. 5. 1Cor. 6. 19. Whence also the holy Spirit is termed #, Gicts 11.

17. which compare with the precedent: Yea, intadkse places where mention is madahe gift of
the holy Spirit For we shewed abov€ljap 6. of thisSection That there is not there tl&enitive
Caseof the Efficient but of the Species: otherwiselbttite gifts rather than the gift of the holy Spirit
had been to be mentioned, and by it had not begifisd, that men either have received, or were to
receive the holy Spirit, which notwithstanding thay Scriptures using that manner of speech, would
altogether shew; but only some effect of it.

Now by these things it is evinced, that the holyriSfs not the most high God; for he is given or
bestowed by none upon any, is obtained of noneréayeps. For first, Every Gift, and whatsoever is
obtained by prayer, is in the power of the givaut Bie most high God is not in the power of angther
otherwise by this very thing he should have some amove himself, and moreover should not be
most high. Besides, the gift is made also his tomwlit is given, so as that it may be possessed by
him. But may the most high God be so a mortal masishat he may be possessed by him? Moreover,
to what end should so great a gift be given to m&hat fruit would there be of it? No other certginl
can be imagined, but that those effects may ewrist iman, which the holy Scriptures testify to be
produced by the holy Spirit. What then? Is it neédio the end God should fill any man with such
effects and gifts that he himself be given to hiMfen the Father filleth any man with such giftst is
necessary, that he himself should be given to Mg then may not the holy Spirit be able to do the
same, which the Father, if in like manner he betrhimh and so the same God With the Father?

Lastly, What cause is there why the holy Spiritidtide obtained by us from the Father or Son, if he
himself be the most high God? Why is he not givghilmself if so be he may be given?

A larger Confirmation and Defence of this Argument.

To these things | see not what they can answer, ddubt not to affirm (neither indeed can they
otherwise, as it shall hereafter be made manitest) the very person of the holy Spirit is given to
men, together with his effects. Therefore otherdeamour to decline the blow, that they affirm, that
not the holy Spirit properly so called, is givenmien by God: but its effect, or rather various @8e
such as are those which,Cbr. 12. 8, &c. are largly enough rehearsed, and sttmymmon to all
believers. For these are by a Metonymy signifiedHeyname of the holy Spirit, when he is said to be
given unto men, and so to be received and hadewfi.thror the efficient cause is put for the effect.
Although some who say, there is a Metalepsis inptii@se, seem to take the thing a little otherwise.
For neither do they seem to take the name of theSyairit it self for his effects or gifts, but fahat
very divine person which they hold. Neverthelessthe mean while, they signify that the giving,
passively taken, is attributed to him only imprdpebecause that which may properly agree to the
effects, may be also improperly attributed to tffecient cause it self; seeing the effects of tlodyh
Spirit may be properly given, not he himself. Andéed both these seem to themselves to deal more
warily, than those who simply confess that the Hgpyrit himself is given, yet in the mean time they
do not perceive, that both this hole by which thageavour to get out is stopt; and likewise, algou

| should somewhat enlarge it to them, yet are th@yvhit less held fast bound. For first, it is &ls
that the effects only of the holy Spirit, not thelyhSpirit himself, is given to men. And furthehat
when he is said to be given, or received by udaat, it is said but by a Metonymy or Metalepsis.
Besides, although it was granted, it must be nd thiel less confessed, that the holy Spirit is het t
most high God.



As to the former; we shall demonstrate it, firstd®grtain general reason, and common to all those
places of which we treat; then by other more speuid proper to certain places; and lastly from
certain hypotheses of the Adversaries.

As to the general reason; If by the name of the I8pirit in these places, of which we treat, is
understood some divine and holy inspiration, or sgrower flowing from God, which is as it were
breathed into men; the holy Spirit is properly givéhat is, not by a Metonymy only, or by a
Metalepsis is said to be given unto men, to beivedeand had of them. That the thing is so, will be
afterward understood. For we shall first shew shh an inspiration is understood by the nameef th
holy Spirit, when he is said to be given to ush#éoreceived and had by us: although it may easily
seem truth to any one by it self. Christ himseléwbd it and represented it by a certain external
breathing, when after his resurrection appearingisodisciples, he saidReceive ye the holy Spirit
For Johnrelates, that he being about to utter those woreathed into or upon the disciples. For what
other thing would he shew by that action, than tletvas about in a more divine and more secret
manner to breath on them, and inspire into themesbeavenly power, which what it should be, he
taught presently in express words, when he ad@edeive ye the holy SpirBut besides, the same
thing is thence manifest, because the holy Spirihé place above noted by us, and the like to them
is taken in that sense in which at that time it ved®n commonly among tldews For do we think
thatJohnBaptist, when speaking to the people he said;Ghaist should baptize with the holy Spirit,
did use that term in a signification unknown to geople? or that the people hearing the same, did
not understand whatohn said? But this is that spirit, which Christ proedsto them that ask, and
which was afterwards given to the Apostles andradisziples, as is understood as well by the tliting
self, as also by the placacts 1. 4, 5. is manifest. What else meant Peter wieedi$coursed to the
people of the holy Spirit newly poured out, andmised the same to the auditors, if they would
repent and be baptized into the name of JesustCthisve think, that he used the word holy Spinit,

a signification unknown to them, that is, that heuld not be understood, or at least was not
understood of them? In like manner when after CBam the Senate of thikews he saidWe are his
witnesses of these things, and so is also the $yilyt, which God hath given to them that obey;him
do we think that he used the word holy Spirit othise than those Elders of tlewswere wont to
take it? Or did not he therefore mention thesegthithat the Adversaries well understanding what the
term holy Spirit signified, and how much was todieen to its testimony, might give credit to his
sayings, and the rest of the Apostles? The san@ehs held of the words of the safeterused in
the house ofCornelius in which he affirmed, that Christ was anointediwmthe holy Spirit, that by
this means he might conciliate to him divine aduitijokVVhat? that botldohn and Christ in him, have
declared the words, by which the holy Spirit wagenobscurely designed by the simple word either
of Spirit or holy Spirit: as appears by the plabesught by usJohn7. 39. and Chap. 14. 16, 17. to
which addvers 26. of the same chap. and 15. 26. Now this daffficeently shew, that the
signification of that word was then commonly knovidut what did thelewsof that time commonly
understand by the name of the holy Spirit? did gheshaps mean a Divine person? Why then comes
it to pass, that not so much indeed as any foasi€fhat opinion remained among thewsafter that
time, nor doth it appear in those who were nexb uhbse times? Did they, that they might disquiet
the Christians, forswear all their opinions commyardceived by all? You can never persuade this to
an intelligent man. What then shall we believeytbaderstood by the name of the holy Spirit, but
divine inspiration; to wit, that which the originbBbth of the Hebrew word, by which the Spirit is
noted, and of the Greek and Latine shews, and wémbng the Gentiles also however otherwise
erring in the thing it self, was understood by tiagne of the divine Spirit. For both the Hebrew word
Ruach& the Greekpneumawhich is from nvssiv as the Latir@piritus from Spirandq properly
signify a wind or blast. Wherefore nothing is maia than that, to signify that divine inspiratian,
power which is breathed into the hearts of men fleaven. Which signification, as we have said,
was not unknown even to the Gentiles themselvabpwdh in the mean time they did most
grievously err in the thing, taking a false inspoa for a true one, a devilish for a divine. Bhist
pertaines not by it self to the force and signticeof the word. But now if the name of the holyrp

be taken in those places of which we treat, for dvéne inspiration or some power which from God
flowes into men; why is the holy Spirit said to ¢igen to us, or further to be received or had by us



only by a Metonymy or Metalepsis? Why is not théy/t&pirit properly so called (as far indeed as that
word in this matter may be taken properly) acknalgkd to be given to us? For if it be not given
properly, either it is therefore, because this hogpiration may not be said to be the holy Spiritt

only improperly, to wit, by a Metonymy of the eifieit cause; or because not properly but by a
Metalepsis only it may be said to be given, thatrily in respect of the gifts and effects flowimgrh

him. But both is false. For as to the former, thtdirgs which are called by some name only by a
Metonymy of the efficient cause, do not by themssldeserve that name, but therefore only are so
called, because they come from the efficient catgasehich this name doth by it self and in thetfirs
place agree. But that power which is inspired men by God doth of itself deserve to be termed the
holy Spirit, and accordingly is so called, withauty regard had, that it comes from such a cause,
which properly may be called the holy Spirit. Nom@oubts that it is of it self holy, and may be so
called. But that it also of it self deserve the pawh Spirit, doth in like manner appear from thiadis
already spoken; to wit, because it is inspired md @to men, and men are breathed upon by it.
Neither is it to the purpose that metaphoricallyby reason of similitude, it is termepirit: For in

this place the propriety of the word is not so ledkupon as opposed to a Metaphor, but as to a
Metonymy. Since this now is the question. But dulwilt therefore say this inspiration is improper!
termed the holy Spirit, because it is called Spn@taphorically; see by what meanes thou wilt difen
that that third person of the deity is properlyl@alithe holy Spirit. For therefore also they ththkt
person to be termed Spirit, because he is bredipd¢lde other two: but not therefore because he is a
spiritual substance; otherwise that appellation /a0 more agree to that person, then to the other
two. What then? Is that person properly breathdalawn out? Certainly far less doth it agree to him
to be breathed then, to this divine inspirationwbich we treat: since that comes not forth without
God; this proceeds from God, and is inspired inenmit is manifest therefore that that divine
inspiration is properly termed the holy Spirit ma¢tonymically only. As to the latter | scarce bedie
the Adversaries will deny that that very inspiratis properly given. For how is that which is
breathed and put into the hearts of men to theatgst profit, not properly given them? Therefore
there is no Metalepsis here to be sought, by whichay come to pass, that that which properly
agrees only to the effect, may improperly be atted to the efficient cause, since here the very
efficient cause of those effects, which are undextthat is the very divine inspiration, is byséif
given to men. And let these things suffice conaegrthe general reason, and common to all the
places which we treat of.

As for the special Reasons, more proper to cegfanes, those words of Christ, which we have
before cited out o§ohn14. 16, 17. deserve to be first mentionedjll ask the Father, and he shall
give you another Advocate, that he may abide withfgr ever, even the Spirit of Truth,; whom the
world cannot receive, because it seeth him not,kmaweth him. But ye know him; for he dwelleth
with you(to wit, as inhabiting in Christ, he did as it weronverse among the Disciples)d shall be

in you that is, and further, shall be not only with you,among you, as now, but also in your selves,
being given of the Father unto you. What could &e snore clearly, to shew that the holy Spirit,
properly so called, is given of God, that it isifi ghich may be obtained of the Father by faithful
prayers? For what? Is not the comforter that hayritSproperly so called; or is it not but by a
Metalepsis, said to be given to the Disciples iy Father? The former the Adversaries cannot say,
unless they will deny that the third person of Erety, is the holy Spirit, properly so called; whiget
they chiefly will have. For that the same is unti®yd by the Comforter, they altogether contend, and
urge both the name it self of Paraclet, or Comfore also the wordnotheradded to it, and the
actions proper to persons attributed to him in $gipgech of Christ; of which below we will somewhat
treat. This may of right be said, that if it be tiegre spoken of the holy Spirit, properly so aliieis

no where spohen of him: It remains therefore, thay say that it is indeed here spoken of the third
person of the Deity, and that this person is megrihe Paraclet: but that he is not said to bergtee
the Apostles by the Father, but by a Metalepsimatg, because its effects or various gifts areeo b
given to them. But neither hath that shift here algce. For by comparing of that place with the
words inverse 26. of the same chapter, and also with the weeds 26. of the following chapter, it
will easily appear to any one, that Christ so fegegits, that the Father being asked of him, wastabo
to give the holy Spirit to the Disciples, as hewddsend him in the name of Christ, or Christ hilinse
should send him unto the Disciples from the Fatker. so he saith in that former place, But the



Comforter, the holy Spirit, whom the Father wilhgein my name, he shall teach you all things, &c.
But in the latterBut when the Comforter is come, whom | will sengow from the Father, the Spirit
of Truth, which proceedeth from the Father, he Istegtify of meAnd truly what other thing could
either the Father or the Son do, pertaining toghang, than that he should send the holy Spirithie
Disciples with that intent, that he might remaintiivem for ever, and produce those divine effects,
which afterwards appeared in them? But that sending the coming of the holy Spirit, which
follows it, doth not agree first to the effectstb&é holy Spirit, and only consequently to him; whic
should be, if it were attributed to him only by aetdlepsis; but on the contrary. Whence the
Adversaries are wont to prove the person of thg Bgirrit by that mission; which they could not do,
if they did judge it primarily, and of it self tayeee to the gifts of the holy Spirit. For as mushsach

a mission, if it be in no sort proper to a persmannot also prove it. But if then that mission ity
and of it self agree to the holy Spirit, not to bitects, there will be the same reason of thengivi
also, which we have seen to consist in that sen@aghence ariseth also another reason of the same
thing. For that the holy Spirit should teach theddles all things, and recall all Christs sayiimge
their remembrance, is put chap. 14. 26. as theegcuesit of the sending of the holy Spirit; and
moreover also of the giving it. But if so far ortlye holy Spirit should be given, as its gifts are
bestowed, that thing should be contained in thengivt self of the holy Spirit, but not be a
consequent of it. For that imparting of the knowgeaf divine things, even first of all pertainstibe
producing of gifts coming from the holy Spirit uptire Apostles.

This place might have enough warned the Adversattied they should not dare to deny the holy
Spirit properly so called, to be given to us togetlith his effects. But there want not also other
places which do the same. For by other Adversarnbs, therefore use not such an answer, hath that
place ofPaul, Rom 5. 5. been taken notice of, where he sditte Love of Godthat is, the sense of
the divine Love)s shed abroad in our hearts by the holy Spiritehhis given to uswhere indeed it

is said concerning that Spirit which diffuseth gense of divine Love in our hearts, and so is the
Author of the spiritual gift, that he is given ts.uro which place may be added that of the same
Epistle, chap. [8]. 15. where the Apostle salith,have received the Spirit of adoption, wherghst

is, by whose force and impulse)e cry, Abba (Father) for the Spirit it self bedretitness to our
spirit, that we are the Children of Go@f which also in the Epistle to the Galatians, chaps. he
saith,God hath sent the Spirit of his Son into your teastying, Abba (Father$o also 2Tim. 1. 7.

it is said,For God hath not given to us the spirit offear, bfitPower, of Love, and of a sound mind.
For what else is it, than that God hath not giverus such a Spirit, as should effect fear, and
cowardice in us, but such as begets in us, stresagthfortitude, charity and prudence, or sobriety?
But | remember not that | have hitherto heard adref any, who could dare to deny that the divine
Spirit, the efficient cause of these gifts, is Hady Spirit, properly so called. Neither indeedtlese
places, hath the Metalepsis devised by others &woepFor the effects also of the holy Spirit, are
rehearsed in the same places, as some thingsalifrers the holy Spirit given, and so, as effects of
the thing given. But if by that Metalepsis, the h8lpirit were said to be given, to wit, in respett
the effects, those effects should be containedarthing given, nor should be mentioned, or distinc
from it. And let these things be said out of thered Writings against the Metonymy and Metalepsis,
devised in these manners of speaking.

As to the Hypothesis of the Adversaries, althoughhave used them in some part already, yet it is
further to be added, that by such an Answer to Angument, their own reason is vehemently
overthrown, which they are wont to bring further gmve the immensity of the holy Spirit, and
consequently its supreme Deity; to wit, that thiy I8pirit dwelt in all Believers dispersed throuitje
whole world. For two ways they weaken this Argumdiitst, because if the very holy Spirit, properly
so called, be not given to Believers, but onlydffects, it cannot be proved that the holy Spirit
himself, or his Essence, is in very deed in eveslider, which is necessary to the concluding of
their reason. Again, Because neither such immeresityhey understand, can be thence proved, unless
withal they make also the effect of the holy Spinit at least all its effects dispersed in the tseaf
Believers, though the whole world joined togeth®ibe immense, and the supreme God. Therefore
the Adversaries cannot deny, that the holy Sgiself; to wit, properly so called, is given by Gtd
believers, but that together they take away bothtéistimonies of the holy Scripture, and their own



assertions. But now let us somewhat loosen thosdsbby which we have shewn them to be held,
and let us grant to them, seeing they will haveoit that not the holy Spirit, properly so callesl, i
given to Believers, but its effect only, yet théyal not escape. For nevertheless, we will henessh
that the holy Spirit is not the most high God. Fiost, if the holy Spirit were the most high God, i
could not be said, no not by a Metony my or Metsilepof him, that he is given or bestowed by
another upon men, or that men receive him. For wbold not reject such a manner of speaking, as
absurd and unworthy of the most high God? More Wplat the holy Scripture speak of the most
high God, than to feign in his names such trops.iBget any man contend, that such speaking is not
unbeseeming God, or absurd, let him shew an exaafglee like manner of speaking, in the name
either of the most high God, or the Father, or atier which is equivalent. Besides, if it were i$0,
should not be understood that that certain gifif gou had rather, kind of gifts is given, whicktyall
understand to be given, when the holy Spirit isl $aibe given. For the gifts and effects of the imos
high God, are of most large extent; for what goodver there is, it comes from him. Therefore if
thou shouldst hear that the most high God is gimamely, because his gifts are given, either thou
wouldst understand that all gifts are given togetbe if thou wouldst understand only a certaindki

of gifts to be given, thou wouldst believe thatb given, which is of all the most excellent, eithe
alone, or conjoined with others. The same thingefioee should be thought of the holy Spirit, if he
were the most high God, and not said to be giverirbrespect of gifts and effects only. But neither
all gifts are understood to be given, when we tiearholy Spirit is given; nor that which is of e
greatest, to wit, immortal life, or perfect justéition; but presently our mind is carried to a mvi
breathing or inspiration, or the effects of it irem to wit, because the divine Spirit, properly so
called, is a divine inspiration, or a force flowifrgm God into men, breathed from heaven into their
hearts. This, | say, is the true cause, why oudrhigaring the holy Spirit to be given, is carriedhat
certain kind of gift or gifts. But the Adversariedll except that there is in this case another saas

the name of God, or the Father, or also of the 8oather of the name of the holy Spirit, although h
be the Supreme God. For they so dispute, as we befere shewed; although all the works to
without are common to the whole Trinity, yet inexrtain peculiar respect creation is attributechto t
Father, remdeption to the Son, sanctification ®lhbly Spirit. Now then they will say, that thanhdi

of gift or gifts, which we understand, as soon as hwear the holy Spirit is given, doth pertain to
sanctification. Therefore it is not designed by tlaene of God common to three persons, not by the
name of the Father, nor Son, but the holy Spititod seest by what circuits the mind is led by the
adversaries thither, whither it is forthwith stisiigarried. But is it credible that those, whetBews

or Gentiles (who first heard of the holy Spiritlie given to men) either from Christ, or other devin
men did either already know those things, or bégmprant of them did not understand, what was
signified by the name of the holy Spirit, and whats promised both to them and to others? Were
those auditors alohnBaptist orPeter, whom we mentioned before, so knowing of thoseghi that
they could think at first, when they heard of th@yhSpirit to be poured out upon them, that some
effect should be given them, not peculiar to thst fand second person of the Deity, but the third t
whom it is proper to sanctify; therefore that effeed pertain to sanctification, and withal was a
divine inspiration? Was it not more ready for thienthink that which the word it self declared, that
divine inspiration or its effects were promisedtbem? But besides, whence is it manifest to the
Adversaries, that the three persons of the Deitae lsanong themselves thus parted those three gifts?
Were they perhaps present at their counsel, tlegt $b boldly affirme these things? They will say,
from the holy Scriptutes it is manifest to them o@ming that thing, as which doth chiefly ascribe
creation to the Father, redemption to the Son, t§mation to the holy Spirit. Of creation and
redemption there is not now place of disputing. Yebay be said by the way, that creation, or that
first production of all things, is ascribed to thather, not cheifly only but also solesy, sincenas

the sole author of it. That redemption is ascribedhe Son, neither alone simply, nor as the first
author; but as the cheif middle cause, who in tr@eof the Father and by his command, performed
the whole work of our redemption and salvation, asget performs it. As to sanctification; neitfeer
that more often ascribed unto the holy Spirit, ttmthe Father or Son, especially openly; neithér i
attributed as to some person, but as to a thing/igh sanctification is performed. Which first, is
manifest from thence, that where as it is read estprof the Father that he sanctifies, as also of
Christ; it is no where said of the holy Spirit, th&now, that it sanctifies, but only that in oy ih men

are sanctified, or some such way which is not propa person, is sanctification ascribed unt®ft.



the Father you have plain placdsh. 10. 36. 17. 17. to which addThess 5. 23. Where it easily
appears, that there it is spoken of the Fathecesihe holy Scripture understand him alone by the
name ofGod subjectively put, cheifly when he is distinguishfedm Christ. Neither shall | easily
beleeve that the Adversaries will take this plat¢he holy Spirit only. Also in the Old testament
many places occur, in which God affirmes, that this who sanctifies the people tsrael, which
either speak of the Father alone, as we thinkf @ast of the Father also, not of the holy Sgilaine.

Of Christ you have testimonieSph.5. 26.Heb. 2. 11. 13. 12. For | pass by those places, irchvhi
some other manner sanctification is ascribed etthdre Father or the Son. But if the holy Spirérey

a divine person equal to the Father in all thirgsgd to him in some cheif respect the action of
sanctifying did agree, how could it be, that of hirehould not be once said, that he sanctifiespbu
the Father and Son it should be said plainly? Tdt®ma of sanctifying might be directly attributed
indeed to the holy Spirit, although it were noteagon: since we see, that to many other things, and
chiefly to qualities which they call active, actsare directly attributed in holy Scripture, ansoaihe
very act of sanctifying. But it cannot be that tia@y Spirit should be a person, and that the act of
sanctifying should agree to it in a peculiar manmdrove the Father and the Son, and yet not be
directly any where attributed to it. We have by thay touched above also other reasons; for we
shewed in the Argument next foregoing, that it wiodibllow out of that supposition of the
Adversaries, that the holy Spirit is the FatheCbfist, rather than God, who is every where saioeto
his Father.

We have seen also above in the EpistleJofle that Sanctification is ascribed to the Father,
Preservation of us to Christ, the holy Spirit bemg indeed so much as mentioned: For so the Greek
Text hath it;Jude, a servant of Jesus Chriahd the brother of James, to them that are $imacin

God the Father and preserved in Christ Jesus, aledcOr, as some later Interpreters, in some
manner studying the perspicuity of the sentencee handred it called of God the Fathéor by the
Father) sanctified and saved by Jesus Christ.

Is it credible, if the holy Spirit were a divinergen, to whom the action of sanctifying in some
respect should rather agree, than to the FatheBangdthat this action should be attributed, apgmo

to the Father, the mention of the holy Spirit, lgeatogether omitted? We have seen it also affirmed
by Paul, That all things, in any manner pertaining to 8aivation, are from God the Father, as the
first cause; all things in like manner by the Sas.the middle cause, no mention being made of the
holy Spirit. But if the holy Spirit were a divineepson, to whom so notable an action, so greatly
pertaining to our salvation, should agree, in soemarkable respect, above those two persons: not
only the mention of it could not be omitted, bugait could not be rightly affirmed, thall things are

of the Fatherpr thatall things are by ChristFor that person of the holy Spirit, either asfirg and
supreme cause, should have something in so grewtter above the Father; or as a midle cause
above the Son; when notwithstanding not some abbuhings are entirely attributed to the Father as
the first cause, and to the Son as the midle cyesdiolding the next place from the first. Ladthg
common opinion concerning the Trinity doth not bsach a partition of actions and offices. For if
those persons have one and the same numericalkstartging, will, power, & there is not any of these
more in one than in the rest; it is necessary, ttiere be also one operation in number of all these
even the Adversaries confess; and that one personod any thing, more than another. For such
diversity or inequality of action could not ariseyaotherwise thence, than that one person of this
thing, another of that, a third of another thingod either think rather, or would rather exerdiser
lastly could better performe it. But such a diffeze cannot be held in that unity: because seewmsgth
persons think altogether with the same understgndiat with another and another; in like manner
also they both will with the same will, and workteardly by the same power in number: one thinks,
wills, and workes as much as another; not one nioa@ another. It is manifest therefore that
sanctification, and whatsoever pertaines to ithdiotho wise more agree to the h&@8pirit, than to the
Father and Son, if he were one Goith both And hence ariseth a third reason, by which it is
demonstrated that it cannot indeed be said, ndyat Metonymy of the holy Spirit, that he is given
or received by men, if he be held to be that ond @gether with the Father and Son. For it will
follow that the holy Spirit is no more given to as\d received of us, than the Father and the Son. F
those gifts and effects, in respect of which, tbly ISpirit should be said to be given, should naeno



come from the holy Spirit, than from the Father &imgl Son; nor in one respect from these, and in
another from that, but in the same altogether.vidut hath ever heard, who hath read, that the Father
was given to any, or, was prayed to be given tovhgn the gifts of the holy Spirit were prayed for?
Who asks at this day, that the Son might be gieehitn, being about to ask for those same gifts?
Who would brook him, that should ask Christ thattoaild give the Father to him, or would pray to
the person of the holy Spirit, that he would bestbe/Father and Son, and himself also upon us? But
if you look on the force of the Adversaries opinidnwill be very lawful to pray after that manner.
And certainly believers, when they ask spiritudlsgido not intend, that those things be given,civhi
may by name come from the third person of the Deigyif it were not all one to them, whether the
same come immediately either from the Father orSbe. For what other thing do they then seek,
than that being endued with divine virtue, they rbayfilled either with more plentiful knowledge of
divine mysteries, or some celestial joy, or singskrvour of piety, or other heavenly gifts? Alliain

that they may immediately come, as well from thth€aand Son, as from the supposed person of the
holy Spirit, is easily understood by all. Wherefdfahe holy Spirit be the most high God, therads
cause, why those gifts should be rather callechtiig Spirit, than the Father or Son: Or, when the
same are asked or given of God, the holy Spiritkhoather be said to be asked or given, than the
Father and Son.

Lastly, If the holy Spirit were the most high Gdee should not be given by another person, nor
commanded to be asked; but from himself rathehadls the chief and proper fountain, those gifts
should at least somewhere, be commanded to be:aBkédhat is no where done. In some sort a
double reason doth lie hid in this one Argument.

One, That the gifts flowing from him, are no whemmmanded to be asked of him, as neither any
thing else; of which matter something hath beed ahbve, so that there is no need | should heye sta
on it.

Another, That the holy Spirit is commanded to bleeds and said to be given of another, to wit, the
Father.

For, from hence it follows, that the holy Spirincet chose but distribute his gifts, when the Fasloe
wills; and on the contrary, not distribute them wtilee Father will not. For if he could distribubeem
when the Father is unwilling, or not distributerththough the Father be willing; it were better $& a
the holy Spirit himself, that he would bestow them us, than the Father. Besides, that it would
thence follow, that the Father is not the most lggid; as who hath not all gifts absolutely in hiso
power, and although he would give some gifts to,mgehhe cannot but by anothers consent. But now
if the holy Spirit cannot but distribute his giftshen the Father will, and not distribute them whien
Father will not, and so necessarily conform himszlnothers will, he is not the most high God. For
the most high God is altogether at his own willhist own dispose, nor doth he ever fashion himself
after anothers will, especially necessarily. Forsheuld be in anothers power, and so acknowledge
another superiour, by which very thing, he wouldsmeto be the most high God. Now, if you say, that
the holy Spirit indeed cannot do otherwise thanRather will, but that cometh to pass, not because
he is in the Fathers power, but because he issafdime numerical Essence and Will with him, so that
he cannot otherwise either will or doe, than thth&awilleth or doth. See into what difficultiesdan
snhares you cast your self. For if the Father arig &pirit, by reason of that unity, necessarilylaihd

do the same thing, as indeed it cannot otherwis# theey were of the same Essence; when the Father
willed to send, and so hath sent the holy Spini, holy Spirit also willed to send, and consequyent!
hath indeed sent himself; and on the contrary, wherholy Spirit would be sent, the Father himself
also would be sent; when the holy Spirit wouldaicorporeal shape, descend upon Christ, and did
accordingly descend, the Father also would descetite same, and did accordingly descend. And
what end at length will there be of absurdities? Bus necessary that they cast themselves into
Quagmires, yea, into Precipices, who of their ownoad turn from a plain and simple Truth, so
clearly expressed in holy Scriptures, which theywbo contend that the holy Spirit himself is not
given us, but his effect only.



We following that strait path, having shewen, tidiollows from this, namely, that the holy Spiidt
given to men, that he is not the supreme God; newvglall also shew that he is not a person.

Now this hence is easily manifest, that no perddheasame time can be so given to many, much less
to innumerable men, that in very deed he shouldrzkdwell in every one of them. And, we have
already seen, that the holy Spirit is thus giverbbébtevers, dispersed through the whole world. But
that a person cannot be given in the said mansdrernce manifest, that that person is either tefini

or finite; if infinite, there is no necessity thabe given to men, that it may exist and dwelthiem,

yea, it cannot indeed be given, since it always wakem, and by reason of its infinity could noit b

be so; to omit other difficulties. If finite; thdt urge not, that it cannot by the adversaries be
acknowledged for the most high God, it cannot bejisen at once to many, and consequently to
innumerable men, that in very deed it should axigtvery one; otherwise it would be torn into parts
which very thing it self would destroy that person.

It is easy now to observe, that that instance @fAtiversaries, fetched from the giving of Christthh

no force: For they say that Christ also was givend,Isa. 9. 6. Some add also thatR&ul, Rom 8.

32. That Godwill with Christ give us all thingsBut they say that Christ is both a person, arsides
the most high God. That he is not the most high @edchave shewn before, and it may be evinced
even out of those very places which are alledgedtiie most high God is neither a little one, r®or i
born, nor is the Son of God; he cannot be delivéoedis, no not indeed by himself, much less by
another; he is not such as that he could be spaneot spared.

But besides, that we may mind what is proper te giace; when it is said dgaias that a son is
given to us, it is not signified, that he is soagivto us, that he may be indeed in us or posessad b

in any manner, in which sense the holy Spirit il $a be given to us, but that he is given for our
profit, or for our cheifest good and benefit; whighsily appears from the preceeding verse, where in
the same sense he is said to be a littlebome to us For neither is Christ said to bern to us that he
should exist in us, or be possessed by us, bubthiaim we should be profited. For the Dative cafse
the person often signifeBnem cuj the endo which as they speak, not the possessor, as is observed
by learned men. And hence the appellation of tltet@envhichariseth. But if any say, although from
that place oflsa. it cannot be evinced, that Christ is so giverusp as to dwell in us, yet that it is
manifest from elsewhere; For the Apostle wishettheEphesiansthat Christ may dwell by faith in
their hearts: it is first to be observed, that €hdwells in the hearts of beleevers, not by vidfithat
giving, of which there is mention iIsa. as the next cause: as the holy Spirit dwellémt as soon as
he is given to beleevers, since that giving of &hnath hapned to men even as yet unbeleevers, and
hath been accomplished as soon as he was bor€Choigt dwells not in the hearts of men but by
faith, as the place it self shewes. Besides, thidoi be observed, that Christ is there taken
Metonymically for the religion or doctrine by hinelivered, as it is also beneath in the same epistle
chap. 4. 20, 21. So alddosesis taken for the Law delivered by hifcts 15. 21. 2Cor. 3. 15. The
sense then of the words of the Apostle is. That &ag give you, that you may believe in your
hearts, and adhere constantly to the doctrine eisCland that it may be thoroughly fixed in your
minds by faith. And though at length it were spokénthe person of Christ; yet it would not follow
that Paul wisheth, that he in very deed and properly showeéll in the hearts of beleevers, but that
he should do it by his grace, aid and spirit, whaclh the Apostles wish, and the manner or middle
cause of that inhabitation expressed by him, tg lwitfaith, doth sufficiently shew. For if Chrisy b
his Essence should dwell in them, he should dwedlli men, whether beleevers or not beleevers. For
that would be by reason of his natural immensitlyiclv would be excluded from no place whatsoever
it be; neither in that thing could there be redaad either of faith or infidelity. For it is necesg, that
what is immense in Essence, fill all places andrahs hearts. Neither then that placésaf nor this

to theEphesiansnakes any thing to purpose. But that place oEpistle to theRormans (chap. 8. 32.)
saith not the same with that tHfa For that all things shall be given to us with Chyisre may so
interpret, and indeed more rightly, that God willegto us all things (to wit, which he hath prontise
us) even as to Christ, or as before in the samp. tha Apostle had said, that we shall be co-hafirs
Christ, and be glorified together with hisers 17. For we must be made conformable to the inodge
the Son of God, that he may be the first-born anmmagy brethren vers. 29. which verse the Apostle



seemes here to eye. But the manner of speakingldsbffiend none, as ifyith him could not signify,
in like manner as to hipsince we have seen already, we are to be toggtbefied, to wit, with

Christ; that is, so as Christ was glorified. Sahie same Epistle, it is said, thae are buried with
him, (that is, as well as he) atttht our old man is crucified with him: that we atead with him: that
we shall live with himthat is, no otherwise than as he. See alsi22. 11, 12.

An Appendix of the precedent Argument, in whichplaees are urged, in which the holy Spirit is
called, The Earnestand by it men are said to be sealed, and to beeped upon, baptized and
drenched.

To the testimonies which speak of the giving araingng of the holy Spirit, let us join others, whi
although of themselves also they might be urgethagtne vulgar opinion concerning the holy Spirit,
yet because they are not much unlike to the fortherefore we will have them to be as an overplus
of the former Argument. And first, hither pertaitiese testimonies of Scripture, in which the holy
Spirit is called aPledge or rather, as the Greek TexthathTihe Earnesteither simply, or of our
inheritance. But the earnest is part of the thingpsed, given before hand, which makes him to
whom any thing is promised, certain of the residise. Therefore seeing God doth not as yet in very
deed exhibit the inheritance promised, he givasstas it were aforehand, the holy Spirit, whictyma
make us sure of the future inheritance, until ledlyebring us into the possession of it. But herice
sufficiently appears, that the holy Spirit is nbetmost high God. For he is the promiser, not the
earnest or pledge of the thing promised. Who d@tge or give himself for an earnest? Or how can
God be received of a man for an earnest or plefigean earnest is in some manner possessed by
him to whom it is given. But how may the most hi@lod be possessed by a man? Besides, is it
credible, that God hath now already given us mibran he promised he will give in time to come?
That surely neither doth the nature of an earnest,mor this suffer, to wit, that by the confeasid

all, we shall here after at length become far muwappy, and excellent in dignity, yea, then truly
happy and glorious. But he had given us more n@m th the inheritance it self, promised unto us, if
the holy Spirit were the most high God. For whoedaio compare our inheritance, though infinite in
time, with God himself?

But the places quoted, advertise us also of anotlaemer of speaking used of the holy Spirit, which
shews that he is not a divine person. And thathist, Believers are said to be sealed with the holy
Spirit. For so it is plainly writterEphes 1. 13. to which the place chap. 4. 30. is likex though it is
said in the latter place, that tBphesiansvere sealeih the holy Spirit which some interpreby the
holy Spirit yet we shall shew a little after, that also ihestplaces, and those such indeed where it is
spoken of the holy Spirit, the partidle by an Hebraism is redundant: and that it is sthis place is
apparent enough, both by comparing of the wordp.chal3. where that particle is omitted, and by
the thing it self. For neither here would the Apasthew, who hath sealed, but with how excellent a
sign we have been marked, and as it were secur&@bbyconsidering which, we might not doubt of
our future redemption, and further considering howch is given to us, we might diligently take
heed, that we do not, peradventure by vanity ofdapdeprive our selves of so great a good, and rase
and blot out the character alktark stamped on us by God. But the Apostle had notesged that, if

he had only said, that we are sealed by the haltSmless perhaps any one should take such words
in such a sense, in which we would have them gaidit, that it may be understood, that we have
been sealed with the divine Spirit, or that theyh®pirit is as it were a sigark, and character
impressed on us, by which God hath marked us aprbger goods, and hath made us sacred and
inviolable, and safe from all danger of perishifigye do our duty. The same thing the Apostle hath
shewed, Zor. 1. 22. especially if one compare the place withsé two, which we have cited out of
the Epistle to theephesians and chiefly with the former. For in both placéise same thing is
explained, nor do the words much differ. For thedeed, after the Apostle had said, ver.!2aGw he
which stablisheth us with you in ChrigGreek,into Chris) and hath anointed us, is GodHe adds,
ver. 22.who hath also sealed us, and given the earne$ieoBpirit in our heartsBut here he saithn
whom(that is,by whomto wit, Christ) also after that ye believed, ye were sealed wiih tloly Spirit

of promise(that is, the holy Spirit promiseghhich is the Pledgéor Earnes} of our inheritance unto
the day of redemption, &namely, the latter clause is added for explicatibthe former, and what is



the earnest of our inheritance, the same is aksedhl with which we afdarked. Hence then it again
appears, that the holy Spirit is neither the magi IGod, nor a person. For neither is any thingesea
with a person, but with some thing: nor is any ghinore absurd, than to say that the most high God,
whose propriety we are, and who hath sealed us tvtaday of redemption, is the seal it self
wherewith we are sealed.

By these things also, it appears, that the Adviesdabour in vain; who endeavour out of the words
Ephes 4. 30. to deduct the person of the holy Spigtduse he is said to be grieved and vexed by us,
as if the like things were not attributed to Charniwhich is saidio rejoice in the Truthand on the
contrary, not to rejoice (which is all one as togoeved)with Iniquity, and as if it were not more easy
to find here a feigning of a person, than to shiat to some person, and he indeed the most high
God, it agrees to be a seal imprinted on men. @&rtdney, who else where, will they, nill they,ear
forced to acknowledge, that groans are impropethybated to the holy Spirit, have no cause, why
they will not have grieving figuratively to be adxd to it; especially when neither themselves can
properly ascribe grieving to it, seeing that doti proper befall God.

But if they say, that that also is improperly, dnda Metaphor, said of the holy Spirit, that we are
sealed by it, we answer, Although the thing exmédsy that metaphorical kind of speaking, be
conceived in proper words, yet nevertheless, theefof our Argument would be the same. For it is
signified, as was said, that the holy Spirit issgt@n thing given unto us by God, by which we rbay
certified of our future redemption, and the happipromised us. Besides, although that manner of
speaking be metaphorical, yet it is not such d#texd to a person. For neither is every Metaphor
accommodated to every thing. Let there be brougttit fout one place either out of profane or sacred
Writers, where some one is said to be sealed withperson. Wherefore if the holy Spirit were a
person,Paul would have used such a Metaphor, as might have fiéed to a person, and had not
less expressed the thing which he here handled,ttimaword ofsealing He had said, to wit, that the
holy Spirit was a surety, or undertaker, or hostagehad been content with the name of earnest, or
pledge: which last word is sometime by a Metaplemoenmodated to persons. But it is altogether
unheard of, that any person who is given to anotberertify him of his salvation and safety, is
compared to a seal imprinted on him, who is segure@ny one said to be sealed by him. Neither
indeed in the places alledged, doth any thing gorbewhich gave occasion to the Apostle for so
bold, yea, absurd a kind of metaphor, rather tlerafother, alike fitted to his purpose, and more t
the person. But unusual metaphors and figuremaresont to be used by considerate and grave men,
unless special occasion invites them, and leadn thereto; much less that they speak so absurdly,
without any necessity: The same we would have add unto them, who say these things are
pronounced of the holy Spirit by a Metonymy or Mepeis, to wit, in respect of the gifts which come
from him. For there are also other Metalepsis,omea manner accommodated to persons, or at least
more in use. But unusual ones are not to be asttibeonsiderate men, unless it appears that tleey a
led to them by some certain occasion. Althoughdhme Adversaries also are bound to excuse a
Metaphor, which would nothing less concur with atdliepsis.

In the third place those places of holy Scriptuesatve to be mentioned, in whitdfe holy Spirit is
said to be poured out on mesuch as are thesklsa 44. 3.Joel 2. 28. 29. (which place is cited by
Peter,Acts2. 18, 19.)7ach 12. 10.Tit. 3. 6. to which also those are to be joined, incvhinen are
said,to be baptized ir with it, and its baptism is opposed to the baptism of meged byJohn as it

is Mat. 3. 11. and the places in the other Evangelistsvanng to it; and likewisdohn1. 33.Acts1.

5, 11, 16. add Tor. 12. 13. although ther& be baptized in one spirits taken by some, for, to be
baptized by one Spirit, & so we might say, we aptized by Christ, by whom God hath poured out
abundantly the holy Spirit upon UEit. 3. 6. when nevertheless otherwise, where everptiratse,To

be baptized in spiritis extant, it signifies nothing else, as all @s¥, thario be baptized with the
spirit; the particlein among the Greeks being redundant, which hath flofrem an Hebraism. For
because that which the Greeks express by the siDgliwe case, the Latins by the Ablative, the
Hebrews cannot express without the Particle prdfixehich is for the most paBe that isin;
therefore it is often retained by the hebraisingekrWriters, and prefixed to the dative, which alon
would have that force. But that those woritsthe holy Spirit are elsewhere so to be understood,



easily appears by the opposite member. For in plasgs, in which it is said, thabhnbaptizedwith
water, it is in Greekin water. only in Luke 3. 16. andActs11. 16. the particlén is omitted, and it is
said simply, and without an Hebraism, that he lzaptvith water Wherefore the same is to be held
concerning the placeQor. 12. especially when by the thing it self, it nsfficiently appear, that the
Apostle would demonstrate the unity of Believerlig, that all are endued and filled with the same
Spirit. Which, that he might the more significan#ypress, he makes mention also of making to
drink. For because a man is then fully made partakdiquor, when he is both washed outwardly
with it, and as it were immersed in it, and maddrak it, or if you had rather, drenched withthat

he may be also inwardly filled with it. TherefoRaul, that he might signify, that Christians were
every way replenished with the holy Spirit, sattiey were so made to drink, that they breathed one
spirit, and were wholly endued with it: Which aggesith that of Christ, who idohn inviting men to
the participation of so excellent a gift, thus Isait any man thirst, let him come to me and drink
understand it othat living water which it is manifest by the things which follovg, the holy Spirit.
Let those places also be added to these, in witlcbreChrist himself is said to be anointed, orepsh
are signified to be anointed with the holy Spifor from all these it is understood, that the Haypbyrit

is not a person. much less the most high God. Wilicsay that a person, much less the most high
God, is poured out on men, that men are baptizethctied and anointed with it? That a man may be
said to be anointed with divine Virtue, this velmnyg sufficiently shews, because Christ in thatela
where he is said to be anointed with the holy §psisaid also to be anointed with Power, namely,
divine. Those things that we have said beforeteefie Metonymy, which is fained to be in these
kinds of speech. And although if it were admittidyould shew that the holy Spirit is not the most
high God. For who can believe, that the holy Wsitén the name of the most high God, would so
often use such Metonymies, and forms of speakirg¢chwnot only of themselves very much abhor
from the nature of the supreme Deity, but the bkevhich do not readily occur, no not in the names
even of other persons, either in vulgar speech thre sacred Writings.



CHAP. LI1V: Theholy Spirit partitioned

Theninth Argument, Drawn from those places, which argue some partition of the holy Spirit.

But yet we must not altogether depart from therggwof the holy Spirit. For the manner of its giving
or certain words which in some places are addedrevthere is mention made of that donation, yield
us yet another argument. ForJbdhn 4. 13. We read thatod hath given us of his Spirivhich
signifies, that God hath given not all his Spibtit some part of it, which cannot befall a person,
especially divine, and so the most higst God. Fdivene person cannot be distributed into partst, an
if he were given to any, could not be given but lgho

Perhaps some will say, it is read in the Greelt, 8ad hath given to u$rom or of his Spirit which
may signify, not that God had indeed given his iSjtiself or some part of it, but something flowin
from that Spirit. For this is often the force oétparticlefrom or of, that it signifies the efficient cause,
in which manner all things are said to dfe or from God,Rom 11. 36. 1Cor. 8. 6. And the holy
conception oMary, to beof, or fromthe holy SpiritMatth. 1. 20. But that that interpretation is at no
hand to be admitted in this place; first, a vekg Iplace in the sami#hn where the Apostle handles
the same thing, doth demonstrate. Now that is &dbout the end of the third Chapter, where, when
he had said, being about chiefly to commend Chatit he whkeepeth the commandments of God,
abideth in him, and he in hinme addsand by this we know, that he abideth in us, dnfrom the
Spirit which he hath given u®o you see, he saith, that God hath given tdhasSpirit, to wit, his,
and by it it is known, that he abideth in us? Whegr saith he not the same in our placeap 4. 1.
where, when he had affirmed, if we love one angt@ed abides in us, and his love is perfected jn us
he addsn this we know that we dwell in him, and he inhegausdor that)he hath given us of his
Spirit. The very likeness of the place evinceth, thatn as he there said, that God hath given to us
his Spirit, so he also here saith the same; exutagt speaking a little more distinctly, he shewttht
God hath given to us, not his whole Spirit, buitpbr a part of it. Besides the thing it self r@gth it.

For Johnwhould and ought to express, what God hath giveust by which we may certainly know,
that God dwells in us. But he had not expresset] thae had only said, that God hath given to us
from, or of his Spirit, as an efficient cause. Rdrat that should be, he had only left it to be gadsat

by us, and the sentence had been maimed; likear®iShould say, God hath given to us from, or of
himself as an efficient cause: Which speech hadbreh worthy a considerate man, much less the
Apostle. But that sentence, which we have expressdubth perfect, and plainly expresseth the thing
given, and such indeed as may demonstrate moslygl#at God dwells in us, in some most singular
and divine manner, and we in him; and that thera most strait bond of love, and conjunction
between us and him. For, how could we more strhiglyoined with him, or he with us, then when he
hath imparted to us of his holy Spirit? The samagtwhich is shewed in those words Jhn is
shewed also in that manner of speaking, whicke together with the Greek Translators of the Old
Testament, useth, describing in Greek, the Spekéteter, in which the place is cited out dbel
Acts2. 18, 19. For in stead of that which God saitlidel | willpour out my Spiritit is said inPeters
words, | willpour out of my Spiritthe sense indeed remaining the same, but yetmessed, that it
may be signified, That God would pour out not hitole Spirit upon all flesh, and upon their servants
and handmaids, but as it were some part of ittirene is an immense plenty of it with God, which is
resident in him, as in its fountain, but proceedd #iows from him, when, & so far, as he will, not
otherwise than the light from the Sun or that fondech they call influence from Stars, or as heat
from fire upon things put to it. For, let me beoated to illustrate a thing most divine by similias]

to which you have not unlike ones concerning wisdssuaing from God, in the Author of the Book of
Wisdom Chap 7. 26. 27. Therefore as the things mentionedsdiffuse their power, and distribute
it into many subjects, and that often unequallyalsm God communicateth his power and virtue to
many, and not to all in the same measure, andaime slegree; whence there ariseth some partition of
his power, so that no man may wonder, that we vigilg the Scripture, urge some patrtition of the
holy Spirit. Although what need is there to defesrdexcuse that which the holy Writings do so
plainly assert? For, what is it which the Authortloé Epistle to thélebrews Chap 2. 4. saith;That
God confirmed by his testimony, the Doctrine of@uspel, concerning ever lasting salvation, as well



by signes and wonders, and divers miracéssalsdy thedistributions or divisions of the holy Spjrit
that is, by distributing the holy Spirit among leekrs, and imparting it to them in various measases
it hath pleased him? What likewise is that whichd@ang since said tMoses Num 11. 17.1 will
take off thy Spirit, and put on theto wit, the seventy Elders? Which also we seeduae afterward
in the very deed. For so we read after Vers A2fl took(the Lord)of the Spirit which was in Moses,
and gave it to the seventy Elders, and when thé& spid rested on them, they prophesied, &hat
moreover that which we read Bfiseuswho would have given to him double spirit of Eliasor as it
is in the Hebrew, the mouth of two in the spirit of Eliakat is a double part of his Spirit, or
sufficicient for two, as it is explained by learnmén, by comparing this place with thBeut 21. 17.
where the same phrase occurs, although in anothatend For there the Father is commanded to give
doubles Heb.the mouth of twoor a double part of goods to his first-born Salthough born of the
hated wife. Neither truly diglizeusin vain ask for that, as is understood by theofelhg words of
that place. MoreovePaul makes mention also of the first-fruits of the 8pRom 8. 2, 3. Now what
else are the first- fruits of any thing, but thesfiand select parts of it?

Lastly, WhenJohn saith, thatGod giveth the Spirit not by measudohn 3. 34. what other thing
would he, than that God gives the Spirit most pieihy? But that cannot be said of a thing, which
can in no manner be increased, nor diminisheddidded into some parts. And surelphn doth
tacitely intimate, that God hath given, or dothegithe Spirit in some certain measure: but to Christ
alone he hath imparted a certain unmeasurableyptént. But it is not necessary for us in this qgda

to say all things which pertain to a further exglion of those places; that shall be done, if Gdld w
else where. For it is enough now to have shewn alwrtain distribution doth befall the holy Spiri
which cannot by any means befall a divine persea, yno person at all, unless with some corruption
of it. But the distribution of the holy Spirit bgs no corruption to it.

The Defence and Confirmation of the Argument.

But we have already above, shut up this way foamscto wit, that these things are to be understood
of the gift or effect of the holy Spirit, who isdavine person. Besides that it may appear by some
places, alledged by us, and the like to them, tiait Spirit, of which these things are said, is one
thing, the gift understood by the Adversaries aeothing, namely, a quality or motion imprinted on
men by a divine spirit. Sédumhb 11. 25, &c. Compare togethdoel 2. 28, 29Zach 12. 10. andsa.

11. 2.John 3. 34. That | mention not now the History it salf,the effusion of the holy Spirit, set
down, Acts2. by which it is manifest, that the holy Spirdyved out on the Apostles, and distributed,
is one thing, the gift flowing from thence, anotiieing. Seevers 3. 4. But of the same Spirit also
other places are to be understood.

Out of the places hitherto brought by us, you nmeasilg frame many arguments. For every manner of
expression used in the restimonies, signifyingegithore openly, or more covertly, some division of
the holy Spirit; may supply us with a several reas@r they so abhor from the supreme deity, tbat n
man may dare to use them of it. No such thing guseso much as intimated in the holy Scriptures,
either of the Father or of the Son. Who hath eitteard or dare say, that there is taken of theefFath
or of Christ, that there is given or poured ouhiof, that he is distributed or doubled, that hgiien
either in measure or without measure, that anyrasethe first fruits of him, or the first and bette
parts of him? But what other cause is there of tihiisg, then because they are persons and indeed
divine ones; although the latter, not of himselit by the grace and gift of God. Therefore there
would be the same reason of the holy Spirit afsowere likewise the most high God.



CHAP. LV: Guenching the holy Spirit

The tenth Argument, That we are forbidden to quench the Spirit, and we read that the holy Spirit
sometime was not, and that some disciples were ignorant whether there were any holy Spirit.

The words of the Apostle, TThes 5. 19. (where speaking of the holy Spirit, he veatrithat wejuench

not the Spirit deserve the sixth place in this rank, whencékim tnanner is understood that the holy
Spirit is not the most high God. For these wordsasthat that Spirit may be quenched. But who dares
say that, in any wise of the most high God? Whold/dmook him, who should waine thus; beware
thou extinguish not God the Father? Would not any\ears refuse such formes of speaking? But
there is the same reason of the holy Spirit, ah@fFather, if the holy Spirit be the most high God
For that therefore cannot be said of God the Fathezause he is the most high God. But if thou
wouldst excuse it by some trope, which otherwise deay not to be in the words; it is to be
considered (which we a little before have mindéd) tropes ought to be modest, most of all when
the name of the most high God is used, of whom wstreo speak, and the Apostle so speak, as is
beseeming his Majesty. But we have already hirftatl uch manner of speaking agrees not to God,
and is rejected presently by mens ears as absonge $rophets use a more lofty and figurative style
than the Apostles, which is seen especially infRsaland songs. For they contain some kind of verse,
and as is observed by learned men, come nearee &iyle of Poets, than to speech in prose. But you
shall read no such thing there of God; much legghowe to think that the Apostle who scarce riseth
above common speech, hath in delivering precemsd 80 bold and unusual a figure, if you
acknowledge that the holy Spirit is properly a devinspiration, or certain power flowing from God
into men; you will easily understand that that nemaof speaking is not at all absurd. For nothing
hinders that a divine inspiration, especially iistlor that man may cease and be extinguished.

Hence also may be understood that manner of spemuterning the holy Spirit used Bphn The
holy Spirit was not yet, because that Jesus wasyebglorified Which some of the Adversaries
perceiving not to be agreeable to their opiniothefholy Spirit, they have thought it to be thuade
The Spirit was not yagiven which reading others of the Adversaries havedatel shewed that it is
not to be admitted. Not much different from thismrmear of speaking is that which those disciple; that
were found byPaul at Ephesusused. For wheRaul had asked of them, whether since they believed,
they had received the holy Spirit, they answetkdt they had not so much as heard whether there
were a holy SpiritLet the Adversaries feign here what Tropes thel wét will they never persuade

a serious man, and one that considers in what mammare wont to speak of any thing, that either
John or those disciples could speak so of the holyitSiii the holy Spirit were God. Wilt thou say,
God is not yet, the Father is not yet, the Sorotsyet, because a certain effect of him is noteygant
among men? What author? What example is there¢*@hall a man say, he knowes not whether the
most high God be, because he hath not heard thaircgifts of his doe happen to men? But if you
shall think the holy Spirit to be a divine inspicat, or a certain power issuing from God to meny yo
will not wonder at those manners of speaking. Fecabise Christ being not yet glorified, that
inspiration was not wont to happen to men althobgleevers, and afterward also th@&gghesian
disciples knew not that it was done; thereféobnindeed said, that the holy Spirit was not yet;i§hr
being not yet glorified; but those disciples, tttegy had not indeed heard, whether there was a holy
Spirit.



CHAP. LVI: John. 15. 26.

The eleventh Argument, From John 15. 26. where the holy Spirit is said, To proceed from the
Father.

After we have drawn Arguments out of those pladeScoipture, in which those things are said of the
holy Spirit, which agree not rather to persons ttings; it remaines that we fetch reasons alsm fro
those attributes of the holy Spirit, which indeedperly taken, agree only to persons, or at least
Suppositumsbut are figuratively attributed to the holy Spiror first and of themselves agree to
Suppositumgo other things only consequently.

Let that be the first of them, that the holy Spisitsaid to proceed from the Father. There is iddee
some Metaphor in the wongroceeding which the Adversaries also are compelled to ackenige,
(For to proceed, doth properly agree but to metodiving creatures, which move themselves from
place to place) but it hinders not but that we ragce draw an Argument. For it is agreed between
us, and the Adversaries, that this word being reteto the holy Spirit, denotes its production from
the Father; by which namely the holy Spirit is &ryw deed that which it is. Whence the Adversaries
would that that procession was from eternity: aag that as the Son received his Essence by
generation from the Father, so the holy Spirit nesdthe same by procession, of which thing there i
no need now to speak more largely. It shallbe dtdre)]ord helping afterward. Now it is enough to
have hinted what we have said. For from this, thatholy Spirit is said to proceed from the Father,
and to receive his Essence, it is manifest thas mot the most high God; For the same reasons for
which we have said before that the Son of God ighmmost high God, because he was begotten of
the Father, and from him received his EssenceirFbiis case there is the same reason of procession
as there is of generation; yea, as we shall shevtsimplace, that procession devised by the
Adversaries, is no less generation than that oSthe Wherefore what we have said of the generation
of the Son of God is hither also to be transferfgdt to those this reason also; that Christ sigaifi
that that procession doth even yet continue. Fotdtke not say that the holy Spihtith proceeded
from the Father, but thatdioth proceedNeither indeed do the more learned Adversariay dewho
have devised such a manner of procession, as batimaed from all eternity, & is to continue unto
all eternity. Therefore according to their opinidine holy Spirit even yet receives his Essence from
the Father, and also from the Son, and is to redewnnto all ages. But it must needs be that thetm
high God hath already fully had his Essence fronetrnity, so that he now any more neither hath,
nor can possibly received it; however it be supdpséich is impossible, that he could at any time
receive his Essence from another. Besides, they,aohtend that the procession of the holy Spifit, o
which Christ inJohnspeakes, (For there is no where else expressonemtide of it) hath continued
from all eternity, and that it shall continue td etlernity, have not considered that Christ speaies
that procession of the holy Spirit, by which it altbcome to pass that the holy Spirit should be sen
from him to the disciples, and moreover come tarth&or if you consider the rest of the things
spoken of in the same place, you will find no otbause, why Christ said that the holy Spirit doth
proceed from the Father, than that he might dedla¢ which he had saidyhom (to wit the
Advocate | will send to you from the Fatheneither do the Adversaries seem to deny it. Blodtw
hath that procession, which continues from etertaitgternity, common with the sending and coming
of the holy Spirit to the disciples? yea that wordther hinder this, if by that, the holy Spiritosiid

be the most high God, as the Adversaries would itavemit that they, (the Greeks only excepted)
hold that the holy Spirit doth proceed eternallyless from the Son than from the Father. But Christ
speaks of a thing, which is proper to the Father.ifr-this behalf, in some sort he opposeth thadfat

to himself, being about to shew, why he said, hald/send the holy Spirit not from himself tfeam

the Father But how much more simple and plain is it to haldit the holy Spirit doth so far proceed
from God, as it is the virtue and efficacy issufngm him into men; than, that the most high God,
who is but one only, proceeds from another, wha igke manner the most high God; that he who is
from no cause, receives his being from anothet; ibawho hath had most fully his Essence from
Eternity, receives it, and is to receive it yetaiall Eternity.



But that the same thing which we have shewed othieofvords of Christ, set down Bghn is taught
also by those words &faul, in which he affirmeth, that the holy Spistof God 1 Cor. 2. 12. For he
saith Now we have received, not the spirit of the wdsld the spirit which is of GodBut whatsoever

is of God, is Gods effect and depends on him. Buaswe have said, know, that God is the efféct o
no thing. Although there is scarce need to maketimerf effect, it is enough to say, that the most
high God is from none.



CHAP. LVII: Theholy Spirit sent by he Father and the Son

The twelfth Argument, That the holy Spirit is sent by the Father and the Son.

The second of those Attributes, which properly agomly to persons oSuppositiumsbut are
accommodated to the holy Spirit by some Trope, bwthat which is in the same placelohncited

by us in the next foregoing Chapter, and is elseavirethe same Writer extant, to wit, that the holy
Spirit is sent from the Father and Son. For thdallsenot the most high God. But although that
mission is nothing else than the giving of the h®prit, whence that the holy Spiritgsvenandsent

to the Disciples from the Father, are put for tams thing, as is manifest by comparing the words,
Chap 14. 16. with the places now cited. Yet becauseAtversaries will have that mission to be
such as that it can befall none but a person, edlyebecause Christ brings in, in the same speech,
the holy Spirit as his certain Deputy or Embassaiobe sent to the Disciples, chiefly@inap 16. 7,

13. therefore almost in the same manner, it malydmee demonstrated, that the holy Spirit is not the
most high God; in which we have before demonstrétedsame thing concerning Christ, from his
sending; so that there is no need to add mordsrptace.



CHAP. LVIII: John. 16. 13.

The thirteenth Argument from the words, John 16. 13. He shall not speak (the spirit of Truth)
from himself: but whatsoever he shall hear, that shall he speak, &c.

Because towards the end of the foregddigpter we fell into the mention of the placighn16. 13.
where it is spoken of the thing, joined to the segaf the holy Spirit; therefore we will here exiam

it also. For there, not only that is affirmed oétholy Spirit, which could not be affirmed of hithhe
were the most high God, but also that is denied¢hvbannot be by any means denied of the most
high God. For, thus Christ saitHpwbeit, when he, the Spirit of Truth is come, lieguide you all

into the Truth. For he shall not speak of himskilff whatsoever he shall hear, that shall he speak;
and he will shew you things to come. He shall §fame, for he shall receive of mine and shall shew
it unto you. All things that the Father hath arenmi Therefore | sai¢that) he shall take of mine, and
shall shew it unto youHere it is denied, that the holy Spirit spake mhs$elf: on the contrary it is
affirmed, that he should speak what he heard, hodld receive of that which was Christs. And the
former indeed is therefore chiefly denied, thahéty be shewed, that he is rightly called, the Spfri
Truth, that is, most true: But this latter is tHere affirmed of him, that it might be shewed, that
should glorify Christ. But the most high God, wlsger he speaks, speaks of himself, and for that
very thing he is true, because he speakes of Hinkéeldoth not also hear what he should speak, nor
is instructed, like an Embassador, by another.gdeiveth nothing from any, yea, he bestoweth of his
own upon all. He hath not glorified Christ by readeg something from him, but by giving to him.
How then is the holy Spirit the most high God?

It will not be amiss to cite here the words Jifhn Maldonate a most learned Interpreter of the
Papists, who hath in part unfolded this difficulspeaking in this manner: But (Christ) gives the
reason, aRkupertussaith, why he called him the Spirit of Trutlecausesaith hehe shall not speak

of himself as if, if he should speak of himself, he shoyddak not truth, but a lie. Which, how true it
is, it doth non enough appear, seeing he ratheefttre speaks truth, and cannot speak false, becaus
he speaks of himself. For when he speaks of himiselEpeaks as God, since he is nothing else but
God. But when he speaks as God, he cannot lie jwihiee could do, then truly could he do it when
he speaks not of himself, that is, not as God. gfbee AugustineandBedequestion how it may be
understood, that he speakes not of himself. Ftireife were a double nature in the holy Spirit,ras i
Christ, one a divine, the other a human, or angmtive might perhaps say, that then he speakes not
of himself when he speakes as man, as we intemrat Christ saith of himselfoh.14. 4.The words
which | speak to you | speak not of my;saifd what he said befor€hap 7. 16.My doctrine is not
mine but his that sent mBut since the holy Spirit is but one, and thaliane nature, as St. Austin
disputes, we cannot say it; and thus far he. levesen to be wished to the Adversaries in thisegplac
that a double nature could be feigned in the hplyitsalso, as is done in Christ, that they migidde

this knot. By what hole then do they endeavourstape, when there is none? The foresaid interpreter
brings a double answer, One Afigustin andBede another his own. The first is, therefore the holy
Spirit is said not to speak of himself, becaus¢heeiis he from himself, as therefore saith hejshe
not of himself, but he proceeds from the Father &od, so he shall not speak, but what he hath
received from the Father and Son by proceeding tieem: as a little after he saitHe shall glorify

me, for he shall receive of mireut when the foresaid Interpreter had come teehwords, he clearly
enough confutes this explication of this place. Themmonly received opinion of latter Interpreters
saith he, is thisi-or he shall receive of min¢hat is, he proceeds from me. Concerning whiahgth

find here many subtletys in some Writers, | know Imow solid, and agreeable to the matter, which |
will not so much as recite. | only say, | am fullgrsuaded, that this is not the sense. For whyelid
not say more clearly, he shall recesfemeor from mé& Why, not,he hath recievedather thanhe
shall receive since the procession of the holy Spirit from #ether and Son was not future, but
already past? For although | know an answer is nigdeome to these things, yet | had rather say
nothing, than say that which they say; Besides bawit co-here with that interpretation, All things
which the Father hath are mine; therefore | haw#, $hat he shall receive of mine? Lastly, here the
matter was of the testimony which the holy Spirdsato give of Christ, and wherewith he was to



glorify him: Which ought to be conspicuous and nfiesti otherwise, how could he for that glorify
Christ? But that essential procession was not e¢omsps: Therefore it could not be brought as an
argument, whence the disciples might gather, tlettorks of the holy Spirit did redound to the glor

of Christ, For this was to glorify him. There is need of more words for the refutation of this
interpretation, which so much displeased a Papistl him most addicted to the opinions of his
Church, and which he saw could not be defendedssnileose things be said which he judged
unworthy even to be mentioned by him. Although aisat interpretation being admitted, it can
nevertheless be evinced, that the holy Spirit istim® most high God, since the most high God, as we
have a little before seen, Proceeds from nonejvexdis Essence from none. The same interpreter a
little after subjoins his own opinion touching thieng. Therefore, saith he, the true interpretatx

that he shall receive of minéhat is, because he shall come in my name, becassny deputy he
shall deliver no other doctrine to you than miner. therefore the glory of his work and doctrinelsha
redound to my glory, which is to glorify me, becau shall deliver in my name, and no other than
my misteries to you, he shall do no other than royka. For with this sense that which followes, doth
fitly agree.All things that the Father hath are mine: therefdrgaid he shall receive of mirees we
shall presently explain it. Therefore he said l®yfiliture tense, he shall receive, because to eoéiv
him is to be sent in his name, and as it were, cantis being received from him; and he had not been
yet sent. Therefore he saifl ming notof me because he would signify, that he should recefvss
doctrine and workes whatsoever he should teachtsebeer he should do among men.

What then doth that Interpreter himself answer?rorvhat manner doth he think those things,
shall receive of minecan be said of the holy Spirit, if he himselftbhe most high GodRot, saith he,
that himself had not the same things before, boabse, aLyril saith, he speaks accommodately to
human sense. For Embassadours are wont, when #mrtdfrom the Prince, to receive commands,
both what they shall speak, and what they shallBia to those words, ver. 13. he shall not spdak o
himself, We may more simplf§o wit, thanAugustinandBedehad answeredjay it is no other thing
not to speak of himself, than not to speak conttlaings to those which he himself had spoken by the
will of the Father.For which opinion, he cites some antient Auth@sd addsfor in the same
manner we expounded what he had said, My Doctanmeot mine; and the words which | speak to
you, | speak not of my seBo also he intimates, that those words algbatsoever he shall hear, he
shall speakare to be taken in such manner as he had takéoftiChrist,As | hear, | judgeand that

| speak those things in the world which | have Heafrhim to wit, that Christ did neither judge any
thing, nor should at any time speak any thing,vauat he did or should know to be agreeable to his
Fathers mind and will: so therefore, that neitter holy Spirit should speak any thing from himself,
because he should speak nothing but what he skaoold to be agreeing with the mind and will of
Christ.

But such an interpretation of Christs words, is eatry way to be admitted, nor doth it altogether
take away the difficulty. For as to the former,d48dormer wordsHe shall not speak of himse#nd
those that are opposed to thémat what he shall hear, he shall spea&nnot be taken of only a bare
consent with Christs words, but do altogether §gthat he of whom those things are said; is het t
first author of his words, but that some otherhis Author of them. For otherwise it might be said,
that neither the Father indeed had spoken of hfiisetause he had spoken nothing but what the Son
hath approved, nor the Son, even in respect ofhtblg Spirit; because, as the opinion of the
Adversaries is, the Son spake nothing but whap#reon of the holy Spirit consented to. But all see
that those things are absurd. Add, that that sameepreter not only confesseth it, but also urggth
that the holy Spirit is here looked upon as Christgate; that which the very context of the words
sufficiently shews. To the propriety of this Embags, nothing can be wanting, if the holy Spiritabe
person. Wherefore those wordtte shall not speak of himself, and whatsoever h# bkar, he shall
speak and likewiseHe shall receive of mine, and shall shew it unto, yae so to be taken, as they
agree to a Legate. But they so agree to a Ledatehe be not himself the first Author of his wards
but only that anothers words and mandates be @eclay him to them, unto whom he is sent. And
indeed, to a Legate, properly so called, such ashtily Spirit would be, if he were a person, it
belongs properly to be instructed with commandmfemother, and to bring to others, and expound to
them, his received will and mind. For a Legatesash, is anothers Minister, and the Interpreter of



anothers will. But that he saith, those words in. del. 15.He shall receive of mineare spoken
accommodately to human sense; if he mean this héhahould indeed receive nothing from Christ;
because he always had all things; but that it sheaeém so to men, what else doth he, but to elude
Christs words? as if, forsooth, Christ spake ofwhat men, however falsely, should imagine
concerning that matter, and not rather, what shoulgt be, though there may be some figure in the
words. Do we think that Christ would have saidf the holy Spirit should glorify him, because men
should falsely think, that the holy Spirit receivefithat which is Christs? Or do we think that he
would acknowledge for his glory, the glory thafasinded in the vain opinion of men; and besides,
that pertaineth to some deminution of the dignityhe holy Spirit; that is, as it pleaseth thenttoe#
most high God? But if he mean that, that the halyitSshould indeed truly receive something of that
which is Christs, but yet that a figure or troptefieed from human things, is in the wordre€eiving

let him strain himself as he will, and turn himselery way, He shall shew by no example, thatnt ca
be said, that he shall receive from another, thathall speak not from himself, but things heaodnfr
another, who is first author of his words, and toom those words are not delivered, or some way
wrought or imprinted by another at a certain tiAkhough besides, if the holy Spirit were no less
properly the Legate of the Son, than the Son fasn@rthe Father, no impropriety of speech, which
might here be of any moment in that matter of whics here disputed, is to be admitted, eithehi
word of hearing, or ofeceiving For it will be altogether signified, that thogenigs which the holy
Spirit hath said, were manifested and committeldiroby Christ. For that belongs to such a Legate as
Christ was, and such as they hold the holy Spirlid.

By which it is now understood, that the difficulty not taken away by such an answer, nor our
Argument solved; because what ever you devise,eth@erds cannot consist, unless it be
acknowledged, that the holy Spirit is not the fasthor of those things which he made known to the
Disciples of Christ, but it came to pass by thd wifilanother, to wit Christ, and so of God the Eath
himself, that he should reveal those things thatlibtated to the disciples. But this befalls nat th
most high God: For he is the first author of thalsmgs, which he either revealeth to men, or
otherwise doth.

Neither is it caused by the will of another, thatdoth reveal any thing to men. Of which see wheat w
have said above&ect 2. Chap 3.and 4. disputing of Christ, when he weighed thosewusds,John

5. 19.The Son can do nothing of himsélhd thoseJohn7. 16.My doctrine is not mineand others
like to these.

But perhaps this scruple will trouble some, howait be that the holy Spirit may be said to heat, an
to receive from another, what he may declare tersthf it be but only a divine inspiration, ortue
and efficacy?

I answer, Since the Adversaries also confess, laadhing it self shews, that those things cannot be
properly taken concerning the holy Spirit, theraasnecessity that we should shew, that they may be
taken properly concerning divine inspiration. Buaifigure in the words is to be admitted, it ig no
hard to shew, that they may be rightly and elegasdlid concerning divine inspiration, or virtue
inspired from heaven into the Apostles. Out of éhdsings which follow, it will be manifest that
many things are found in the holy Scripture, spolsg@ Prosopopoea, concerning the holy Spirit, as
also concerning other things. And that this figis@bhorrent from the place dbhn of which we
treat, shall be by and by shewn. All men percehat it is here spoken of the holy Spirit as of a
Legate, who is to be sent by Christ to the dissiplebelongs to a Legate, as we have said befote,

to speak of himself, but to declare to others th@mands heard and received from him by whom he
is sent. These things then are accommodated, andyhright, also to the divine virtue, long since
inspired into the Apostles. For there is somethimthat divine inspiration, which very well answers
to hearing and receiving from another, and dedjg@md which consequently, hath made way for the
Metaphor, out of which the Prosopopoea ariseth.rfedrthe divine inspiration, but he from whom
that inspiration comes, is the true author of thibéegs, which are revealed by it to men; neithar c
that divine virtue implant any other thing in th@rgs and minds of men, than he would from whom it
is inspired into men; who is here indeed Christer&fore it is like to some Legate, who declares



nothing save the things heard, and received fraPhince and Lord, to those to whom he is sent. But
why doth here Christ speak by Prosopopey, concgrthe holy Spirit, this is chiefly the cause,
because in some manner he compares him with hineself considers him as it were to be sent into
his place to the Disciples now sadned by his insteparture. For Christ hitherto hath been, asitew
their Comforter. Therefore he said to them (beiadned by the notice of his departure) That he,
asking the Father, would give to them, or woulddsenthem, from the Father, another Comforter,
who might abundantly supply his room in this beh8lfit comparisons of things with persons, do
easily bring forth Prosopopeys. Hence, that we ithastrate the thing by exampledavid comparing

the testimonies of God with Princes, who spaketaok counsel against him, and opposing the one to
the other, he calls thehlis Counsellorsor, as it is in the Hebrewhe men of his Counsétsal 119.

24,

Hence also arose that famous Prosopop&olomonwho brings in wisdom and foolishness contrary
to it, as certain women inviting men to them, bgsen of the comparison of a strange woman, as
most learned men have noted. (8mnelius Jansemn theProverbg Let the whole place be read,
beginning atProverbs7. 5. where that comparison begins and is condirtheough the rest of the
whole Chapter, and the two following Chapters. Caraplso with this plac€hap 24.Eccles

More might be said of this matter, but there is mmplace for it, and something also shall yetdd s
hereafter, by which it shall appear, that no maghoto marvel, that such a Prosopopey, or Fiction o
a Person, is used concerning the holy Spirit. Algfoeven that alone may take away wondring from
any one, that Christ himself confesseth, that hibam speech of his, in which several times hegsrin
in the holy Spirit as a person, spake to the Diesim Parables or Figures fetched from common use;
but that sometimes he would openly and plainly atecito them of the Father, or of the things
pertaining to the FatheChap 16. 25. But among those things, even chieflyhis lholy Spirit, of
whom there is often mention in that discourse, whde more openly, another while more covertly.
Christ afterwards indeed explained the thing cleanlough, when he poured out the holy Spirit on the
Disciples, by which he lead them into all the TruBor it, not as a true person, hath declared any
thing to them, but as a divine inspiration inspiietb their minds, hath wrought and imprinted in
them the fullest knowledge of the Doctrine of Chris

Wherefore, since the event it self hath sufficipmtkplained that Discourse, why do we seek another
Interpretation?



CHAP.LIX:1Cor. 2 10.

Three Arguments from 1 Cor. 2. 10, & ¢c. The Spirit searcheth all things, even the deep things of
God, &c.

The fourth place in this rank, we shall assignhtase words oPaul 1 Cor. 2. which the Adversaries
are wont to use to prove, that the holy Spirit givdne person. For thus the Apostle there speBigs:
God hath revealed them to (t® wit, those things which God hath prepared femt who love him)

by his Spirit. For the Spirit searcheth all thingsien the deep things of God. For who of men kiowet
the things of man, save the spirit of man thahikim? Even so the things of God knoweth none, but
the Spirit of God. Now we have received not theitSyi this world, but the spirit which is of God,
&c. This place yeelds us divers Arguments, some aftlware above alledged by usSect 3. Chap

5.

First, That the holy Spirit is distinguished frono@ whilestGod is said,by him to reveal to uthe
things of salvation, whilest it is called tispirit of God whilest it is asserted, thae searcheth the
deep things of Ggandhath known the things which are of Gadhilest, in the end, it is satd be of
God Moreover, that men are said to receive it. Lastigt when he is sai be of Godhe is made
the effect of God. But none of these, we have sbewean befall the most high God. But besides these
three, as many other Arguments may be fetched fhensame words.

The first is, ThatGod s said to have revealed something tdusis Spirit For thence it is manifest,
that it is not the first but the middle cause dittRevelation, which agrees not to the most higd.Go
See what we have said in those places al®eet 2. Chap 19. in which God is said to have done
either all or certain things by Christ.

The second is, That it is said search even the deep things of GBdr neither is any one said to
search those things, the most clear and perfeatliedge of which is first in him, and which are by
him first constituted and decreed. But if the h8Jyirit is the most high God, the deep things of God
that is, his hidden counsels, and most clear arfégieknowledge thereof, in him is first residesutd

by him they are all first constituted and decrdddw then could he be said to search them? God and
Christ indeed is said to search our hearts, bedaipenetrates into the secrets of anothers bimast,
his own counsels, his own deep things, he is naevkaid to search. Indeed neither are men said to
search their own counsels, unless perhaps, whbareitey are by some means slipt out of their
memory, or they themselves have not yet sufficjeedamined the reason of them. But what can be
wanting to the most high God, for the most exacwiedge of his depths? The Apostle in this place
being about to declare that which he had saideSpirit of God by the example of the Spirit of man
doth not say, that it searcheth, kmowsthe things which are of a man, although the marmfer
speaking, which he had used of the Spirit of Goolyld/ lead him thereto, that he should affirm that
the spirit of man also searcheth those things, vhie@ of a man. But he would not affirm it of the
Spirit of man, because in it first are residentsththings which are of a man, that is, his coureats
decrees, and by it are constituted. Therefore @hgesreason should be of the holy Spirit, if he were
the most high God. We know indeed that it is saicatMetalepsis which also brings forth a certain
Prosopopey, that the Spirit of God searcheth aibg) namely, because it causeth men, in whom it is
to find out all things, even the deep and hiddamsels of God. In which manner the same Spirit is
said to intercede for us with unutterable groansl, @ cryAbbaFather; because it is the cause, that
we may do these things. But the Adversaries cansetthis answer, who endeavour to frame the
person of the holy Spirit from this, that the h8lgirit is said to know all things, even those which

of God; which they could not do, if they would ackredge those things to be said of the holy Spirit
by a Metalepsis. For it would no more thence folltivat the holy Spirit is a person, than that Qlari

is a person, because so many actions proper tonzese attributed to it by a Metalepsis, afterward
in the same Epistle, Cor. 13. Moreover such a Metalepsis would be altogathesual, if the holy
Spirit should be the most high God. Who would da8t the Father searcheth the counsel of God,
because he may cause another to search them? \&fnghbuld the holy Spirit be said to search the



deep things of God, if he himself were the moshH&pd, whose are those deep things? We say the
same words oPaul, Rom 8. 27. which we touched a little beforEhe Spirit it self askéor makes
intercessionfor us with unutterable groans, and he that seatichthe hearts, knoweth what is the
mind of the Spirit, because he maketh intercesiiothe Saints, according to Go&or how could
these things be said, even by a Metalepsis ofaheS3pirit, if he were the most high God, with whom
the intercession is made, and who searcheth thiéshaad according to whom, or according to whose
will the Saints intercede? For it is not conveni¢hat not only human action should be attributed t
the most high God, but that his own person alsallshime detracted from him.

The third Argument, which may be drawn from thera$aid place to th€orinthians is, that if the
holy Spirit were a person distinct from the Fathed Son, which, speaking properly, should be said
to know, it could not rightly be affirmed that nobesides him knoweth the things of God. For
besides him, also the Father and Son should knoatleat primarily. But if they say, the particle,
none is here opposed only to creatures, or rather celngmds only creatures and men, as if it were
said,no man knowes those thingsir opinion indeed may admit that, but not thesérdaries. For we
acknowledge in those wordsut the Spirit of Goda metonymy of the adjunct, which also brings
forth some Metalepsis, as if the Apostle had shiidhe of men knowes the mysteries and hidden
counsels of God, besides those who are enduedhigt®pirit, by the power of whom alone those
things may be found out by us. But the Adversamdsy would have the knowledge in this place to
be properly attributed to the holy Spirit himsel§nnot say that, and are forced to confess, tleat th
holy Spirit is therefore expresly excepted, becatkerwise he should be altogether comprehended in
that general wordnone How ridiculous, | beseech you, and unworthy & #postle had such a
speech been. None of men or creatures knoweth thoggs which are Gods, but God the Father, or
no Angel knoweth those things which are Gods, buis€or the holy Spirit. For what? Is the Father
in the number of men or Creatures? Is Christ ohtblg Spirit in the number of Angels? For nothing
is wont to be excepted from out of a general spdaehwhat otherwise is of the same kind of things,
of which it is spoken, and which, therefore, unlésdiad been excepted, had been altogether
comprehended in the general speech, and the samgeeither affirmed or denied of it, as of the rest
Wherefore if the knowledge of divine things be hpreperly ascribed to the holy Spirit himself, as
the Adversaries would, and that Metonymy which va@enexplained, is not to be acknowledged in
that word, the wordhonecannot be restrained to men or creatures aloneyiblwcomprehend also the
divine persons themselves, of the number of whigly twvould have the holy Spirit to be. Whence it
followes, seeing the holy Spirit in their opiniada person really distinct from the Father and Son;
that the Father and Son are excluded from the lauye of vine things in these wordsRdul; of
which absurdity there is no danger in our opinionthe same manner, if the Spirit of a man were a
certain person distinct from the man himself, whBp&it it is said to be, when it is denied, thaya

of men knowes those things which are of a man é=sii$ spirit the man himself whose Spirit it is,
had been excluded: and besides that exception di@ave been ridiculous¥hat man knowes the
things which are of a mamnless the Spirit of man which is in for is the Spirit of man, which is
in him, man? But if you take the words of the Apmsas if he had said, No man knowes the hidden
counsels, and thoughts of a man besides himsetf,a@hceives and understands them by his Spirit
and mind; the absurdity will cease. For it is toobserved, what Philosophy teacheth namely, that no
the Spirit of a man, which they call the soul, dptbperly understand, but the man by it, or by its
virtue or power.



CHAP. LX: Theholy Spirit descended upon Christ

The seventeenth Argument, That the holy Spirit sometime descended upon Christ.

In the last place it likes me to alledge that, toick many Adversaries attribute much, when they
endeavour to shew, that the holy Spirit is notvingi virtue, but a person distinct from the Fatied
Son. And that is, asukewrites,Chap 3. 22. With whom also the other writers of thes@a History
agree Mat. 3. 16.Mark. 1. 10.Joh. 1. 32, 33. Thathe holy Spirit descended on Christ, baptized by
John, in a corporal shape, as a doWeis an old saying, and at this day commonlykgmoamong the
Adversaries, Gdrian to Jordan and thou shalt see the Trinity. Surely, if thénify be Father Son
and holy Spirit; The Father indeed, who inhabitingHeaven as the most high God, and removed
from mens eyes, commandeth them out of his supremtigority, and on the Son bestows authority
from his Majesty, but the Son a true man, baptiredordan by John and after from heaven
annointed and replenished with the holy Spirit; &aslly, the holy Spirit, a certain thing, sent dow
from heaven upon Christ, with which he was replesi if | say, that be the Trinity, he is rightly
commanded to go to Jordan, who doth not acknowl¢dge rinity. We indeed who are sometimes
commanded to go thither, long ago by the graceanf Kave been there and seen that Trinty, and with
willing mind acknowledge and profess it. But if tHeinity be to them the conjunction of three
persons really distinct amongst themselves in owkirdividual Essence; it is so far from being seen
atJordan that rather in some sort it may be seen by tig e&ges, it has no existency. For what shew
or shadow is there of one and the same Essenaaribar, which may be common to the Father, Son
and holy Spirit? Is it the same numerical substaric@od, who speakes from heaven not descending
thence, and of him a true man, who is baptizedoirdan and lastly of that thing, which descends
from heaven upon him? | omit other things, whicltlgaare said before, partly shall be said a little
after. They therefore, who have feigned such aiffrior defend it feigned by others, are yet to be
sent toJordan that they may as from a near place behold treeTrinity, and may more rightly learn
to acknowledge it. We may indeed rightly send #hittheArians, who hold that the Son of God is a
certain invisible Spirit produced by God before treation of the world: but our Adversaries who
maintain him to be consubstantial, it is so fartb&ir being able to do it, that the Arians rathmeght
send them thither. For the tenet of tAgians is less against that History, than that of the
consubstantialists. But we will not in this plaage all things, which might be said, but that only,
which is written of the holy Spirit; that we maytnanly, wrest out the weapon of the hands of the
Adversaries, with which they fight against us, blso may retort it on them. They urge that the holy
Spirit hath both descended, and appeared in batipe, to wit, of a dove. For from thence it
follows, that the holy Spirit is some substance, aaguality. For it belongs to substances, andehos
only that areSuppositum$ descend, and to assume and sustain formesapdss and together they
say it appears, that the holy Spirit is such atsuige, as is really distinct from the Father and.So
For neither the Father or Son descended from heaoerassumed that corporeal form, therefore the
holy Spirit is a Suppositum; and consequently beealso he is intelligent (For he is said to search
all things, even the depths of God, and to knowthivegs that are Gods, and other like things, prope
to intelligent Substances, are pronounced of itishaso a person, for every intelligent Suppositam

a person. Since that is the definition of a per3dmre is need of so much furniture, that the pecdo
the holy Spirit may be framed hence, which theynpsed we should see at Jordan together with two
others. For neither the Trinity of the Adversaites be seen, unless three persons can be seesg and
as that it may appear they are persons. Whathg t@nswered to this their Argumentation shall be a
little after shewed. Let us do now that which wegmunded, that assuming those things which partly
are read in that sacred History, partly are afftirbg the Adversaries, we may demostrate the holy
Spirit not to be the most high God. They affirmiethie holy Spirit be the most high God, that he
ought to be altogether of the same essence witlrdliger; yea, also with the Son. Otherwise there
will be either two or more most high Gods, or traher or Son, whom they take for the most high
God, will not be the most high God. But from thigparition of the holy Spirit, it is manifest, that
there is one Essence of the holy Spirit, anothéhefFather and Son. For the Essence of the Father
and Son descended not then from heaven when @fassbaptized, nor took that corporeal shape, the
Essence of the holy Spirit, as is manifest by theeksaries opinion, did both. Therefore Essence



of the holy Spirit is not th&ssencef the Father or Son, but it is necesghig to be onethatto be
another. Neither indeed may they say, that noEsence of the holy Spirit, but the person did both
For first every person is a substance, and a sut¥sia an Essence subsisting by it self.

Wherefore whose person descended, and assumed@omdis essence also doth it. And besides do
not they themselves, as we have seen urge, thatwihieh descends and sustaines a form, is
necessarily a substance? But the substance ofotiieShirit, is no other thing than its Essence, and
with our Adversaries it is all one to say, the sasthe Essence, and the same is the substanbe of t
divine persons, to wit, because every substanaa sssence, therefore the Essence of the holyt Spiri
must have descended. And although at last a penstimee Deity, should not be the substance or
Essence it self, but something in the Essence,iwhgtis impossible (For it is repugnant to theurat

of a Suppositumand further also of a person to be in another)nyight not that either descend or
assume a form, but that its substance in whiclylaitthe accidents are and rest together, shdald
the same.

Besides also another shorter way from that, thahtily Spirit descended from heaven upon Christ, &
that in a bodily forme or shape, we may shew, higais not the most high God. For the most God is
not moved from place to place, and consequentlgateis not from heaven. Also no accident befalls
the most high God, even by the Adversaries opinut.that bodily shape in which the holy Spirit
descended, was an accident, as also that deseedlft it

The Defence of the Argument.

Some Adversaries, observing this, so explain tliegththat it may sufficiently appear, that they
neither attribute to the holy Spirits descent, pripcalled, nor grant that he Assumed that bodily
shape on himself; but either that a certain trudylbio a doves shape descended from heaven, or the
shape only of a dove descending, was representélieteyes of the beholders, which might be a
simbole or resemblance of the presence, and operafi the holy Spirit filling Christ with gifts
necessary for the discharge of his propheticateffBut if this be so, how will hence be sheweds th
the holy Spirit is a thing subsistent by it sefidaconsequently Suppositunand person really distinct
from the Father, and the Son, seeing he neithgueplo descended on Christ, nor sustained that
forme: but was only the shape of a body set baforeeyes of the beholders, when indeed there was
no body: or, as the opinion is of some of the neatned Adversaries, a true body which descended
and sustained that shape. But even things whiclomgtare not persons, but not so much as indeed
sustbances may be said to descend improperly feaadn; and among othedamessaith chap. 1.

17. Every good, and perfect gift is from abdeat is from heavenjescending from the Father of
lights: But that the same may be shaddowed by a certdimaod shape, and set before the eyes of
men, as besides other things that teacheth, whichead Act 2. 3. of the first effusion of the holy
Spirit on Christs disciples. For those cloven tegulid they not express the faculty of diverse
languages to be given to the disciples of Christigyholy Spirit? But nothing prohibites that they
might not seem to be moved. How many such shapésirajs do we see set before one while the
outward another while theénward sensesof the Prophets? Therefore nothing, if the thireg do
explained, may be hence gathered, which belongsawe the holy Spirit to be &uppositummuch
less a person. Besides, although they would haviéh@de things concerning the holy Spirit to be
taken figuratively, yet nevertheless they must htficht here some singular operation of the holy
Spirit was shaddowed, not of the Father or Somt ¢east not equally. For otherwise, why should not
the Father and Son also be said to have descendedadily shape? But if the Essence of the holy
Spirit would be the same with that of the Fathett 8on, the operation no less of these than of that,
had been expressed by that shape and descentpdhd Bather and Son, should be no less said to
have descended in a bodily shape than the holyit.Spor such an operation is of the singular
substance it self, having in it self all force gievating. Therefore seeing this is supposed the sam
those three persons, the same operation also &@letube attributed to all those persons. Sediigy

iS not come to pass, it follows, that there is easence of the holy Spirit, another of the Father a
Son, and consequently, unless the adversaries vimniitiuce more Gods, or deny the Father to be
the most high God, they are forced to acknowletigehbly Spirit not to be the most high God.



But you will say, How nevertheless do those thiagsee to the holy Spirit, to descend from heaven in
a bodily shape, if it be only a divine virtue arftioacy, not a Suppositum or Person? This althatigh
properly pertain not to the matter in hand, yetwilebriefly explain that no scruple may remain.

First, we have already seen, that some of the Adves, by the force of their own opinion, are
forced to hold, that those things are not propsdig of the holy Spirit, but that bodily shape éiisd
descent from heaven, was only an outward resemblaiiihie holy Spirit, filling Christ with his giffs
which same thing, why it may not be said of divafgcacy, there is no cause.

Besides, If we would by all means have it so, thase things are properly spoken of the holy Spirit
it is to be understood, as to that descent andomgatinat the qualities were moved together withrthe
subjects, and consequently in them. Whereforethksdivine efficacy, if it may exist in a man, and
him, or together with him, be moved, it may descéod heaven in another thing likewise, which
God will use in the carrying down of it. Neitherdiged is there wanting to God a convenient and
beseeming Vehicle, that | may so speak, for thiatasdy. But as to the shape, if the subject of that
efficacy have a certain shape, especially suchagssimew and resemble the latent efficacy, nothing a
all hinders but that it may be said, that thatwgrtlescends in or with that shape. But of thesgyshi

if God will, we shall say more else where.

This we would have here observed, although it bitem; that the holy Spirit did then descend on
Christ in a bodily form, and it may be easily ursleod, that which all seem commonly to think, that
it appeared in some bodily form on the day of Peggt yet neither here nor else where, is it ea&l s

to have appeared in the shape and form of any peasowe read of the Father and Christ, when they
appeared in a certain form, and also of the AndRlsif the holy Spirit were a person, Why hadadt n
also appeared in the shape of a person? For whathemnold it to have been the shape of a Dove, in
which it descended on Christ, as commonly all cwhteor any other; it is certain that was not the
form of a person. For neither is the Fire or Doveeason, seeing a person is nothing but a substance
endued with understanding. As for that whereby friiva Apostles words, in which it is said, it
searcheth or knows, they endeavour to evince, ¢he $pirit to be endued with understanding, it is
refuted in the foregoing Chapter.

The conclusion of the first Book, in which it i®aled That the Adversaries opinion, concerning the
Trinity, is refuted by the very silence of the h@griptures, neither doth any thing hinder, but tha
may be oppugned by Arguments fetched from Reason.

We have shewed enough out of holy writ, that nei@ierist, nor the holy Spirit, but only the Fatiher

the most high God; and that the most high God & as in Essence, so also in person; not, as it is
commonly believed, three in respect of persons.cWlipinion, although there were not so many
reasons as we have produced, might be refelledhéybare silence of holy Scriptures. For is it
credible that Christ and the Apostles, that | mayitonow the Prophets, would have concealed a
thing, as it is commonly believed, and as the neaddhe tenet holds forth, so necessary to be know
so hard to be believed, and far exceeding all #gacity of human wit? Doth not the thing it self
shew us, by how much that tenet should be moressacg both to be known, and more hard to be
perceived, by so much the clearer they would haepqunded it, and so the oftenner and more
diligently have inculcated it? Their diligence ither things, much less and easier to be perceived,
compels us to believe, as well as the earnestejesirather endeavour of the same persons, towards
the Salvation of mankind; and also that office Wahicey undertook and sustained.

Shall we think Christ, our Saviour, the Apostle®®er divine men had less care of the Salvation of
men, than they who either heretofore have defetittdenet, as the chiefe concern of our Salvation,
or at this day maintain it? Was there in them lagaligence of that mystery, which they commonly
adore, or were words wanting, by which they shalgdcribe it? CouldAthanasiusin his Creed
express it more clearly than Christ, than the Ape8tWhosoever (saith he) will be saved, before all
things, it is necessary that he hold the Cathdhith, which unless a man keep whole and inviolate,



without doubt he shall perish for ever. But the Hoditk faith is this, that we worship one God in
Trinity and Trinity in Unity: neither confoundindné persons, nor seperating the substance. For there
is one person of the Father, another of the Sasthan of the holy Spirit. But there is one divingy

the Father, Son, and holy Spirit, equal glory, eo®l Majesty, &c. What, | beseech you, is theke li
these things in all the holy Scriptures? We wilt now refute the errors of them, who beleeve ot al
things necessary to salvation, to be containechénholy Scriptures, which is done by our men
elsewhere. This only we say, that, however sometipus necessary to salvation should not be
contained in the holy Scriptures; yet this, whishmade the cheif, and as it were the foundation of
other things by them, that it is not openly corgdirthere, is to be judged altogether incredible. Bu
letting these pass, let us deal with them, who eskedge, and urge, that all things, which are
necessary to salvation, are comprehended in th@assnof the sacred Volumnes. What reason will
they allege, why that tenet is not plainly contdime holy Scripture? Not few say, that though it be
not expresly comprehended in them, yet it may lmuded from them by a good consequence. But,
that | may now omit other things, we have shewdittla before, that in so hard a thing, so remote
from our capacity, so necessary there should bg $hlewn, not only consequences, but clear and
distinct explication, and that repeated more thacepespecially because simple men, to whom God
would have the way of salvation to be manifest #gutnat | say not, more to learned and ingenious
men, understand not those consequences; and besidastake pains not only in perceiving the
reason of the consequence, but also in the fordeeadpinion it self, which is scarce perceivedhsy
learned: if yet that may be perceived, which isugimmant to it self.

Moreover, if they speak true, who say, that theetfesf the Trinity, pertains even chiefly to the
Catholick Faith, without which no man can be saveder men must despair of salvation. For if to
believe, be not only to utter the words with theuthg but also to embrace, and firmly to hold in the
mind, the meaning of them, who is thereof the nsingple, who believes that tenet? For if any man
would comprehend in mind, the meaning of that pmsitit is necessary that he distinguish between
the divine essence and person. For unless hegligin them, either he will believe, that therens i
very deed only one divine Person, as one Esseném|ad three Essences, and so three Gods, no less
than three divine Persons: either of which deprivesan of Salvation, according to the Opinion of
the Adversaries. But how many are there, who know ko distinguish a divine Person from the
Essence, and so may conceive three Persons, thaiahenot imagine to himself together three
Substances subsisting by themselves? Verily he bauatsubtile man, and hold a marvellous opinion
of a Person, who doth otherwise. What then shalbime of the ruder men, for whom alike Christ
died? But let us grant, that the ruder may perctiigétenet, will there not be need of a cleaquent
and diligent explication of that thing to them? Buhtere shall we chiefly seek an explication of so
abstruse a thing? is it not in the holy Scriptur€s@refore if the perspicuous explication of tiimg

be not so much as once indeed contained in thamtatbe concluded, that that doctrine is falsgl a
cannot be deduced indeed, no not by good conseguémn the holy Scripture. We refuse not
therefore lawful consequences, which we also owesewillingly use: but in such a doctrine as that
is, of which we dispute, we rightly hold, that teesre no lawful consequences, unless together a
perspicuous and open explication thereof coulddbe torth.

Others say, that not only this Doctrine may be dravy lawful consequences from the holy
Scriptures, but also that it is really containedhiam. For though the word Trinity be not extant in
them, yet the meaning of it is extant. But neittierwe require, that they shew the very name of the
Trinity, but the thing and meaning which they conmiyocomprehend in that name, clearly and
perspicuously expressed. That, | say, we requied,they shew where it is written, that God is @ne
Essence, Three in Persons, the Father to be Ga&ah to be God, to wit, most high, the holy Spirit
to be God, and yet there are not three Gods, lgetthree are one God. So the Father to be eternal,
likewise the Son and holy Spirit, and yet these rasethree eternals, but one eternal. We require
these, or the like to them, the meaning of whicty rna manifest to all men, such as are those of
Athanasius, with which at this day all the Tempdesring, but when they bring forth such places, in
which there is need of consequence, that it magnhde manifest, that this is the meaning of them,
which they would have; they shall perform no mdrant those, who would have so great a thing
drawn out of holy Scriptures by consequences ofbe their two Achilles, or chief Champions,
Baptize into the name of the Father, and of the, 8od of the holy Spitithow far distant are these



from those positions? Are there three persons inkEssence of God? We see three things; we see not
three persons: nor more one Essence of those Weagerather we see divers Essences, and those
between themselves unequal. Here certainly theneesl of consequences. Agalihere are three,
who give testimony in Heaven, the Father, the Wandi, the holy Spiritand these three are one. |
repeat not now that which we shewed before, howestied this place is.

Let us grant it to be undoubted. Whence is it nemtjfthat here is understood the Unity of Essence?
They are one: are they therefore one in Essence8riiipthe meaning it self is not extant, but neith
indeed can it be evinced by lawful consequencebd®ne, is a general word, and contains more
species under it self: One in essence, One in atnsiher of mind or testimony, or of some other
thing. But the genus being proposed, some spesieimdeed proposed, but not forth with a
determinate One; as in this place One in Essenué.iddeed it were easier from this place, to shew,
that there are diverse Essences of those thraeptie yea, it is impossible to shew this. Besiies,
which words is it said, that the holy Spirit isergon? They must of necessity fly to consequences.

Now by the things said, it appears, how injurioutlgy deal, who, when Arguments from Reason are
brought against that Doctrine, cry, that this isgstery, which is to be believed, not searched; into
that Reason cannot comprehend these things; thatuse rest simply upon the holy Scriptures. We
should yield to those men, if they would prove tBaictrine by perspicuous testimonies of holy
Scripture; and not rather assert it against opehdear testimonies of them. But now when they
cannot produce such places, they do in vain affughwith the name of a mystery, that we might not
here use our reason, and so endeavour, as withrgp@ohead set before us, to turn us into stones.
Although the trial of Reason were not indeed, nbthen, to be declined, if it were manifest that
Mystery to have been revealed from God. For whastety will they produce out of holy Scriptures,
which is repugnant to Reason? Mysteries indeedeekBeason, but do not overthrow it, they do not
extinguish the light of it, but perfect it: yea, &en alone both perceiveth, and embraceth, and
defends the Mysteries revealed to it, which it doudt of it self find outPaul useth Reason, when he
proves the Resurrection, which Mystery even mostlbfexceeds Reason. Further add, that the
Adversaries themselves do that ill, which they fdrbs to do well. | will not now rehearse it, that
they cannot discourse of the difference of essandeperson, without the help of Reason. For where
are those things written in the holy Scripturesd Ahough they were written, they could not be
perceived, nor explained without Reason. | now utts, that all use consequences, when they
dispute of this Doctrine, which they call a MysteWhat then? doth not he use Reason, who useth
consequences? Are perhaps all those Argumentatidgtten in the holy Scriptures? You will say,
that the propositions of the Arguments are writtirst, Let it be so. But the form it self of
Argumentation is not there delivered; neither ishewed, that this which you use, is lawful, that
which the Adversaries use, is unlawful. What thethdshew it? Reason. But moreover, resolve your
Argumentations, and those of yours, whom you mespect and approve, how few Argumentations
will you find, which are manifest from the holy $uures? What is more usual than such
Argumentations as these? To whom the PropertiéisabfOne God agree, he is that one God: But to
Christ or the holy Spirit these agree. Again, Teowhactions proper to persons agree, he is a person:
But they agree to the holy Spirit. But where am@sthPropositions, which they call major Proposgion
(that I say nothing now of Assumptions) written? &libe will they draw them but from reason? But
if Argumentation, when we treat even of Mysteriasy be firm from one Proposition, which Reason
only supplies, why may it not be also from twoa#f well Reason approves both as one? Besides, if
we argue either from the Opinions of the Adversatleemselves, or from Opinions and Principles
confessed by all, who can reprehend it, unless mgsstly? especially if we shew that that Doctrine
implies, as they speak, a contradiction, and oventk itself. For all men, who are of right
understanding, do confess, that no doctrine catnuige which implies a contradiction, or the forde o
which is such, that it is necessary, that the sdnmg be, and not be together, to wit, in the same
respect, part, time. For this principle being takeray, all Science is taken away; and, although you
should a thousand times demonstrate God to be ihngersons, yet it might be allowed for another
alike truely to say, that he is not three, andrsali other things. But we may, without difficulty,
shew, that the common Doctrine of the Trinity ofde®ms in one numerical Essence, doth imply a



contradiction. What then remains, but that it bienagvledged by all to be false? But that the thing i
so as we have said, being holpen by Divine Aidshel demonstrate in the following Book.



THE SECOND BOOK OF JOHN CRELLIUS CONCERNING ONE GOD THE FATHER.

Having shewed from the holy Scriptures, the MoghHsod to be none other than the Father of our
Lord Jesus Christ; Now we will confirm the sameeliiiby other Arguments: and indeed so, that we
may refel the Doctrine contrary to this Opinion,ripa from the very nature of it, and the received
opinions of the Adversaries, partly from other piples. The truth of which may be demonstrated in
a certain manner. But we shall divide this whobetragain into three Sections. In the first we kimal
general discourse of those three Persons of supiivieity which are maintained, and shall shew
that that Doctrine doth oppose it self, and alseentSuppositions of the Adversaries. In the secdnd
the second Person of that Trinity, which they Holthe the Son of God. In the third we shall spdak o
the third Person, which they make the holy Spikihich being finished, we shall so conclude this
whole work, as to shew the manifold Use of thipistion.



THE FIRST SECTION.

IN WHICH IS GENERALLY TREATED CONCERNING THE THREE PERSONS OF THE
SUPREME DEITY, WHICH ARE COMMONLY MAINTAINED.



CHAP. LXI: Oneand three Gods at once

The first Argument. By which is shewed, That the common Doctrine of the Trinity overthrows it
self: because there would be at once one and three Gods.

That we may therefore perform that which we haweppunded in the first place; first, Thence it is
manifest, that the common Doctrine of three Persomme God, doth imply a contradiction, and so
overthroweth it self because both one God, andet@eds, to wit, Most High, are there asserted
together: One God indeed expresly; but three, if gonsider the force of the Opinion. For they say,
That there are three Persons really distinct fronorag themselves, each of which is God. For as
much as they are wont to say, and are compellsadytdy the force of their Opiniofithe Father is
God, The Son is God, The holy Spirit is Glogt they always speak of the same Most high Godl.
now where there are three persons, really disfiooh among themselves, each of which is the most
high God, there are three most high Gods. Reckonawp those Persons, and you will have three
most high Gods; for the first will be the Fathdre tsecond the Son, the third the holy Spirit. The
matter needs no disputation with him, who by reagba preconceived Opinion concerning God,
when there it is treated of him, hath not forgohtmber three.

A larger Defence and Confirmation of the Argument.

But nevertheless, they urge, that those three re@eGod. If they should so call those three one God,
as we call three or more Senators one Senate, sicaenot be said of them separately, thus far it
might be pardoned to them. But seeing they pron®time name of the most high God, of each person
distinctly taken, and are altogether compelled tonpunce it by the force of their Opinion, they
cannot say it. For from this Opinion it doth alttugr follow, that either the Father is the Son haly
Spirit; and reciprocally, or the Father is one Godiumber, another the Son, another the holy Spirit
the former of which takes away the real distinctidrthe persons; the latter overthrows the Unity of
God, and manifestly makes three Gods in numberaBdo the former, thus | will argu€hat one
God is the Fatheras the holy Scriptures testify it, and the Adeees confess itBut the Son
according to the Adversaries Opiniamthat one God, that same even in number, whoneascalled

the Father Therefore the Son is the Father. But the sameisemtation may be also inverted, the
premises being converted and transposed, and énnliknner may be framed concerning the holy
Spirit, in relation to the Father and Son. Nor tastherwise be dissolved, unless you say thaGie

is one God in number, the Father another, likewiseholy Spirit another, and so there are threesGod
in number. Therefore, whithersoever the Adversaties themselves, by that their Tenet, they
overthrow both their own Doctrine, and the senséhefholy Scriptures. Moreover, do | not rightly
argue thus; The Father is a divine Person, theiS@divine Person, the holy Spirit is a divine
Person; therefore there are three divine Persatspme? The Adversaries will altogether so assert.
Why then do | not likewise rightly argue, The Fatieethe most high God, the Son is the most high
God, the holy Spirit is the most high God; thereftnere are three most high Gods, not one? If we
would urge examples fetched from things creafeteris a man,Paul is a manJohnis a man,
therefore there are three men, not oneMarhael is an Angel,Gabriel is an Angel,Raphaelis an
Angel; therefore there are three Angels, not ofiel say, we would urge these examples, the
Adversaries would cry out, that the thing is one wacreatures, another way in God. But now, when
we use the example of divine Persons, what willy tekay? That the thing is one way in divine
Persons, another way in God? Is it so? But whatifdemonstrate, that that very God, of whom we
treat, is a divine Person, as also on the conthdfzhey yet deny that that is in force in Godhieh

is in force in a divine Person? But it is easy éondnstrate that, partly from the holy Scripturestlp
from the Opinion of the Adversaries themselves.yTéay, that each divine Person is that one God,
and why may they not say it? Forasmuch as they, iodd each of them hath the whole Essence of
the one God; neither can they say otherwise witlwatthrowing that Doctrine of the Trinity. Now
the holy Scriptures plainly affirm of the Fathdrat he is that one God. But that will be falsaht



one God be not a divine Person. For it may be Isigltgued thus; That One God is not a divine
Person, the Father is a divine Person; therefaeeFtther is not that one God. The same arguing
according to the Adversaries Opinion, will be fowmhcerning the Son and holy Spirit.

These things which are said of us to confirm the&t fArgument, might also by themselves be alledged
to refel the Adversaries Opinion. But it matter$ ao our behalf, whether they be taken for peculiar
Arguments, or for props of the first. Although thigy be confirmed also by another general reason,
for, wheresoever subjects are in very deed multiplieokée things also are multiplied, which are said
distinctly of each: and are indeed multiplied aatiog to the number of their subjeci/e have
already declared the thing by examples, both djvanel angelical, and human: neither can it atall b
refelled by any example. Run over all kinds of gfsinand you will find that the thing is so. As many
men as there are, so many living creatures, bodidgsstances are there; as many Angels, so many
Spirits; as many Lines, so many Longitudes and @ie8) as many Virtues, so many Habits, so
many Qualities; as many Fathers, so many Relates;sa in the rest. To wit, because all those
Predicates are multiplied according to the numbigheir Subjects. Wherefore also as many divine
Persons as there are, so many Gods, and indeechigbsBods, there will be, seeing the most high
God is distinctly predicated of each divine persafinence it appeareth, that the Athanasian Creed,
doth plainly contradict it self, while it thus prawnceth,The Father is God, The Son is God, The holy
Spirit is God; and yet there are not three Godst bne God And also, the Father is Eternal,
Omnipotent, Infinite; in the same manner both tlee &nd holy Spirit: and yet there are not three
Eternals, Omnipotents, Infinites; but one Eter@ahnipotent, Infinite.

Perhaps some one will say, that the w@natl is one way taken when it is predicated of eaclsqrer
another way when it is put absolutely: there italsen hypostatically, or personally; here essdntial
Truly | do not believe, that the more accute Adaees will so answer, since they will have God, as
also some the Father, essentially taken, to beigated also of each of the persons. Add hereunto,
that it would be necessary to make the same Amiyiguithe wordEternal Omnipotentinfinite, that

one should be said to be essentially eternal, oo, infinite, not personally: another on the
contrary personally. Otherwise they should agabola to reconcile that contradiction which may
seem to be in those words, that since the Fathbotis eternal, and omnipotent, and infinite, and
likewise the Son and the holy Spirit; and yet thare not three eternals, omnipotents, infinites, bu
one only. But | remember not that | have ever readeard, that the Adversaries do feign the same
ambiguity in the wordEternal Omnipotentinfinite. Wherefore | do not easily believe, as | saidf tha
the more acute Adversaries will so answer. Nevégtise if any shall so answer, what other thing will
he say, than that the Athanasian Creed plays dagattlg, and deceives rude and simple men with the
ambiguity of a word? For who of them would thinkat the wordGod is there taken two manner of
ways. For to what purpose, | pray you, are thoselsvaddedAnd yet there are not three Gods, but
one Go@ Is it not for that cause, lest any, especiallthefruder sort of men, hearing the Father to be
God, the Son to be God, the holy Spirit to be Gatahuld thence gather, that there are three Gods?
But in what signification? Surely in that in whible had heard, that the Father is God, likewise both
the Son and the holy Spirit. For this scruple dost arise, neither presently the other signifimatof

the word comes into the mind of a rude man. Thisiop therefore is refuted by those words; and
further, the wordsodis taken in the same manner in both places, netway then when it is spoken
of each of the persons, and another way then whisnput absolutely, and God is said to be one.
Besides, from such an exception it follows nevdetss® that it may be rightly said, that there ared
Godes, if the wordsod be taken personally, as indeed the Adversarietessiit is often so taken in
the holy Scriptures. And it might indeed seem gearthat they do not expresly say, that there are
three Gods, but that they see, that it is most lgpepugnant to the holy Scriptures: whilest they a
bold to say, that there are thriéhim and some Books are extarincerning thredelohim, written

by divers Adversaries. For what other thing ditbhim signify, thanGods Therefore thre&lohim

are threeGods namely, they endeavour by an Hebrew, and lessvkneword somewhat, but
ridiculously, to cover the absurdity. Indeed sucanmer of speaking is reprehended by some more
accute Adversaries; of the number of whom yet theeenot wanting, who judge the HebrBiohim,
when it is pronounced of the most high God, to heah no less in signification than Grammatical
form. But if it be plural in signification also, #ignifies Gods, no less than the Grééileoi or other



words answering to it in other languages. Therefibrere are more Gods. But moreover, the
distinction between God hypostatically or persgnahd essentially taken, is altogether vain,
especially when it is spoken concerning the magh [@od. For both the very wofdod, is the name

of a person, since it is the name chiefly of himtthath command over others; and the most high God
signifies the supreme Ruler and Monarch of all deinBut to command and rule belongs only to
persons. Add, that we have shewed above in thisalepter, that that one God, besides whom there
is no other, is a person; as on the contrary, tb@n@ot be any one hypostatically or personally,&od
say, the most high God, but he is also essensallyor is not he essentially God, who hath thandiv
Essence? But whosoever is hypostatically the migst Bod, he hath the divine Essence. But if you
will say that God taken essentially, signifies Eesence it self, which is neither Father, nor $wn,
holy Spirit, or contrarily, but something subsigtiim those three: First, | shall not easily belighat

the Adversaries, who speak more accurately, withiathat, since the essence, especially so taken, a
that it cannot be predicated of each of the diypeesons, signifies something abstract. B is
concrete, such indeed as is found in Substancdsgdemotes an Essence, together with an Existence
or Subsistence. But further, whatever at last teetsaries will determine of this matter, we have
already shewn, that the name of God is the nangepafrson; and since it is certain, that the name of
one God is so used in the holy Scriptures, thas idirectly predicated of the Father: but the
Adversaries would have it so, that it should bedjmated also of the Son, and the holy Spirit; il wi
be necessary to shew, where the wGat, when there it is spoken of that one God, denstese
such thing, as neither is Father, nor Son, nor I8gyit. Lastly, Such a signification will make
nothing to the matter. For we dispute of that Gbdlmom the Adversaries speak, when they say, that
the Father is God, the Son is God, the holy Sgireod: and not of that God, who cannot after that
manner be predicated of the divine persons. Angd thuch concerning the first Argument.



CHAP. LXII: Each Person threein Persons

The second Argument, Because each divine Person would be three in Persons.

Another Reason by which it is shewed, that the comidoctrine of the Trinity doth overthrow it
self, is, that thence it follows, that each perebthe Deity is three in persons, and so it is bmib,

and not one together. For so say the Adversaias,that one God is three in persons. The same
again, as we have said, affirm that each divinegreis that one God. Whence it follows, that each
divine Person is three in persons.

Neither indeed may you say, that the Major is paldéir. For it is singular which here answers to an
universal, since nothing may be subsumed in theoMiwhich is not contained under that singular,
which is the subject of the Major, and the midélent of the Argument, or of which that singular may
not be said. But the conclusion is most false, asdye have seen, overthrows it self. But if anly wi
here use a distinction, and say, that the Majoalkp@f God essentially taken, the Minor of God
personally taken, he shall be no whit advantaged.we have in the foregoing chapter refuted that
distinction, shewing each divine person to be Gsxintially taken: because it hath the whole Essence
of God. Therefore in whichsoever manner you takewbrdGod yet the Minor will be true; even as

| believe all the more learned Adversaries willoatgy. But besides, let us feign, that an Essence,
which neither is Father, nor Son, nor holy Spiriay be rightly called God, and that it is three in
persons: which manner of expression | remembethatt! have read in the Adversaries: yet if that
whole Essence be in each person, the Trinity wvalirbeach person, and so each person no less than
that Essence, will be three in persons. For in what Essence is, in that is also that whole,
whatsoever is in that Essence, and is predicatédimfthe concrete, especially if that thing beitof
self, and not by accident, in the Essence, as dltvgether the Adversaries would have, with whom
not only the divine persons cannot be accidenteetlivine Essence; but there is no accident an all
God.



CHAP. LXII1I: Divine Persons the same, and diverse

Thethird Argument. Because the divine Personswould in very deed be the same, and diver se.

The third Argument is, That the Adversaries mamt#nat the Essence is in very deed the same with
the Persons, and that the Persons do really diffen among themselves. For hence it follows, that
the same thing is at once both one thing, and riane one; differ really from it self, and not diffe
For those things which are the same really withesome thing, are really the same among themselves
also. But the three divine Persons, really distamtiong themselves, are really the same with some
one thing, namely, the divine Essence. Therefaeghhee persons really distinct among themselves,
are really the same among themselves.

The conclusion doth manifestly contradict it sélie Proposition which they call the Major, rests on
a Principle known to all, which they do commonlughexpress. Those things which are the same with
one third thing (that is, with something wherewtiley are conferred) are also among themselves the
same. And there is the same force ofAlk@me if you add both in the predicate, and in the sctbpf

that enunciation, the worldeally. For those things which are really the same with third, are one
and the same thing with the third. For what otherg is it to be the same things really, than t@be

and the same thing? But those things which areaodethe same with one third, it is necessary that
they be the same thing also among themselves:vateethat third thing, with which those things are
the same thing, should at once be both one thind, more things. So some of the Adversaries
themselves are wont to prove, that the divine Baties are not really distinguished among
themselves. The divine Attributes, say they, armdlyethe same thing with the divine Essence.
Therefore they are really the same thing among $lebras. Because those things which are really the
same with one third, are also really the same arntioemgselves.

But others, who see that their Opinion concernirgy Trinity, is by this means everted, say, tha thi
Reason is not firm, and that commaxriome Those things which are the same with one third tlaee
same among themselyesight thus to be understodthose things which are the same with one third
thing incommunicable, are the same among themsdbdst is manifest, that the divine Essence is
not incommunicable, since it is the same in numibethe three Persons really distinct among
themselves. Neither indeed can the Adversarieg lamy other instance, by which they may invalid
that Axiome besides that thing, of which is here the contreiee and is refelled by this very Reason.
But that Major, proposed both by us and others,itsdno instance or exception: because the reason
of it is altogether universal. For unless it be dthd, a plain contradiction follows, as we haverse

to wit, that one and the same thing, is at oncé llee same thing, and more things. Wherefore if
something be feigned communicable, which is theestiiing really with three things really distinct
among themselves; as here the divine Essence whare thing with the three Persons, that shall at
once be both one thing, and more than one. Therefuch a communicable thing is not to be
admitted; & if it be brought for an instance toatid thatAxiomein this our controversy, this will be

a mere begging of that which ought to be provetesthat communicable thing by this very reason
may be refelled. But it easily appeareth to any,ahat such a communicable thing imply a
contradiction, if you consider what may be hereasatbod by that word. For here they call that thing
Communicable, which when it is one in number, yayrhe common to more in number. For so they
would have the divine Essence to be communicalieas much as they acknowledge together with
us, that it is one in number, but will have it coomto three persons in number, so that it may be
distinctly predicatedn concreteof each of them; namely, in this manner, The Fath&od, the Son

is God, the holy Spirit is God, and yet they wobbive those three to be one God. For what other
thing is this, than that one thing in number, isrenthings in number; that it isdividuum and not
individuun® For it isindividuumbecause it is one in number, rnodividuum because it may be so
divided into more things of the same name, thatlyetwhole may be in each of them, which thing is
altogether repugnant to the Reasomdividuum Therefore that Reason which we have propounded,
is firm: which, if it please you, you may also smpound, that it may be concluded, that the divine
Essence shall be at once both one only thing, aré than one. For all confess indeed that it is one



but it follows from their tenet, that it is moreatih one; because they maintain it, to be reallystmae
thing with three persons really distinct among tkelves. For if those three Persons are reallyndisti
among themselves, it is necessary that they aee tistinct things. For the same thing reallyhas t
which is one thing; really distinct, which are mahéngs: which both the thing it self shews, and th
chief of the Adversaries confess: and they who dignknow not what they say. For they are
necessitated to maintain the same thing to digfatly from it self, which overthrows it self. Now i
the Essence be really the same thing with thresopsrreally distinct among themselves; it is
necessary, that it be the same thing with thretindtsthings. But that which is the same thing with
three distinct things, it is necessary, that itdtidoe three things. Wherefore the divine Essesital]

be together both one thing, and three things; whistwe have said, is repugnant to it self.

Let us add a Corollary to this Argument, that thand Persons will be together one of themselves,
and one only by Accident: and so one of themselwed,not of themselves; by accident, and not by
accident. For those things which are one in respkeBissence, and that indeed the same in number,
are chiefly one of themselves. Greater Unity canndéed be imagined among those things, which
are conceived like diverse things. And in that nanare the divine Persons maintained to be one
thing. But again, those things which are actualy in the ultimate perfection two or more, are not
one of themselves, but one only by accident. Fosdththings which are of themselves one thing, are
such, and so fitted together, that either one efmttdoth so respect the other, Ratentiadoth its
Actus or as the thing to be perfected, doth some funeefection; or may be perfected together by
some otheActus in as much as yet it hath not in it self its mbite perfection. For it is th&ctus
which both conjoins and separates. It conjoingnié; it dis-joins, if more than one. But the divine
Persons, are neither so referred to themselvesathytaor to some other thing; g®tentiato actus

and further perfection, having already attainedrtbamost perfection. The Essence cannot be such
actus For the persons rather add to the Essence sargetiiperfection; to wit, subsistence, and
personal propriety, than on the contrary; and #hdisistence presupposeth the Essence, not on the
contrary.



CHAP. LXIV: One and three Substances of the Deity

Thefourth Argument. Because there would be at once one and three Substances of the Supreme
Deity.

Fourthly, By this reason also a contradiction maydewed in that tenet, because it introduceth
together both one and more Substances of God. dilhtain that there is one Substance of one God.
But the plurality of persons necessarily requiresran For if a person be no other thing than an
ultimate intelligent Substance; where there areempersons, it is necessary that there be more
ultimate intelligent substances. For hefinitum or the thing defined, being multiplied, whichhisre

a person, the whole definition is also multiplied,that whole which is expressed in the definition.
For theDefinitum or the thing defined, and the definition, or thdtich is exprest in the definition,
are really one and the same thing, and differ dnlythe manner of explaining. You may also
propound the same Reason more briefly, thus; Ih éarson be a Substance, where there are more
persons, there also are more substancesn8miduals being multiplied, that also which obtains the
place of a genus, as well as that which obtainspthee of a species, is multiplied in the same
individuals Because individuals are nothing else than thdthvis expressed by the name of the
species and genus, being contracted by differensag;h they callindividuating differences
Therefore unless that which hath the place of pgezies and genus, so, as we have said, contracted,
be multiplied, individuals are not multiplied. Ngwersons are individuals, whogenusis substance

But that every Person is a Substance, and thabst&@ce is predicated of a Person, as a Supetiour o
its Inferiour, is first manifest by induction. Fboth a human and Angelical, and divine Person is a
substance. But besides these, there is no othsompef under the name of Angels you comprehend
also evil Angels, or Devils. Who doubts PetelPawl, or other men to be Substances? \V@adbriel,
Michael or other Angels? Who likewise the Devils? Forregard not men of wanton wit, who make
the Devils | know not what against so many plastiteonies of the holy Scripture; which same men
neither will, nor can say them to be persons. Willl perhaps deny the Father and the Son to be
Substanceéxs For there are certain superstitious men, who watreise the wor&ubstanceoncerning
God: because it belongs to a Substance to be subjaccidents: but is an heinous offence with them
to say, that there are Accidents in God. And yetdhme do not reprehend their own men, who say,
that there is one Substance of God; and that wikigung for many Ages in TempleBhe Father,
Son, holy Spirit are three names, all the sametaunbe But let us free them from this fear. To be
subjectto Accidentsthatis an Accident to a Substance. To subsist byfit s is to be a Substance.
But do not the Father and the Son subsist by theewse If they subsist not by themselves, nothing
will subsist by it self. Will you, who do fear teseribe any Accident to God, perhaps make God
himself an Accident? But whatsoever is not a Sulegtais an Accident. | omit that no man can deny
the Son to be a Substance, but he who dares toldenyo be a man. But it is necessary that the
Adversaries say the same of the holy Spirit, wigckaid of the Father and Son.

And because some, although otherwise they say@bdtis a Substance, yet deny the divine Persons
to be Substances, as afterwards will more clegmbear. Let us prove the same thing also by another
reason, that being assumed, which is generallppubf controversy by all the Adversaries. They all
being taught by the Schoolmen, do maintain thateesgn is nothing else but antelligent
Suppositum That Suppositunis the Genusof a Personjntelligent the specifical difference of it;
which being added to th&enus doth perfect the whole definition of a person.dAthat word
Suppositumalthough in this signification barbarous, is vasual in Schools, when they speak of the
divine Persons. For they say that there are tBrgmpositiumén God. But now é&uppositumas it is
explained by the Schoolmen themselves, the autbioteat word so used, is first or individual
Substance completéhey are wont to add, that it is incommunicalaéhough without necessity; as
we shall hear presently. They call iSabstancethat they may exclud&ccidents a first Substance
that they may exclude the universal, to idenusandSpeciesa completeandperfect Substang¢hat
they may exclude the parts of the substances, wheitegral or essential. Lastly, they say, thas it
incommunicablethat it may not be common to ma®eippositiumsnor be conjoined with another
SuppositumWhich condition they have added for the sakethpaf the divine essence, partly of the



human nature of Christ; to both which, all othenditions of aSuppositundo agree. Therefore
except they added this condition, they saw it wdalkbw, that both the one and the other would be a
Suppositumand since it is endued with understanding, al&eison. Wherefore, lest thence indeed
the doctrine concerning three Persons in one EsseficGod, here the tenet concerning the
hypostatical or personal union of two natures imig€hshould fall to the ground (for there cannet b
more persons in one person) they have this prapcommunicabilityput to it. But that condition, as
far as it hinders the Substance to be common to/r8appositiumsis contained in the name of the
first or singular Substance. For it would notdiegular, if it were common to many singulars; as we
have aboveaghap 3. of this Sectiof) shewn. But as far as it hinders, lest it may bejained with
another Suppositum, and so cohere with it, thamiy be partaker of its subsistence; it is
comprehended in the wofdomplete For now it would not be complete, but it would the part of
another, if it would in the manner be conjoinedhadginother Suppositum. Of which thing we shall
speak elsewhereséct 2. chap 6, and 8of this BooK In this place we have need of this thing. For
neither the force of the Argument, which we nowejrgs therein placed; but in this, that very
Suppositum is a Substance. That as yet seems twded; as we may more rightly perceive the
reason of this description, that the Schoolmen hlageefore called such a Substance, as | now have
described, &uppositumbecause that at last may deserve to be cal®dppositumwhich is, as it
were, put under and subjected to all other preidiest or things, which may be predicated of some
other thing. Briefly, that which is thdtimum subiectumof which other things are predicated, and it
self of no other. But this is no other thing buirat and singular Substance. For this is predatate

no other thing, because neither hath it any thifigriour to it self, nor angubiectumin which it may

be inherent like an accident: but it is thiimum subiectumwhich both the second Substances; to
wit, the GenusandSpeciesand Accidents of, are predicated.

Concerning which thing, th€ategories which are inscribedristotles may be seen. Of those also
speak the vulgafxiome, Actions are of Suppositiurhecause Actions do most properly agree to the
first, and that indeed perfect or complete Substsanit thereforeevery Person be a Suppositum, and
every Suppositum a Substance, every person alsbbauws substanceand further, where there are
more Persons, it is necessary, that there be als® r8ubstances

Not a few of the Adversaries have seen the fordtisfArgument. Therefore that they might avoid it,
they have perverted the true definition of a persmmmmonly received also in Schools, if you
consider the thing it self. For they say that asBeris not é&ubstanceor thing by it self subsisting,
but an incommunicablsubsistenceof an intelligent nature. This, they say, is #ueurate definition

of a person: but that by which a person was defime&chools; to wit, that it is an individual
intelligent, incommunicable, that Substance notasned by another, is less accurate. For it agiees
a persorin concret@ notin abstracto but the definition ofConcretumsare not accurate, but that of
AbstractumsBut further, they say that trebsistenceis a certain mode of Being not aBeingit
self. For it being considered by it self, and adusty, hath not entity. Therefore the Father, Sod a
holy Spirit, being considered by themselves, anstrabtly, or distinctly from the Essence, are with
themnon entia or no being. And in this indeed | assent to thivat such persons as are conceived by
them, arenon entia or no beings: for they are in very deed their aerices. But that the Father, and
Son, and holy Spirit areon entia or no beings, but modes only obaing it is indeed most false.
Certainly this thing is of it self most unworthy Gbd; yea, as we shall see by its force, takes alay
Empire and Honour from the Father and Son, and dothmanner lead men to Atheism. | will not
now urge that manner of speaking only, which shésvabsurdity presently at the first sight, thag th
Father, Son and holy Spirit are by themselves entia or no beings; from which, yet men of great
name mong those of their own way, famous also leyr tritings in Divinity, do not abhor. For
neither do | doubt, but that many even of the Adages do disapprove of it. But that very thingals
is much unworthy, that they make God and Chrisat(thsay nothing now of the holy Spirit) a
subsistence or mode ofBeing For what? He that is God, he that hath a divinbs&nce, is he a
subsistence, and not rather a thing by it selfistibg? a mode of Aeing not a being it self? How
then doth he rule? How doth he do any thing? Holmeignvocated by us? And that | may comprise all
in one word, how is he God? For actions, and thibgggs which are the proper consequents of
actions, are not of a subsistence, but of a thirgsisting. For the subsistence hath no faculty and



power, from which action may flow, but the thingbsisting. Doth the subsistence actually will,
understand, govern, create, preserve? Do you, wbercall upon God, invocate some mode of the
divine Essence? Do you ask, that some mode may drefreserve you? Certainly if the divine
persons be that, no simple or common men do belf@v€eivine Persons, being by their very subtilty,
altogether out of the reach of their best undeditayn But what do | speak only of the simple men?
Indeed neither most of the learned do respectdmslelves such persons, either when they pray, or
when they think any other thing of God, or of Chrigerhaps neither they themselves, who have
devised those things, except then, when they latotgconcile some of their tenets to one another.

These things might sufficiently, refute the devit speak most tenderly) of those men. But yet that
both the Nature of a person may so much the maearlgl appear, and be so much the more
satisfactory, let us say a little more of that miatFirst then, Whilst they make a person a sulrsist,
they forget themselves, who say the same SugpositumNeither indeed could | hitherto see any
man, who would deny that @uppositunms the Genusof a Person, and that it may accurately be
predicated of it. And this might be here enough &m, that all acknowledge in God three
SuppositiumsBut now they say, that@uppositums such a Substance as we have before described:
and the reason of its name, which the inventorg bave looked on, requires it. For neither is a
subsistence theltimum subiectumor lowest subject; of which ultimate, all thinggy at last be
predicated, and it self of none: but a Substanselif or a Being endued with subsistence: subgiste

is in aBeing and although it be not an Accident, yet is itdicated of that, in which it is in the
manner of an Accident. But all such things are @griy all to beSuppositiumsAdd this, that the
actions which are proper ®uppositiumsagree not to a Subsistence, but to a Substaself ibr a
Beingthat hath subsistence, as that which hath a ppa@ssary for acting: as we have a little before
minded. Subsistence doth contribute nothing less, tbat aBeing may subsist by it self; and
moreover, may act by it, if, namely, it hath a powed some faculties. Besides, who would say that a
man or an Angel is a subsistence, and not ratkebstance, or thing by it self subsisting? But gver
man is a person, and in like manner every Angeld Amat we may go higher; Christ also is a
substance, not a subsistencéeing not a mode of deing But he is a person, therefore a person is
not a subsistence. Otherwise from the Adversanmsian we should thus argue. Every person is a
subsistence: No Man, Angel, nor Christ himself sibsistence. Wherefore neither a person.

Perhaps some one will say, that created personm@eed substances, but the divine persons are
subsistences: neither is a persageaus univocupnto a person created and uncreated;amalogum
only. But first, we may ask of him, whether he wbillave Christ to be a created person only, or
uncreated, or both together? If created only, Ipigion will be false, as being one who maintains
Christ to be the second person of the Trinity. #dg person is uncreated; nor could it cease to be
uncreated, but that the Trinity would fall to th@gnd, one person, to wit, the second, being takegn

of the number of the three. If uncreated only, &huaiill be only a subsistence (if a divine persernab
subsistence only, not a thing subsisting) whictseé to be false, For he who is a man, is certainly
substance, not a subsistence. If both togethewilh@dave two persons of a different nature, oraof
different definition. For the one will be a substanthe other a subsistence, not a substanceh&nat t

is but one Christ, one person of him, as all canfexl urge it against Nestorians.

Furthermore, the reason or definition of a Suppasjtwhich agrees even to a divine or uncreated
person, doth not permit, as we have seen, thealpanson to be only a subsistence; | say, no more
than a created. Lastly, that very thing which isught for a reason, doth overthrow that Opiniom. Fo

if a person be aanalogum genu$o a person both uncreated and created, it mwesisnbe that a
divine person is not a subsistence, but a subst&aceneither aranalogumghe subsistence of God,
and the created thing subsisting; but the substameated isanalogumto the uncreated, the
subsistence to the subsistence, the mode to the,naodl reciprocally. Wherefore if the person
created be a substance, not a subsistence, orreod® also the uncreated will be a substance, not a
subsistence, | say, a thing subsisting, not a nobdething.

But as for that which they say, that when a perisosaid to be dirst intelligent substangethis
definition is of a person takén concretg notin abstracto | will ask of them what they understand



by the name of a person takiarconcretg what likewise takeim abstract® If they do in that manner
take theconcretum in which substances are said of some ted®&retumsasman, animal whose
abstractumghey will have to bénumanity, animality Of suchconcretumsthere are delivered most
accurate definitions: and in this manner a persaaltogether to be defined in this place, wheis it
inquired whether the Father, Son, and holy Speithree persons in one divine Essence. For neither
the Father, Son, and holy Spirit, are personalibhes persons; unless you will say likewise, thaihm
is humanity, animal, animality, Father paternitydao in the rest: in which mannawncretumswill

be abstractumsand on the contrary: and so they will be in \@istinguished from one another by the
Adversaries. Furthermore, in what manner soevirsatyou takeoncretumit is all one to us if it be
so, that our definition of a person, as facascretumsnay be defined, is good, or tgenusat least

is rightly constituted, since there it is spokerpefsons taken iooncretq not of personalities; and it
is necessary that where there are three or mmreretumsotherwise of the same condition, as three
good, three wise, three Kings, Fathers, Sons; tineis be also morgubiectumsor more substances,
in which that adjunct, which is iwoncreto expressed. There is the same reason also of those
concretums which do in concreto express some mode of Being or substance, such as they
commonly distinguish fronAccidents For those several modes require seveeatgsor substances:
neither theconcretums otherwise of the same condition, are more, un&ss thesubjectumsor
beings or substances be more. Lastly, although at lemgttshould grant the divine persons to be
subsistences, not substances; nevertheless, geitradiction would lie hid in the vulgar tenet bet
Trinity. For this also involves a contradictionattone substance in number hath three subsistees;
we shall shew in the next chapter.



CHAP. L XV: Three Subsistences of one and the samething

Thefifth Argument. Because there cannot be three Subsistences of one and the same thing.

The fifth Argument of this kind is, that if theree bmore persons in one substance of God, it is
necessary also, that there be more subsistendbse same: as the Adversaries do not only confess,
but also urge, sinceubsistencas the form of a suppositum. But there cannot same thing be
multiplied, unless also the form be multiplied. Viéfere neither can thBuppositiumsandPersons

be multiplied, unless also tlfeubsistencebe multiplied. The same thing doth more plainlicie

from their Opinion also, who hold, that a suppasitand person is the very subsistence. But it is
impossible that there should be more subsistenftereosubstance in number. First, because of one
thing there cannot be more forms of the same nawinether they be substantial or accidental, or
with whatsoever name you may call them, lest yaukhthink the modes of things excluded; | say,
there cannot be more, either existences, or inbeseaf one thing; not more rationalities, not more
longitudes, or whitenesses, unless perhaps acgotdidivers parts; not more paternities of the same
nature, unless in respect of diverse, or in a divdime, and so in the rest. And the reason is this
because the same thing cannot twice or more tibeethat which it is, but once only, namely, in the
same time, in the same respect (which is to berebdeonly in things related) and according to the
same parts. Otherwise there would be a progresdinitum. For who shall here set a bound? What
cause is there, why a thing may not be infinitee8rthat which it is, if it may be twice or thricB@t a
progresdn infinitum is impossible, even of subsistences or suppositon®od. Wherefore that also

is impossible, whence such a progresmfinitum doth follow. And that is this, that one and thensa
thing may be more times that which it is. But thgain doth thence arise, because the same thing
might have more forms of the same condition, tq attthe same time, in the same respect and part.
For the form is that by which the thing is that @it is. Wherefore where there are more forms of
the same condition, the thing is more times thatkvh is. Add, that if the form be that, by whitie
thing is that which it is, it being withdrawn, tkl@ng remains not any more that which it was. But i
there may be two such forms, as we speak of, ofs#mme thing, the one being withdrawn,
nevertheless the thing will remain that which itBsit that is impossible, and is contrary to theure

of the form it self. But that subsistence which lase in hand, is the form of a suppositum, and by i
the substance, in which it is, doth become a SupposFor that we may explain this also by the
way, the subsistence is taken by the Adversariesdauble manner, more largely, and more strictly.
The Subsistence taken more largely, is commonlt§wstances, first, second, perfect, imperfect;
whole, parts; and in this sense it is opposedherencyonly, which is proper to accidents. Therefore
that subsistence is the form of each substancéhaby by which the substance is a substance: the
inherency is the form of an accident, that is, thatvhich an accident is an accident. Concerniig th
Subsistence, we do not properly treat here, althdiige in some manner included in that subsistence
which we have in hand, or be presupposed by it,adthdugh it be true concerning that also, that the
same substance in number cannot have more sultgistéihe Subsistence taken more strictly, agrees
not but toSuppositiumsor first, that is singular; and those indeed clatgpand perfect Substances,
and is a certain form of such substances, as tlewwch. Therefore one and the same Substance
cannot have more Subsistences of this sort. Artdythamay look on the matter more nearly; do you
judge, that the Substance of God, which is oneumbyer and complete, is either more times a
Substance; that is, a thing which inheres not ottear, but subsists by it self, or more time corngite

If more times, then innumerable times also, forehie no stay.

Besides, If there be more Subsistences in the Substance, it is necessary that there be some
distinction between them. For if there be no detton, there will be one Subsistence, not more. But
there is no distinction between them. For the formisether of Substances, or Accidents, whether
they be of modes or things, if they be of the sapexies specialissimaannot be distinguished from
among themselves, unless they be in diweisiectumsor matters, or at least in divers parts of the
samesubiectumor matter, or be distinguished mutually amongrbelves by diverse time or respect.
But here (that we may transfer this to our matheijher are there diversabiectumsbut the same
divine substance in number; the same time; norrgligarts; since neither the subsistence agrees but



to the whole substance, nor the divine Essencengpounded out of parts. Also divers respects here
have no place, since subsistence is metatum Therefore there will be found no distinction beam
those subsistences, and consequently between giensens. But the Adversaries would have them,
and the matter would require them to be distindiveen themselves, and that indeed really. It
remains therefore that they are not of the sam@&eaind definition, and consequently, that theyehav
something in which they do agree; because thewrallboth subsistences, existing in the divine
Essence, and something in which they do mutuafferdiand are from among themsehsgecie or

in the speciesdistinguished. But neither do the Adversaries, iadoch a composition of the genus
and specifical difference in the divine Personsd Aris impossible, that those things should differ
that species and definition, the essence of wisidne in number. For those things which differhia t
species and definition, they do differ by this véring also in the Essence: since the speciesiperta
to the Essence, and the definition of a thing a@rplthe Essence; which where it is altogether thvee,
definition also is in very deed one. Lastly, thabsistence, of which it is here spoken, doth foitimw
make the substance, in which it is incommunicablmore suppositums. Therefore where there is one
subsistence, the rest are thence forthwith excluBied if there would be more subsistences, there
would be more suppositums. Although here it isisigift for us to have shewed, that there are not
more suppositums in the same substance. But thistibsistence makes the substance, in which it is
incommunicable, is manifest from this, that by oasf it the suppositum is incommunicable to more
suppositums. And if the suppositum, also the swulsstawhich by reason of that subsistence,
becomes, and is constituted a suppositum. For efeerny, that which it bestows on the whole,
bestows also on the matter in which it is, or aat twhich answers to the matter; and unless it would
bestow it, it should not bestow it, no not to thieoke, which is constituted of it. For so far it neak
the wholesuch as far as it makes the matter of the whole, wiiak suchn potentia, such in actu
There is the same reason of those things, whicanlyogy answer to these. But here the form is the
subsistence: the essence or substance (whereisutigstence is, and with which it makes the
suppositum, or rather, which for that reason thdtath, that subsistence is the suppositum it self)
answers to the matter. But if a body, as long &siih the soul in it self, is, and is called anenats
long as it hath the power of feeling, sensitivéha@ligh these forms add something real to the body:
much more it may and ought to be said concernirgg divine Essence, having in it self that
subsistence, and incommunicability, that it it $eth doth subsist by it self, and is incommunie&bl
Since these forms do add nothing really to ithesAdversaries themselves contend. But these things
although they may be of right accounted for a neason, yet we shall reckon them with the former.



CHAP. L XVI: Divine Persons communicable, and incommunicable at once

The sixth Argument. That the divine Persons should be at once both communicable, and
incommunicable.

In the sixth place, that may be alledged, thablibfvs from the common doctrine of the Trinity, tha
the divine Persons are both incommunicable, andnoamtable, and so suppositums, and not
suppositums; persons, and not persons. For it isifesh among all, that every suppositum, and
further also, every person, ought to be incommuotcto another suppositum or person, whether one
or more. Whence also in the definition of a perdbay commonly expresacommunicability But if

the divine Essence, the same in number, be comomwmms they speak, communicable to more
suppositums, or divine persons, the suppositume #iemselves, and those persons will be
communicable to more suppositums and persons. Hesetthings, the Essence of which, and that
indeed the whole, is communicable to more supposifuare themselves communicable to more
suppositums. For nothing can be more communicatethother (if so be that that be another thing,
and not rather the same) than that whose wholetrendame essence in number is communicated to
another: and universally, nothing can more agresntothing, than that which agrees to it in respect
of the Essence, and that the whole. Therefore éf whole Essence of the divine persons be
communicable to more suppositums, those personsisélees will be communicable to more
suppositums. Wherefore they will be together batmmmunicable and incommunicable; and so
suppositums, and not suppositums; persons, angensons.



CHAP. LXVII: Unlesstherebe held one person of God, there must be held infinitein number

The seventh Argument, drawn from the Analogy with the things created: where it is shewed,
That unlessthere be held one person of God, there must be held infinite in number.

We will make the last Argument of this kind, thahieh can be easily understood even by the most
rude men: and concerning which, it is believedh®y Adversaries, that it is easy to be eluded; to wi
that we see in things created, that there is oné/merson, not more, of one intelligent substaand,;

that we may extend this thing further, that themanot be mor&uppositiumsexcept there be also
more Substances and Essences in number. Why toefdslkie not hold the same thing concerning
God? We shall see by and by the reason of the quasee, when we have examined the exception of
the Adversaries, by which they endeavour to subtrest Argument. For they say that there is a
different consideration of a substance createdustdeated: for that is finite, this infinite. Théyee

the finite indeed, if it be one in number, cannabgsst in moreSuppositiumsor Persons; but the
infinite may. But this difference is of no momentthat matter whereof we treat. For then at leiitgth
might be of some moment, if a person uncreated|dhoot as well be infinite, as the Essence or
Substance, in which it is believed to subsist; pae of something could be a Suppositum or Person.
Now since the case is otherwise, here is the sa&gon or consideration of a finite and infinite
Person. For why cannot a finite Substance, comstliut one person? namely, because a person or
suppositum, compriseth the whole substance iroitsome part of it; neither can the same substance
at the same time, according to the same thingywle the same; and consequently, neither be twice a
suppositum, twice a person. But there is the s@ason also in a divine Substance, since each divine
Person comprehends the whole divine Substancéenalbth or can take to it self only some part of
it, unless it cease to be a suppositum or person.

Wherefore an infinite Substance, can no more hawmee rBuppositiums or Persons in it self, than a
finite. To which it is added, that if by reasontlé difference of the finite and infinite, thereoald be
also difference in the number &uppositiumsit would follow that this difference in respect o
number, should be infinite. For the infinite distanwhich is between a finite and infinite Subs&anc
and which is thought to bring forth that différermfethe humber of persons, requires this. Therefore
the Persons in the infinite Substance of God, shbalheld to be infinite in number also, not finite
and that three only. For between three things, @m is not only a finite, but also a very little
difference.

You will say, that this reason doth not evincet thare are in God, infinite, or innumerable pesson
but that there may be, or that nothing hinders,tbat there may be; because the infiniteness of his
Essence may permit it. But besides, that the Adviss say, that Esse and Posse are the same in God,
this is certain, that whatever things may be nédjuna God, and do not depend on his free will,ythe
are in very deed also, and necessarily in him. iE@ necessary, that they contain in them some
perfection, and that a natural one. But no natpesfection, which can agree to God, can be absent
from him, since he cannot be of an imperfect natoresuch, as to whom any thing of perfection may
be yet added.

Something pertaining to this exception, shall bid gathe following Sections, where the manner of
the Generation of the Son, and Procession of tlye Bpirit, devised by the Adversaries, shall be
examined.



THE SECOND SECTION OF THE SECOND BOOK.

IN WHICH IS DISCOURSED CONCERNING THE SECOND PERSON OF THE SUPREME
DEITY, WHICH ISHELD BY THE ADVERSARIES.

Having refuted the Doctrine of the Trinity, fromotfe things which pertain generally to the three
persons which are held to be in God; it remainat te refel the same Doctrine from those things
which particularly are asserted concerning cenarsons. And they are those things which properly
do pertain to the second and third Person of thwtyr or also to the first, in respect of theseotw
And in this Section we shall indeed treat of thed®e Person; as in the beginning of this Book we
promised. In which place two Doctrines chiefly aocto be examined. The one is concerning his
Generation out of the Essence of the Father froeteinity: the other concerning his Incarnatioor F
either of them being taken away, that Opinion comimoeceived concerning the second Person of
the Trinity, falls to the ground.



CHAP. LXVIII: The Sonisnot the Son of himsdlf

Thefirst Argument. By which isrefelled the Dactrine of the eternal Generation of the Son of God
out of the Essence of the Father: because the Son should be the Son of himsdlf.

That therefore we may come to that former Doctrthe; Adversaries affirm, and, unless they would
affirm it, they could not defend the Doctrine oétfirinity, that the Son was so begotten from etgrni
out of the Essence of the Father, that neverthelesdiath the same Essence in number with the
Father. But that doctrine is full of many contrditios, and absurdities. For first, it follows thenc
that the Son is the Son and Father of himself.debof whose Essence any one is generated, he is hi
Son. But if that opinion of the Adversaries, comixeg the Son of God, be true, it follows that tlenS

is begotten out of his own Essence, wherefore dmesBall be his own Son; and moreover, the Father
of himself: which thing implies a manifest contretthn. There is no need to demonstrate the
Proposition of the Argument, which they call the jMaseeing the thing is manifest even with the
Adversaries. But the Assumption or Minor is theneanifest, because if the Essence of the Father
and Son be the same in number; certainly if thet#obegotten out of the Essence of the Fathes he i
begotten out of his own Essence. Neither indeedtoan say, that that Essence was not yet the
Essence of the Son, because they hold there wasyapin which the Son was not existent, and had
not the divine Essence, otherwise he should ndhéenost high God. You may also in this manner
propound the same Argument. None is generatednoddif; for then he should be before he is; he
should be so, because he should be the principleause of his own generation: he should not be so,
because he should be generated. That of whichhamy is generated, and that which is generated of
it, are relatives. But relatives cannot be in thmes thing, in the same respect, and at the sanee tim
for they are opposites. But the nature of oppos#tesich, that they mutually destroy one anothrer, i
the same subject, at the same time and respeotdaug to the same thing, or the same part. But now
if the Son be begotten out of the Essence of thieeFaand the Essence of the Father and Son be the
same in number, the Son is begotten of himselfalise he is begotten also out of his own Essence.
But none can more properly be begotten of any @@ when he is begotten out of his Essence.

The same absurdity is manifest also from the mammewhich the ancient Fathers, partly the
Architects, partly the Patrons of the common opiniencerning the Trinity, have affirmed that the
Son of God is generated from eternity; which alsohes day very many acknowledge: since they
cannot devise another manner by any reason agecgathleir opinion. For they sayhe Father hath
begotten the Son by understanding himsedfagain they hold, that the Father and the Sgethier
have produced and breathed the holy Spirit by ngliand loving. Which thing may be thus explained
after the Adversaries mind: There are in God omy bperative Principles, or that have some power
of working; whose operations may be both immantrat(is, may remain in God himself, and do not
pass into any other subject) and be employed abodthimself; to wit, understanding and will. For
God both understands him self, and wills and loliesself as the chiefest good. Indeed the
Omnipotence of God, is also an operative Principlg:its opperations are employed only about other
things, not about God himself, and are terminatedther subjects. Now from these things then the
Adversaries draw out the second and third PersbérikeoDivinity in this manner. They say, the
understanding doth not understand, but by the Inmdgbat thing which it understands. Wherefore
since God hath understood himself from all eternitys necessary that he conceived an Image of
himself also from all eternity. And this must becessarily God himself. For they say, that both
whatsoever is in God, is God by reason of his gstaimplicity: and that Image of the infinite God
must be infinite. But nothing is infinite beside®ds But they say that it is likewise necessaryt tha
that Image be a distinct person from him that peeduit, otherwise God should have produced
himself. Whence at last they conclude, that thadenis the Son of God; because it is both produced,
and like to the producer, as his Image, and theesarsubstance with him. But further, because God
loves himself being known, and that his Image, Whiy understanding he produced, and is again
loved by it; this very act of will makes the thipgrson of the Divinity. For both that love is in @&o
and infinite, and moreover, no less God than timgige produced by the understanding; but in person
is necessarily distinct from them by whom he isdoied. These Mysteries do they open unto us



concerning the production of two divine personss tvonderful with what deep silence of the holy
Scriptures kept secret, and how foreign from thtbs®gs, which the same holy Scriptures do in most
plain words deliver concerning the Generation ef8on by God: and in their due place are produced
by us. Here they who cry out, that Reason is biindivine things, who would not that any may
dispute from it against the Trinity, who have oftbat in their mouthThe searcher of the Majesty,
shall be oppressed by its Glorgs they think was written fyolomon here, | say, they ought to cry
out, that Reason is blind: that these search tiaalMajesty: that it is unlawful to attempt to esps

the unutterable Mysteries. But unless such thirsgbbeen devised, they had not at this day had their
Trinity. But it is wonderful how preposterously tAelversaries do here behave themselves. For whilst
they do so urge the simplicity, that whatsoeveni&od, they hold to be God, yet in the mean time
bring in more persons into him, and, if you consithe force of their opinion, infinite, or numbeste
they by this very reason quite destroy the SimiplidBut that is yet more grievous, that whilst they
seem to be willing to have such regard to the Saitp| of which notwithstanding the holy Scriptures
are silent, as being not necessary to be knowhdaosalvation, and are altogether unknown to the
more simple men, they take away the unity, which kioly Scriptures so often and so plainly
inculcate. But let us now let pass both these,rastch few other absurdities, which are contained in
this opinion; of which some are shewn above; somadl e shewn afterward: and let us demonstrate
that which a little before we propounded; to witatt hence it follows, That the Son of God is hisiow
Son. Neither is it difficult to demonstrate thabr i the Essence, and moreover, the Understarafing
the Father and the Son, be the same in numbeg thalso the same operation in number of the
understanding; especially because the more acuterdaries, by reason of the great@ishplicity of
God, hold that his intellect and intellection alne same thing. Therefore if the Father hath begotte
the Son by the operation of his understanding,3be also, whose the same operation was, begat
himself. Yea, further, the holy Spirit begat than®f God existing from eternity: and so is theheat

of the Son, and Principle of his own Principle. Bgrthe same intellection, together with the Father
and Son from all eternity, he understood and coplated himself and his Essence, and also even the
Father and the Son. And so, because with the seh# will, the holy Spirit, together with the Fath

and Son, willed and loved whatsoever they will éme: if the holy Spirit be a certain act of widy
something produced by the Father and Son by theatpe of will, the holy Spirit also hath produced
himself.

Besides, It is to be affirmed, that by this meantd,only the same persons have produced themselves,
but also infinite or innumerable others. For sieegh person understands both himself, and the other
persons, and desires, and loves them: it is neyetbed each again produce more, both Sons and holy
Spirits, if those things be true, which they inaitcto us concerning the divine Intellection angklo

For there must be a different, and so an unlikegbraf the Father, as he is the Father; and of time S
as he is the Son; and of the holy Spirit, as stohthe Father and Son, as such, are opposite &etwe
themselves; and in like sort the holy Spirit, asshproduced by both. For they are relatives: dhd a
relatives, as we have said above, are oppositehbtg must be opposite Images of opposite things.
However this be, there must be different Imageghoke things which really differ, which may
exactly express them, and not only shew how thageappetween themselves, but also how they
differ: But according to the diversity and multirudf those Images, there will arise also a mulétud
of acts of will & love, with which those severalrpens embrace those Images; and again, those
Images prosecute the persons, by which they am@uped, and each also themselves, and at length
one another. Wherefore if both those Images pratibgethe intellect, and those acts of will in God
are persons, or at least principles diwers persons, the persons will e infinitum multiplied.
Although, if whatsoever is in God, be God; anotivaly also will divine persons arise. For in God
there is an Image of every thing in particular, ebhhe understands (if an intellection be not in God
but by an Image:) likewise both decrees of infitiitengs, and love towards things created, and diver
acts of will: All these things therefore shall beds yet shall differ in persons from him, or those,
from whom they are produced. Therefore even themeeshall have infinite or innumerable persons
in God.



CHAP. LXIX: Innumerable Sons, and holy Spirits

The second Argument. Because there would be innumerable Sons, as also innumerable holy

Spirits.

Lest any one perhaps, should think that they ohbukl fear an infinite multitude of divine persons,
who have devised that manner of generation of thre & God, and procession of the holy Spirit,
which in the precedent chapter we have explainedshall shew, that others also must hold the same,
who will have the Son of God to have been generfited eternity out of the Essence of the Father:
and moreover, since they see, that the infinitetitnde of the divine persons is most absurd, they
must acknowledge that also the Doctrine from whenfiews, is most abhorrent from the truth. For
if God have begotten the Son out of his Essenatagain, together with the Son, have produced the
holy Spirit, and these are with him the same Gbérd is no cause, why the Son also hath not
begotten another Son again, and in like mannenaheSpirit another, and this also another, anthso
infinitum. For what? Cannot the Son and holy Spirit do whatFather could? Then they are not the
same God with him, since they have not the samdtjaand power, but an unequal one. Will you
say, that they would not? But such things, whictigie to thingsad intra, or to within, as they speak,

in God are altogether necessary, and are not gubjéice free will. But if they be subject to thed

will, it may come to pass, that within some timerendivine persons may grow, when those persons
will, which hitherto would not beget or breath atipersons.

Some say therefore it cannot be, that the Son lgr$prit should produce another Son or holy Spirit
not because there is some impotence in the SorhalydSpirit; but because, whatsoever might be
begotten or proceed in God, that hath been alrbadgtten and produced; but that, which is already
generated or produced, cannot any more be prodéced; should at once both be, and not be: in
which manner, neither this world, can be any meoeated by God, because it is already in being; not
by reason of any impotence in God, but by reasathe@fimpotence of the thing it self, as | may so
say. Indeed it is true, that the world which now dannot any more be created. But do not the
Adversaries believe, that another world besides thay be created of God? | trow they do altogether
believe it. Let us apply this to our purpose. T&ah, which is already begotten, cannot any more be
begotten; neither that holy Spirit, which is alnggatoduced, can any more be produced. But what
hinders another Son, or another holy Spirit to mpced by the Son and holy Spirit, and by them
again others? Since we have shewed above, thatoitve from the Suppositions of the Adversaries,
that the divine Nature is capable of infinite p&sdn number. Wherefore they say, not things
agreeable to their own Suppositions, when they they,whatsoever could be generated or produced
in God, all that is already contained in the Sohpm the first person of the Divinity hath begotten,
and in the holy Spirit, whom the first and secomaspn hath produced; and therefore another Son,
and another holy Spirit could not be produced lgy3lon and holy Spirit; for as much as there, as yet
hath been place for infinite or innumerable persasl let this be another Argument against that
eternal Generation of the Son out of the EssentieedFather.



CHAP. LXX: The Son of God from Eternity and not from Eternity

Thethird Argument. Because the Son of God both had been, and had not been from Eternity.

Let this be the third Argument, by which the san@@ine is refelled, that thence it would follow,
that Christ both did exist from all Eternity, anidl ehot exist: that he always was, and sometime was
not. It must needs be that he was from all Eterhigcause both it is openly said, that he was begot
from all eternity; and, if he had exist at lasiicertain time, he would not be the most high Gau.

the most high God was existent from all eternityt Brat he was not from all eternity, is manifest
from this very thing, that he was begotten, ande@u in respect of his Substance, and with a
Generation properly so called.

You will here presently cry out, and say, that ytmieasily understand what | would; to wit, that a
Generation properly so called, is a change frabeing, to beingTherefore if the Son of God was
properly generated, he was sometimeebeing or sometimes in very deed he was not existesdy)

this very thing | would. But you will say, that thdefinition is to be admitted only concerning matu
generation, not concerning supernatural. But tbisegation of the Son of God out of the Essence of
the Father, is supernatural, not natural. WhenAttigersaries say these things, first we very much
desire constancy in them. For, if the GeneratiothefSon of God be supernatural, and so different
from the natural; why do they so much urge in thisy thing, the example of the human Generation,
whilst they do so often inculcate, that he, whahis proper, only begotten, natural Son of God, is
necessarily of the same Essence with the Fatherik@nce do they frame such a Proposition, but
from human things, and altogether natural? And éddiney even expresly bring examples of Sons
begotten by men, that they may establish that Bitipn; neither can they bring any other. For what?
Are there perhaps some other only begotten, propeuyal, but supernaturally begotten Sons of any
one extant, whom they may bring for an example, &oth whom they may frame such a
proposition? They will say, that the generatiorttef Son of God, in that agrees with the human and
natural generation, that the Son by it becametbkibe Father in substance, not in that, that siomeet
he was not existent. But may you be allowed sor¢ge,uwhen you list, the reason and similitude of
the natural generation; and when you list agaimrefase it? So indeed the Adversaries more than
once hold forth the propriety of words, when itv&ar their cause; and when it doth withstand, they
reject it; change the receivéiomsand Definitions in Schools; enlarge, restrain bad them like a
LesbianRule to their opinion. Never did the boldness winan wit permit it self, to feign more things
than concerning God, as being a thing remote framsenses, in which it hath believed its devices
could not so easily be detected. But that we maymeao our matter, if you urge the propriety oéth
word, when Christ is said, he is begotten of God, @onclude thence, he is altogether begottenfout o
his substance, because they, who are properly teegof any, must be begotten of his substance:
Why do you not also see, that Christ out ofcaBeing is made &8eing and so sometime was not
existent; since this no less than that, pertairthéopropriety of the generation of them, from whom
you gather that former assertion? For this, asogmiess, is essential to the natural generatia,ith

be a change from not being, into being. Furthery Wb you not acknowledge, that there is one
substance of the begetter, another of the bego8e? this is at last produced by a generatiaat, th
already was before existent; the one is the cathe other the effect, Lastly, why do you not
acknowledge also, that the Son is latter in tinaantthe Father? But if you will not acknowledge thes
things in the generation of the Son of God, neitteh your opinion permit it, you have no reason to
urge the propriety of the word, or estimate it froatural things. But if you depart from the propyrie

of the word, and be content with thé/tarkable and singular similitude, which is betweenhbenan,
and that divine Generation, we shall easily malkentiatter plain for you, without the generation out
of the Essence of God, as both we, treating ofSive of God, did shew in the first Book; and is by
our men elsewhere shewed. But you ought so muctather to have done this, because you contend,
& that rightly, this Generation to be supernatufalr look over all supernatural & divine Generasipn
you will find none, in which God hath begotten &hing out of his Essence. Neither may you want
examples: there are as many as there are Angetsamehall called the Sons of God: as many as godly
men, and believing in Christ there are extant; asyras there shall hereafter become immortal. For



all these are either begotten, or as yet to betlmyof God; as is manifest from the holy Scripsure
Neither is there need you should fear, lest tha @eneration of this sort, you should find no sdec
manner, which may be either altogether peculiaChiost, or so rilarkable, as to exempt him from
the catalogue of the rest, and make him the onfjotben Son of God. For those things which are
disputed, both by us in the said place, and byrsthlsewhere, will free you from this fear.

But besides, that | may omit, that the Generatianobthe Essence of him, who generates, sucheas th
Adversaries will have Christs to be, even chieflynatural, not supernatural, every Generation
properly so called whatsoever, whether you woulehito be natural, or supernatural, is a change
from not being into being So, namely, that it is necessary, that that whidbegotten, did sometime
not exist, and afterward by the generation begagxist. For what? Is not every Generation properly
so called, a production and acquisition of an Egsehsay, an acquisition in respect of a begotten?
But how can the Essence of that be produced, wdoth already exist, and was in very deed always
in being? How can that acquire an Essence, whislaya had it? Is not perhaps the supernatural
Generation, although substantial, and properlyadlea, a production and acquisition of an Essemce o
Substance? If it be not, we understand no moreohandeed the name of the generation, when it is
uttered concerning supernatural things; and yows an unknown tongue, who tells us of such a
generation. But what ever at length you think, tlkisertain, that the holy Scriptures, when they
mention the Generation of the Son of God, do spatkus in a popular language; and therefore do
So speak, that we may perceive the force and mganfithe words, although we do not thoroughly
understand the whole reason or nature of the tldoggo to: if it be not necessary, that that whikch
generated, should not before exist, that may bergéed, which now in very deed is existent: and
further, nothing will hinder, that he, who todayvery deed is, & ceaseth not to be; tomorrow or the
next day may properly be generated. By this meankath been in the end of the way to which he
tends, before he hath entered into the way, or ¢uroeigh it. For the generation is the way to be; i
very deed to be, or to have an Essence, is theftt way. Who therefore doth not see that to be
absurd, and against all the nature of the Genafafidhat may indeed be conserved which is already
in being: but not generated. But if the generati@y be of a thing already existent, as it existtté,
generation will be the conservation of a thing. Bbe generation is the Antecedent of the
conservationthat produceth the thinghis upholds, it being produced. If therefore it beugpant to
the nature of the generation, that that be gendrathich already doth in very deed exist, it is
necessary, that that, which properly is generatethetime was nbeing or sometime was not in
very deed existent.

They will perhaps say, that to that Generationciwhmay be performed by an Emanation, as they call
it, it is not required, that the thing generatemmstime should not exist; for it is enough, thatath

not its Essence from it self, but from anotherwig from that from which it emanateth or flows. So
the light, or beams, perpetually flow from the Sand are generated, not therefore because they were
not before existent, but because they have not Bssence from themselves, but from the Sun. For
imagine, say they, the Sun to have been existent &ternity, it will be necessary, that it begghti

and beams from eternity; and so beams, althougbrgtad, should have existed from eternity. But
now they say, that the Son of God is begotten @R#ther by an Emanation. For he is begotten of the
Father, whilst he understands himself, and coneelfre image of himself; which action perpetually
endureth. Likewise also, that the holy Spirit ieguced by a continued act of the will. Of whichnthi

we have treated above. But by this device theyitpnothing. For that | may let pass other things
mentioned above in the first chapter of this Secttbe example of the Sun-beams, which they think
to be most fitted to their opinion, makes not toiSeeing we, with our Adversaries, here speakef t
Generation properly so called. But there is no @i, properly so called, of light and beams,
since they are Accidents. But Generation propesicalled, is not of Accidents, but of Substances
only, as is well known. But if the Emanation of beafrom the Sun, were a generation, properly so
called, there had been no necessity, that the Advies should so carefully distinguish between the
natural and supernatural generation, when we utigat, whatsoever is properly generated, it
necessarily sometime was not existent, since thanatron of beams from the Sun is natural; and if it
be a Generation properly so called, then they halle an example of a natural generation, in which
that, which is generated, even now before (as thws here urge) was existent, and might always be



existent. Further, those things, which in a sogt@generated by an Emanation, have not a perfect and
consistent Essence, but their being, as they speaddjeri; that is, they are only in being, in that they
are produced, and pass even as actions and mdsionthe Son of God hath a perfect and consistent,
not transient Substance. Wherefore he is not bagbit an Emanation.

Lastly, Also in those things, which continually dmanate, and in that regard are as it were gederate
that is generated, which was not before existemt tifose things have successive parts, whereof one
goes before, another follows; and that, which omas generated, because it hath already received its
being, is not generated any more, but another wivia$ not yet existent; wherefore if the light be
generated perpetually by the Sun, another and anetitcessive part is still generated Otherwise if
the whole were once produced according to all pahish should be ever existent, it should not be
continually generated, but, being once producealllshbe conserved only. By these things, that also
appears, that the Son of God cannot be generatadcbytinued Emanation; or if they will have him
to be generated by an Emanation, he cannot be dis¢ mgh God. For the most high God hath not
parts, by which he may be successively generated; Itmay forbear to say, that whatsoever is
generated by an Emanation, whether perpetual, opepetual, the Essence of it depends on that,
from which it flows. But the Essence of the mogfithsod depends on none.



CHAP. LXXI: The Son of God to be genereted unto Eternity

The fourth Argument. Because the Son of God should be already generated, and to be generated
unto eternity.

The fourth Argument may be hence drawn, That if Gade begotten the Son out of his Essence from
eternity, he doth also now beget the same, and lsbgét him unto eternity. Which thing even many
of the Adversaries confess, they especially; why thet the Son is generated of God by the
intellection. For that intellection perpetually emeth; and will endure unto all ages. But not only
they, who acknowledge such a manner of the geperafithe Son of God, are compelled to confess
it, but all others also, unless they would oventhitbeir other Doctrines. For if God begat the Son
from eternity, and now begets him not any morejshenade of a begetter, a not begetter, which
change, since it respects not the creatures, bdeslwithin God himself, befalls not God, nor is
acknowledged by the Adversaries to befall him. Attidt either the Son is not the most high God, or
was begotten of the Father by necessity of nakoeif the Father had not begotten him by necessity
of nature, he had begotten him freely and contitigeBut he is not the most high God, who exists
contingently, not necessarily. But if God have ko the Son by necessity of nature, he doth
perpetually beget him, since his nature is alwdggather the same. Besides, with God, if we believ
the Adversaries, there is no distinction of timat, the whole eternity is gathered together at avitle
him, and contracted to a certain point.

Therefore whatsoever he doth; it is necessary,lt@atoth it in all eternity, and so perpetually.dAd
that not a few urge that &fsal 2. 7. Today have | begotten theor they say, that the word of the
preter tense[l have begotten thgeignifies that Generation to be already finishbdf the word,
today, signifies it to be as yet present; because toudgs the present time. That is indeed frivolous
which they urge: but you may slay the Adversaryhwits own, even a leaden Sword: as if indeed
today had not a latitude, and did not comprehend somgtbiven past, as also future. Do all things,
which are don¢oday, as yet continue; or which are to be, are thegaaly? Do you as yet speak all
things which you have spoken today, of all thedbigou are about to speak today, do you already
speak? Do | as yet write, what things | have writieday? You will say, that in men or creatures the
matter is so, not in God. But whence do you kndwajtoday notes the present time with God? Is it
not from this, that otherwise it is always taken fite present time? Do you perhaps conclude, that
today, notes the present time from this, that that werdsed of God, but with God there is nothing
but present? | trow not. But in that manner itlsananifest, thatoday hath a latitude, and consists
not in an indivisible moment, but comprehends sameain tract of time: Because otherwise it is
always so used. But that there may be no placergfversation; | say, that the wotdday, being
used of God himself, denotes a certain and defiiite, and the actions which he is said to have
done, or to be about to doday, are circumscribed with a certain time, and sonateeternal: and that

is indeed perpetual, since that word is no wheesl wd God otherwise. For that | may pass by those
words ofCainto God,Thou drivest me this day from the face of the e&tiMosessaith of himSee

the great things of God, he is about to do todig God perhaps, even then whénsesspake so, do
those things; yea, had he done them from all digror was about to do them to all eternity?
Moreover, God himself also saith of himselfpserve all things which | command thee todayd
againMoses For the Lord will appear to you todagee als®eut 2. 25, 26. & 16. IB. & 29. 12. Jos.
3.7.5.9.1Sam4. 3. and Il. 13. and I5. 2B. and 26. B, 23. aid B. That | omit many other places,
which every one by himself may observe by readiregholy Scriptures. But now even from this very
thing it appears, that God doth not any more bagmtthat he will beget the Son unto all eternity,
since he hath said, that hath begotten him todayhich that it signifies a certain space or agtiof
Time, in which that action hath been finished, appdrom the examples of the like expressions
brought by us: especially since a contrary exaropfenot be brought: and the Adversaries themselves
confess: that the word,have begottensignifies, that that generation is already fieghor that the
Son by that generation, is already perfectly predudut it should not signify that, unless it might
have the force of the time past. But what need \@aaymwords? The thing it self shews, that he, who
is already long ago in very deed, and perfecthamtxtas it is manifest, that the Son of God is mtxta



cannot be any more begotten: which both we haverbeproved by Reason, and all they

acknowledge, whose minds the false Philosophy dottpervert. And many indeed are wont to hide
that their mystery, from men ignorant of that thelrilosophy, unless when they are constrained in
some manner to open it; because they see they rabtattasily be credited by them; and it seems
absurd to any in his wits, that the Son of God, mvhe knows to have been existent in very deed for
SO many ages past, should now be begotten, arelliedotten perpetually.

That also may be added to the Argument alreadydittorhat since a person is nothing else but a
first intelligent Substance, as was shewed in tinegoing Section; if the second person of the Deity
be begotten out of the Substance of the firstetmell be two Substances in God, the one of ths fir
person, out of which the Son was begotten; therpthieich is the Son himself. Which also follows
from this, that a generation, properly so callagshsas they will have the Generation of the Son of
God to be, is not but of a Substance: Now a substaannot be born but of a substance. Yet again, if
the Substance of the Son be born, and the Substéitice Son and Father be the same in number, it
follows that the Substance of the Father is also,end indeed from it self. Therefore also thenEat

is the Son of himself. For how is he not begottempse substance is begotten? How is he not his Son,
out of whose substance he is begotten? There rightother Arguments be brought, but we will be
now content with these.



CHAP. LXXII: Incarnation of The Father and the holy Spirit

The fifth Argument. By which the Dactrine of the Incarnation of the Son of God is refelled;
because the Father and the holy Spirit had been also incarnated.

We must pass to the Incarnation, which all theycamestrained to acknowledge, who hold Christ to
be the most high God. For since it is most manifgsthe holy Scriptures, that he is by nature a,man
and at a certain time born of a Virgin; it was resegy, that they should hold him, or his divine
Nature, so to have assumed the human, that thg eiterson remaining, he should be at once both
God and man. For if God and man should be diffepemsons, neither the Son of God had been a
man, nor a man the Son of God, no more than theeFa that Son, whom they hold to be the second
person of the Trinity, or the holy Spirit, or oretbontrary: yea, less: since the nature of thossope

is held to be the same, not only in denusor speciesbut number also: but the nature of the most
high God and man, have the farthest distance aveédind from one another. But in that opinion,
which we have spoken of concerning the Incarnadiothe Son of God, begotten out of the Essence
of the Father from eternity, many absurdities anmet&ined.

We will here bring some only, and those more pertinto our present matter. For first, thence it
follows, that not only the Son, but also the Fatied holy Spirit have assumed a human nature. For
he hath assumed an human nature, whose propee ratsubstance hath assumed it, and with it is
personally united. But if the divine Nature of Gitrhath assumed an human nature, also the proper
Nature of the Father, and the holy Spirit hath as=iliit, if so be, it be the same in number in those
three persons. And indeed the contrivance of ttmuerhath made, that some of the Adversaries have
not feared to say, that the whole Trinity was ined&ed; and lately there was one of a certain chief
Sect of the Adversaries, a man of a most famousenamongst them, and now indeed teaching
Divinity at Rome who dedicated his Book to the uncreated Triratyd in Jesus Christ created. Which

if it be true, both the Father and the holy Spirts born of a Virgin, and suffered, and died, ag w
buried, and raised again, and whatsoever we readt@ have ever done, or was done to him, that
also agrees to the Father and holy Spirit. So teee$y of those Ancients, wheth®abellians or
Patripassianscondemned by the Adversaries themselves, willlees\VAnd indeed, if you consider the
thing rightly, the common opinion of the Trinity ithing else but &abellianism a little more
subtilly propounded and varnished with some newuw, and choked with new names. For the same
God in number, considered with this mode or substs, is the Father; with another mode or
subsistence, is the Son; again with another, the $irit. Which what other thing is it in very dite
than whatSabelliusheld? For the same God in number, and the sansaswde, is also in very deed
the same person, having three different modeshsisignces.

But that we may return to that, which we begandptbey will say, that the divine Nature indeed or
substance, did assume the human, but not in eubsistence, but only in the subsistence of the Son:
to this only that union or conjunction of the hunand divine Nature, is terminated. You would say,
that these men saw with their very eyes that Iratéon, who know to explain so accurately, in which
subsistence that union was terminated, althougte thee three subsistences in the same nature, not
really as they speak, different from it. But thhe tvanity of this device may be shewed, let us
somewhat explain what they would; if so be thatriadter may be understood. True and real union,
such as that should be, which is devised by theefgaries, is at least between two things, whereof
the one explains, or applies texminosor extremities, whether properly or improperly caled to

the other. The case is clear in bodily things, Whie see with the eyes, and from which the word
terminus which they use in this matter, is taken. For artids joined to a board, a stone to a stone,
whilst the superficies of the one is joined to tuperficies of the other: but the superficies s th
extremity, or a certaiterminusof a body. But because a superficies of some whaotly is extended
through all its sides, and for examples sake, @reqd it is before, another behind; therefore &ym
come to pass, that the union and conjunction of haies is not terminated unto every part of the
superficies or body. So two square stones touchaanéher according to the superficies only of one
side; unless perhaps the one includes the othdrthem the outer superficies of the containing eton



will not touch the superficies of the containedaimy part; wherefore to that outer superficies ef th
containing stone, that union or conjunction wilt be terminated, but to the inner only. Now in ggn
incorporeal, there are properly termini or extremities, no diversity of such parts. Wheitcgas
necessary, if the human nature was joined to thi@ali which all hold to be incorporeal, that it was
joined to the whole divine Nature. But yet with cddversaries, instead of divetsrmini, there are
divers subsistences or modes of the divine natnereof one makes the Father, another the Son, a
third the holy Spirit. Now they say, that this pmral union is terminated to the subsistence of the
Son, or so far the human nature is joined to thidj as this subsists in the Son, but not ashisists

in the Father or holy Spirit; therefore the sulegise of the Son, not that of the Father or holyiSpi

is communicated to the human nature; and this sigisy that, and further makes one person with the
Son of God, not with the Father or holy Spirit. TAdversaries usually explain the matter more
obscurely. But either this is it they would have, what indeed they would, cannot at all be
understood. But they do nothing. For if the whalargk nature be joined to the human, and there be
three subsistences in that whole nature, wheresdfers no more from the Essence than another, or
is more thoroughly fastened to it, the human na&lse is no more joined to one subsistence, than to
another, and so that union is terminated no mooméothan to another, and the human nature no more
subsists in the subsistence of one person thamather. Yea, if there could be any difference
between these subsistences, it should subsistrristhbe subsistence of the Father, as being that
which is the first in the divine nature, and upohiah the two others do as it were lean, than of the
Son and holy Spirit. Which that it may be made s&imthe more clear, that is to be remembred,
which we shewed before, that they hold that theie dertain real union between the two natures, and
moreover, that the one nature is joined to therotiaure first, and by it self; but to those things
which are in the nature, only consequently. Fohimgt can really be joined and united with the mode
of the thing, but with the thing it self. We seattin the conjunction of body and soul, which eximp
among all other things they judge to be most lik¢hiat hypostatical union. For the body is firstian
by it self joined unto the soul: consequently tosth things which are in the Soul, or to its modss,

to existence, or if there be any other thing, whiaky may be pleased to call a mode. But if theybod
be only secondarily joined to those things which iarthe soul, it cannot be joined more to one of
them, than to another, unless perhaps one be mdarefare in the soul, than the rest. But it is adly
shewed, that the subsistence of the Son, is nttisnmanner in the divine Essence. But moreover,
although in some regard the human nature shoulddre joined to the subsistence of the Son, yet it
would suffice to the incarnation of the whole Ttynithat the whole Essence of the Trinity is united
with it. For how is not that whole incarnated, thhole Essence of which is incarnated? Add, that
since those subsistences exist not without thengssg/ea, are in very deed the same with it; it is
necessary that those subsistences also be inchraggether with it. Therefore the whole Trinity is
incarnated, hath sufferred, satisfied the Fathesifts. Oh egregious Divinity, which brings fortinch
fruits! But let us go on to shew the absurdityladttDoctrine.



CHAP. LXXIII: Cessation of the second per son of the Divinit

The second Argument. Because the second person of the Divinity would cease to be a person.

Secondly it follows from the same Doctrine, thatgmerson of the Divinity hath ceased to be a
person; for it became a part of Christ, constitubéch divine and human Nature. But it is of the
Essence of a Suppositum, and consequently alspefsan, that it be not a part of another thingt as

is confessed by all.

The Adversaries confess, and it is a thing too feanithat Christ is a certain whole, consisting of
divine and human nature. Although they say, thaish@otan essential wholebut personal Which
thing doth not infringe our Argumentation, but d&digh it rather. For what? Is it not equally
repugnant to a person, to be the part péesonal wholgthat is, of a person and suppositum, as to be
the part of aressential whole Yea verily most of all: because by this meanstetshould be two
persons in one person, the one a part, the othlenode. Therefore that which perhaps some may
think, is nothing, that the distinction betweenemsentialandpersonalwhole, which otherwise they
use, is pertinent to the subverting our reasorhdgh also otherwise in vain ispgrsonal whole
feigned, which together is nah essentialBut there is no need now to demonstrate that.t\Wiem?
Will they say perhaps, that the human Nature ofis€hs not a part of him? Thither some of the
Adversaries seem to incline; although many no ¢esdradict them, than that most received opinion,
with the defenders, concerning that hypostaticédmufor so many ages past. For what is more usual
with them, than to oppose Christ to either nateneemlly taken? Whereto pertaineth that distinction
betweenwhole Christ andthe whole of Chri&t Besides, if the human Nature be not a part of the
person of Christ, it will be an accident of thatgm, an accident, | say, such, as some call piysic
predicable. For it is easy to be shewed, both bgar and the authority of the Philosopher, thet it
an accident, which is inherent not as a part, aag be absent from that, in which it is. Now if the
human nature of Christ be not a part of Christttedt which we have said agrees to it. For it ithim
person of Christ, and subsists in it, as the Adarggs would But now it will not be a part. Lastly,
may be absent from that in which it is, to wit, digine Person or Nature of Christ. For should the
divine Nature or Person perish, if the human shdgdseparated from it? | say not that it shall be
separated; which they deny shall ever be: Butshituld be separated, the divine Person should not
be destroyed: which is enough in this place. Ferdlare also inseparable accidents, as they deel cal
in the Schools; which although they are never s#pdr from thesubiectumyet it is therefore said,
that they may be absent from it, because if it wangposed, that they are separated from that, in
which they are, yet it would not be necessary, thatthing it self should perish. But if the human
nature be an accident of the person of Christ, isothie person of Christ, or the Son of God a man?
Christ might indeed be said to be human, but noia. For that which is an accident to another, is
not predicated of isynonymically or univocally, but paronymicall? So a Cup, to which Gold
adheres, as an accident, is said to be goldendadginot a gold; an Iron, in which is fire, isc#&b be
fired, not a fire; and so in the rest.

But besides, how is not that a whole, which is tiieg, and consisting of two things separable in
their nature? But such is Christ. For he is some thing, consisting of a divine and human nature,
either of which in its nature is separable; althoubis, according to their opinion is not to be
separated. How therefore is not the human Natgartaof Christ? If it be, then the other part viad

the divine Nature, having its subsistence; thaths,divine person, which hath assumed the human.
But a person, as we have seen, cannot be thefpambther, and that indeed a suppositum or person.
Perhaps some will say, that the Iron fired, is stiireg united of an Iron and Fire; and yet the liton
self doth not loose the reason or nature of a Ssipppo, but only the Fire subsisting in it. Wherefor
although Christ be somewhat consisting of a diyieeson & human nature, yet nibtat but this
looseth the reason or nature of a person, bechisssubsists in that. For in this part there isshme
reason of a person, and a suppositum: becauseothahich we dispute, whether it befall a person,
may therefore befall it, or not befall it, becaitsmay befall or not befall a suppositum. But iéth be

in that Iron asubstantialFire, and that Fire, as some part of it, makesS$h@positum, which is called



anlron fired; certainly the Iron taken by it self without théte, will be no more a Suppositum. For a
Suppositum should be a part of a Suppositum. Neitedooves it any whit, that nevertheless we
should call that Iron a Suppositum. For we would nall that Iron severed from the Fire, a
Suppositum, but conjoined with it, although theaaimation be made from the Iron, as the chief. But
if that substantialFire, together with the Iron, doth not make on@gsitum, or is not a part of it;
first, | see not how it may be said, that it hattlthe reason or nature of a Suppositum. Forllitoi

so in the Iron, as the air spread through the pofdbe Iron. But this is in the Iron only, as & i
contained in a certain place, neither in the maag tloth it cease to be a Suppositum, as neitlger th
water insinuating it self in the spaces of morestobodies, and diffused through them. Besides, this
example will not serve the turn: because we haveodstrated, the human nature to be a part of
Christ. Let the Adversaries chuse now which thely afithese things, which we have said of the Fire
(for there is no need that we should decide thatrowersie) and they shall find, that that instarare
example of the Iron fired, which in this thing thefgen use, makes nothing to overthrow our reason.



CHAP. LXX1V: Disparateness of God and man

Thethird Argument. Because the most high God and man are Disparatums.

The third reason is, because by their opiniors it@écessary that Christ be together both God, tto wi
the most high God and Man, and that God is man,naand is God. But the most high God and Man
areDisparatums But one and the same subiectum cannot be togetbdédisparatums nor one of the
Disparatumsbe the other; or, as they speak in the Schoad)isparatumscannot be predicated of
the samesubiectum univocally, or in quid, and indeed each severally without any limitatmn
adjection. They cannot also be said one of anotiarocally or in quid, unless perhaps by a
metaphor or similitude: as if | say, a man is anLiw Fox, that is, like a Lion or Fox. But Figutesre
have no place. For the Adversaries would have lig®so properly, and are constrained so to hold,
partly because of their own doctrine of Christ;tiyabecause of plain expressions of the holy
Scriptures. Of which thing something shall be saftbrwards. But why thelisparatumsin that
manner, we have said, cannot be said of one armshthesubiectummuch less of one another, this is
the reason: because ttigparatumsareopposite although in a looser signification thanistotle took

that term. And the Adversaries do not deny it. ety see, that thdisparatumscontain in them a
hidden contradiction, which is the greatest andecmncileable opposition. For by the essential
differences, by which they are opposed to eactrotivey exclude mutually each other, and the one is
denied by the other. So a Man and a Horse, diffex man, and not a man; rational, and not ratienal;
horse, and not a horse. A Man and a Plant diffeonly as a man, and not a man; but also as animal,
and not animal; or as sensitive, and not sensitind; by how much farther any thing is distant from
another, by so much more essential differencesghwtiiey call generical, are found between them,
and by so much more contradictions arise betweem.tiBut now if any thing in thgenusof the
substance, be distant from the man, it is Godetifour Adversaries will permit us to refer Godhe t
Genusof the Substance, to hold which here, there ing®d. Yea, if we exclude him from tl&enus

of the Substance, so much the farther will he sgadt from man, and so much the more differences
will arise between him and man, and contradictiamsich cause that they be opposed one to the
other. For man and God differs as man and not mmaimal, and not animal, natural body, and not
natural body, and if there as yet any other difiees be found, by which God is severed from the
genuses of a man. Therefore God and man cannatebd&ated of the same subiectum, as Christ is,
simply and absolutely, and thativocallyorin quid

Neither indeed may you think, those things are sdi€Christ synecdochicallythe names of parts
being put for the whole. For first, both words,edsewhere, so also when they are used of Christ, do
denote nothing else but the person of Christ. Beifgierson is a whole, not a part. Besides if thegew
only predicated of Christynecdochycallyl might most rightly say, Christ is not God, Giiris not
man; yea, so only should | speak properly and ately: as | say most truly, that a man is not d,sou
a man is not flesh, to wit, taken distinctly frohetspirit. For this expression is proper and adeura
the other improper and figurate; to wit, a man goal, a man is flesh. But who would brook him that
says, Christ is not God, is not man? Add that havdéve parts are wont to be saighecdochicallyf
the whole, yet are they not wont to be predicatetuaily of themselves. For | do not say, fleshis t
soul or spirit; or on the contrary, the soul isHeBut her&sod andmanare predicated of each other
mutually. There is no need to speak of the Metaphdrereby sometimes thBisparatumsare
predicated of the same, or mutually of each otheif | say, some man is a Lion or Fox, that ke &
Lion or Fox. For Christ, neither after the Adverssy or our Opinion, is said to be metaphorically
God or man, but both properly: and according tanthessentially; according to usan indeed
essentially; but God in the same manner in whicistsaid to be a King: which thing doth not reach
to the Essence.

Not a few of the Adversaries have seen this kndjckv when they could not loose, would
notwithstanding say, that this is an unusual manh@redicating; and certainly it is unusual, beeaus
it saith, that which in its nature is impossiblece, as we have shewed, it implies a contradiction
wit, that the same at once simply is a man, anmbisis God, and is not. Neither may any say, those



Disparatumswhich contain a hidden contradiction in them, aoé predicated of Christ according to
the same part, but diverse; and indeed the onedingao the divine nature, the other according to
the human. But that the same thing may be affiram@tidenied of the same according to divers parts,
For as the same thing cannot be both affirmed,dEmded of the same whole simply, or without a
limitation, or some addition; although it be inaitcording to one part, and be not in it according t
another, as we have shewed in the first B&#Gt 2. Chap 3. so neither are those things said of the
samesubiectunmsimply, which contain such a hidden contradiciiothem, however they may be in
the same thing according to divers parts. For tleaertheless would be all one as if the same should
be both affirmed and denied of the same whole siniit such we have shewed tdzparatumgo

be, which are predicated of the sasubiectum univocallyand properly. Besides, the species, under
which every individual is contained, is never poatied of the whole in respect of one only integral
part or like to the integral, but of the whole,ieis a whole. Bumanis a species under which Christ
is contained: and if he were not, it should be éénthat Christ is properly a man. Whereforenis
predicated of Christ not in respect of one paryonut of the whole as it is a whole. Why then dtou
not alsoGod be the attribute of the whole as such? Bigparatumscannot be said of the same whole
as it is a whole; for contradictories should bestbgr predicated of the same whole, as it is such.



CHAP. LXXV: Christ isnot two persons

Thefourth Argument. Becausein Christ should be two persons.

We will make the last Argument this. If the humaature, [We use the appellation frequent with the
Adversaries] be a person, Christ cannot be a diparson in that manner, in which the Adversaries
hold it. For there should be two persons in onaégtha divine and human: which thing overthrows it
self.

But now that the human nature of Christ is a pergproved first from the definition of a person.
For every first intelligent substance is a person.

For that which some say, that this is the definitmf a person takein concretq hath here no
moment. For neither would we prove any other ththgn that the human nature of Christ, taken
concretq is a person; such as Petegul, other men; and besides, every person is smneretum
Therefore they will answer, that this definitiomm®re large than the thing defined. For not evesy f
(that is, singular, and one) substance intelligerd person, although the word person be taken
concreto But that is not rightly answered; first, becaustberwise it would follow, that some
intelligent suppositum is not a person: which thingre is none which do not acknowledge to be most
false: for every first intelligent substance iscagssuppositum; even for that very reason, bectgse
action of understanding doth properly agree tbut;actions do not agree save to Suppositiums.

Lastly, What instance, what example will they bringhe contrary? Run over all human substances;
run over angelical, and the natures of Devilsaad persons. We have shewed the same before of the
divine substance. And be it indeed as the Adversariould, that it subsists in three subsistenaes, a
so is three in persons; it is enough, that it peeson, whether one or more. For now, when we tasser
its personality to the human nature of Christ, wgpute not of the number of persons, but of theghi

it self. We will give you leave to feign it, evehrée in persons. But what other first intelligent
substances do remain there, which are not persvos?will say, the souls of men separated from
their bodies. For they are first, or singular, amtdlligent substances. For they may understardisan

in very deed do understand, being separated frodieboBut if the thing be so, why are they not
persons? For will they not be intelligent suppasg@ You will say they are not suppositums, because
they are natural parts of men, or are by natur@iapgd to it, that they may constitute some whole.
What? are not the natural parts of the substarisgsrabd from each other suppositums? Certainly, as
it is the common, so also the most true opiniothefSchools, that they are Suppositiums at that.tim
For it matters not, that they either have beemay be naturally parts of other things; if so batth
now in very deed they are not, but by themselvelenig some wholes. The actions of suppositums
agree properly to them, and to each separate actiurely to the human souls, if the opinion of the
Adversaries be true, not only actions do agreeatsa even the most excellent, and most proper to
persons, to wit, to understand and will, and ifr¢hiee any conjoined with these. How then shall they
not be suppositums, how not persons? But if thegdigoersons, let not the actions proper to persons
be ascribed to them. Which will be done, if youlskay, that those souls, as long as they subsist
separate, cannot actually understand. For theisadt intelligent,ut quod or, as which (we speak
with the Schools) butit qug or, as by which, that is, it doth not by it seifderstand, but is that by
which the man understands. Therefore as long ash#re himself is not his soul, by it self cannot
understand. But since a person is defined, adubstance intelligent, or an intelligent supposjtum
that is said to be intelligent, which may by itfsattually understand, or which is understandimg
guod or as which, nout quo or as by which. With what instance then will thimjringe our
definition? Whether by the example of that natufevbich we dispute? but that cannot be done
without begging of the Question. Will they say theman Nature of Christ is not intelligemt quod

or, as which; buut quq or, as by which? Then it will not be a substaecdued with understanding;
as we are; and so neither a human nature. For estigigtance endued with understanding, is
intelligentut quod or, as which; that is, it self by its act is atdeunderstand. Of which thing we shall
say more hereafter.



The second reason by which it is proved, that tiredn Nature of Christ is a person, is this, that it

a man, | say a singular or individual man, andsthve of man. But he who is a man, or the son of man,
is a person: for these are names of persons. Whemme more acute Adversaries, will not call the
human nature in Christ a man; and they say notsa,Ittiat this phrase savours of Nestorianism,yif an
say, God assumedman For it should be said, God or the divine Natussuaned a humanity, or
human nature. Besides if the human Nature of Chdsnh very deed a man, and the son of man, no
man may doubt that those things are to be undetsibit, which are said of the man Jesus Christ, or
the Son of man; as Christ calls himself in the Hetyiptures. For there were not two men in Christ.
But that son of man is called the Son of God; othencontrary, the Son of God is called the Son of
man: The man Christ is called the Mediator; anaiothings are attributed to him, which by all mens
confession, agree not but to a person. Certaintigat man be not a person, it will be lawful so to
argue. The son of man is not a person; the sorodfi&that son of man; therefore that son of God is
not a person. But it is manifest by the definitafra man, that the human nature of Christ, whigyth
fear to call a man, is in very deed and propertyaa. Forto whichthe definition agreeso it also the
thing defined agrees. For as much as the thinge@fiand the definition, or the thing comprehended
in the definition, differ not but in the manner @tplaining, otherwise they are altogether the same
thing. But now doth not the definition of a manegto the human Nature of Christ? Was not it as all
other men, a rational animal? Of its being ratiptiaére is no doubt; for his Nature had not been
human, if it had not been rational. Of its beingamimal also, he ought not to doubt, who knows that
the animal when it is made the genus of a mang isther thing, than a body endued with a sensitive
soul. What? Was not the human nature in Christ sulbbdy? Was it not a body, that is, a corporeal
substance? Was it not endued with a sensitive $tailifath put off all sense and reason, who dares to
deny it. Therefore the human nature of Christ imamn. But of its singularity, or individuality, who
doubts? But if he be a man, he also is the son af: s well because the holy Scriptures put
promiscuously the son of man, and a man, as alsormsnonly known; as because he who being a
man, is born of a woman, cannot but be in propeakipg the son of man.

Perhaps some one will say, that the human natur€hoist, to speak properly and accurately, is
neither a man, nor an animal, nor a body, but €bndued with human nature, is both a man, and an
animal, and a body: because a man and animatpaetumsand likewise a body, when it is put for
the genus of a man: but that the human nature asidh anabstractum But we on the contrary: if
the human nature of Christ, speaking properly andagely, be a corporeal substance, which no man
can deny, but he that believes not sense any timraame also is an animal, since it is enduedavith
sensitive soul: and further, a man, since it i® &sdued with a rational soul. Wherefore that which
they say, that it is som&bstractum and call ithumanity or the human nature, not a man, rests on
their bare opinion. But besides, what is with tHaimanity corporeity, animality abstract? They will
not say, that they are universals, as it were selvém the mind from singulars, which sort of
abstractumswe willingly admit in the kind of the substancder this makes nothing here to the
purpose, since the human nature of Christ is sargahd one in number. Also they will not say, that
it is the form of a man, animal, or body. For neitdoth this make any whit to the purpose, sinee th
human nature of Christ is not the form of a man,dmmething endued with a form; not a part of the
human essence, but the whole essence. What ther@ferin their opinion thosabstractum® Are
they the singular nature of a man, an animal, oresbody, abstracted from all these things which are
not required to constitute it, and considered lydoglit self? First, what constrains to considetts®
human nature of Christ? since in it there were mimygs not belonging to the constitution of the
essence of the humanity it self, as in other mem #that | may more nearly touch those things, which
are wont commonly to be looked on in sumncretumsthere was in him an existence proper to
singulars of which no regard is had in the definition oétspecies and genus; there waifeerences
which they callindividuating it was existent in a certain place, in a certame; | say it was d&eing

in very deed existing, and, as other substarsdssisting but such things are not wont to be called
abstractums. Besides, | cannot see, why a whomessand in all the parts absolute, which is yeall
existing, although it be abstracted in the mindrfithose things which are in it, deserves not theena
of its species or genus: why, | say, this humamneatwhich is indeed existent (for of this we speak
ought not to be called a man, or this entire natfin animal, animal. In vain the latter Philosefsh



seem here to have sought a distinction unknowhddncients, and by reason of difference of words
(although also it was necessary to feign those Isimpstract words of the substances, as of the
humanity, taken for the human nature, animalitypoeeity) to have brought in a certain differen€e o
the thing, and signification it self. But perhapsyt will say, that the human nature of Christ sstissi
not by it self, but subsists in the person of tba 8f God, by whose proper subsistence it is susthi
Therefore he either ought not to be called a maif;lee be called a man, yet he is not a person.

But that | may omit now other things to be saidtiel after, that subsistence, which they say the
human nature of Christ wants, either appertaingh® constitution of the nature of a man, or
appertains not to it. If it appertains to it, thenfan nature of Christ without it will not be entisnd

so Christ shall not be a perfect man, contranh&rmind of the holy Scriptures, and the Adversaries
themselves: If it appertains not to it, its absewndé no whit hinder, but that the human nature of
Christ may be properly called a man.

Thirdly, It is proved by this, that the human natof Christ is a person; because it in proper spgak
doth act, and sustains certain offices. But actiaaften we have minded, after the common opinion
of the Schools, are not properly but of supposituntsch if they be endued with understanding, by
the confession of all are persons. Likewise al§iced are proper to persons, as also the Advessarie
confess it. But now that the human nature of Chmisperly acts, is proved by that, that it dotloals
really subsist, and hath in it self a strength@wver also and faculties sufficient to act. Forattnot
less than any man; yea, by so much greater, byrhogh greater gifts and greater power is given it of
God.

But what is required to it, that any thing may noer speaking act, but that it may really subsist]
have in it self a strength or power sufficient td?aSurely it should be denied that we do propecly

if that might be denied of the human nature of &hwhich; as we have said in those things, that ar
required to the action properly so called, doth ol equal us, but also in many respects exceed.
And that we may declare that thing more peculiadgth not it, speaking properly, by it self
understand, and reason? Then it is not an intelligabstance, and endued with a rational soul, and
further, neither an human. For that is an intelliggubstance, that can, especially with some aafess
use and exercise, really, | say, properly, not opprly, understand and reason. But even the
understanding alone would suffice to prove its geydor it is proper to persons, as also we have
before minded.

Further, Take now other actions, whether propeneén or animals, as to will, desire, eat, drink, mov
it self in a place, and stirs its members to ddihé human nature had not faculties to exercisedh
actions, either it was not an human nature atoallt was maimed either in respect of the body, or
soul. The Truth, or the Adversaries opinion admitsither. The Antiquity condemned the
Monothelites who held one only will in Christ. But if there weein him a double will, one in the
divine nature, another in the human; as the divateire hath willed, and doth will by its proper Iyvil
so also the humanity by its; for wherefore elseutthdt be in it? Faculties are for actions. Andedur

his human will shewed forth it self abundantly, lshhe sought of his Father to remove the cup from
him. Although here it might be enough for us, ted nature might properly will; for that agreed no
but to Suppositiums.

Perhaps they will say, that the human nature didsuabsist by it self, but in the person of the $6n
God; and therefore also by it self could act nathior that which subsists not by it self, dothhirg
also by it self. Wherefore all the actions propexhd directly, are not to be ascribed to the human
nature, by which they are performed, but to whahei€E, although according to the human nature.
For in whole Christ, or his person, they are teatéd and founded. But if you would directly ascribe
those actions to the human nature it self, theesgion or speaking would be improper; as when |
say, the soul understands, wills, feels: when lyetsoul doth not properly understand, will, feelt b
the man with, or by, or according to the soul. 8ither doth the body eat, drink, but the man hifmsel
by the body: So lastly, neither doth the arm mdvself, although we sometimes so speak, but the
man.



Which things let us consider of what moment they and first that, why they deny the human nature
of Christ to subsist by it self. Now there may btheeefold meaning of that expression, which may
here come into ones mind. For first, that may be $a subsistby it self which needs not any
subiectumin which it may inhere, and from which if it bemoved, it will loose its being. In this
manner all substances subsist by themselves; atside not subsist, those, namely, which are wont
commonly to be distributed into nine CategoriesPoedicaments. In this manner the human nature,
by the Adversaries confession subsists by it delft is a substance, not an accident, otherwtise i
would not be arhuman natureBesides, thasubsists by it selfwhich needs not at all any outward
prop, that it may subsist, and be preserved eaime safe. In this manner no created thing, and
depending on another, subsists by it self. But hinraders not, but that the things destitute of Wy

of subsisting by themselves, act properly, as igifast to any one. For things corruptible, and fthie
men, want both many causes, that at first they exast, and many helps, that they may be conserved;
and yet they do properly act. Wherefore that wdlitmer hinder the human nature, that it should not,
speaking properly, act.

Thirdly, That subsists by it self, which is not arfpof another, but constitutes some whole byl se
and absolute in all its respects. In this mannemptrts of any thing, whether integrant or esskratia

not said to subsist by themselves, and therefaréonact by themselves, but the whole by them. And
hitherto belong all those examples brought a Iitéore. Perhaps in this manner the Adversarids wil
say, that the human nature of Christ doth not suldsy it self: because it is a part of another
suppositum, to wit, of whole Christ, or his persBnt if the thing be so, neither that second persfon
the Divinity, with which the human is said to betad, and which therefore is the other part of the
same suppositum, shall properly any more act amgilSo a divine person, that is of the supreme
God himself, who, speaking properly, hath actedyesome that, which, speaking properly, cannot
act, than which nothing can be thought more abstodcertainly if the human nature be a part, there
will be also some other part of the same whole. Bhat is it besides the person, by which it is
assumed, and with which it is said to be unitedzore this also will be a part, and consequently
will no more subsist by it self (to wit, in that m@er of subsisting which we now handle) than the
human nature. But besides, if the human naturehoisCbe full and perfect, consisting of a human
body, and a rational soul, both of them absolutalirrespects; is it not by it self an entire thing
having faculties sufficient to act? Certainly if waleny any of these, either you will deny the
entireness of the human nature, or you will dersp dhat we ourselves are such entire things. The
Adversaries being constrained by the very trutthefthing, grant the human Nature of Christ to be
by it self an essential whole, neither dare thgyise an integrant part of Christ, because theld h
those only to be integrant parts which have quaniitherefore if Christ should consist of a human
nature and a divine as integrant parts, also thi@alinature being the other part of this suppositum
would have quantity. Therefore some say that theneiand human nature are as it were essential
parts, or like essential parts: and that the humaare is as it were the matter and thing to be
perfected, the divine, as it were, the form andglperfecting. But whilst they say this, they thmre
confess, those Natures to be improperly calledspét properly wholes: or at least if the divine
Nature cannot be termed a whole, because it isttesof parts; the human Nature by it self to be
some whole consisting of all essential and intetgpants. But this indeed is to subsist by it selien

that expression is taken in the third significatiatmich was set down by us. Wherefore in vain do th
Adversaries, when they say, that that subsisteficehich we speak, may by divine power be
separated from an entire and perfect substanch,ais the human nature in Christ. And | believe
indeed it may be separated, if together it ceasbetgerfect and entire, and becomes either an
essential part of some thing, or integrant growtimgether with another body. But that it remaining
perfect, and making up an essential and integralevhy it self, should not subsist by it self, inegl

a contradiction. For that would be that it compedenhole by it self, and doth not complete itf iha
both is entire and perfect by it self, and is rotd this reason indeed doth not only shew thabasti
properly agree to the human Nature, whence fuitheiconcluded, that it is a suppositum and person
but also doth immediately shew that. For if the harNature be a substance subsisting by it self, to
wit, in that stricter manner of subsisting by itfsevhich we expounded in the third place, it is
altogether a suppositum; for as much as this selosis, is the form of a suppositum, by which a
suppositum is a suppositum; as the Adversariessbkes teach: who also bring no other cause, nor



can by their opinion, why the human nature of Ghasot a suppositum, and further, not a person,
than because it is destitute of that subsistence.

But that we may return to actions; Thence alss inanifest, that they properly agree to the human
Nature, because otherwise it should be necessdwgldothat all Christs actions; whatsoever at {eng
they have been, are to be properly attributed $odhiine suppositum, as it is a suppositum; or that
that divine suppositum hath properly performed ¢hastions. But thence arise those absurdities
which my mind abhors even to think of. For all matwactions proper to human imperfection, and our
mortality, which are common to man with brutes: sasso, however necessary, yet uncomely, shall
properly agree not to the human Nature, but toditaime Suppositum it self; that is, to God himself,
as he is a Suppositum. He who fears not to thiekdtabsurdities of God, he hath not yet learned to
reverence enough that dreadful and most gloriougd#lg and doth the greatest injury to the most
holy Religion of Christ. Which by this means he esgth to the mockery of those which are without.
Surely that should be far from them who so muctoalid ascribe any accident to God, or any genus,
and the like: which although they were erroneows, thiey could be both conceived, and spoken
without disparagement to his Majesty. But so italljucomes to pass, that they which strain at a
Gnat, swallow an Elephant; and they whom thosegthiwhich pertain only to the philosophical
subtlety, would be wary even to superstition, buthiese things which touch the reverence of the
Deity, they are more than careless.

Therefore that we may return to our purpose, sinsesufficiently shewed, that actions do properly
agree to the human Nature, it is also easy to stiawpffices also agree to the same.

For, first, that the human Nature of Christ mayrlsame office, that which would here be sufficient
for us, it is easy to demonstrate. For he that diagharge actions proper to intelligent beings, and
those very eminent, may also bear some office.v#wat else is required to the office in general?
Besides, the same is without difficulty shewed artigular. Three offices of Christ are held by all,
Prophetical, Priestly and Kingly. The part of tlirstfis to expound & confirm the divine Will to men
Of the second, to offer to God, and to intercedesiioners. Of the third, to govern, keep and shee t
people of God, although also to save belongs t@thestly office; of which here is not place to ake
But do not these offices agree to the human Natfu€ghrist? It is the office of a Prophet not to ae

in his own name, but anothers, to wit, Gods (fodG®den he speaks in his own person, doth not
execute a Prophets office) and to deliver OracteBaxtrines unto others received from him. And
Christ expresly saith of himself, that he heardtttiegs which he speak, from the Father; that he wa
taught of him; that he received command from hinatte ought to speak; that his Doctrine was not
his own, but his, who sent him. All which thing® tAdversaries will have to have been said of Christ
according to his human Nature; not can they otlswi-or the divine Nature or Person, as such,
cannot learn, or receive commandments: all thimggch he hath or delivers, are his, not anothers.
But if the human Nature properly doth not act, westrsay, that the divine Person properly hath done
those things, which are said to have been donediogoto it: It therefore hath properly heard oéth
Father, hath properly learned, received commanus;farther, hath spoken by anothers command;
hath promulged anothers not his own Doctrine; @perly hath managed the Prophetick office:
likewise also hath wrought piety, temperance, dtyasand other virtues: hath done miracles by
divine Power: hath by its death confirmed his Dioetr which was the complement of the Prophetick
Office.

Now that we may come to the Priestly office: Teemkde for another with God, agreeth not to God
himself, nor to a divine Person, as such; as elverAtlversaries themselves do see; likewise neither
to offer to God; especially because by the expyaddration it self, the intercession is made withdG

for another. Therefore it is necessary, that isaie, that Christ hath done those things accortiing
his human Nature. Whence further it follows, foe tleason a little before alledged, that the human
Nature hath done, or does those things, and sorpesfthe Office of a Priest.

Lastly, Since we see that Christ is said to havenbreade and anointed by God a King, and that all
Power is given him in Heaven and in Earth, sinde itecessary to understand those things of Christ



according to the human Nature; it follows that thenan Nature hath that Power; and further, also
doth exercise it; which belongs to a King. Thesagh are plain; and have in them no scruple and
difficulty. There is no need here of communicatminProperties: There is no need to distinguish

subtilly between Expressiolis concretg andin abstracto to difference the Person from the Nature;

again, one Nature from another: to seek how you attijpute human things to the most high God,

and things proper to the most high God, to a Mawy the same Person one while governs as the
most high God, another while as a Mediator, andhsosame person is in some sort distinguished
from himself.

Now from that which hath been said, that may alsoubderstood, That there was no need of the
Union of two Natures. For if there had been need, éf had been for this cause, That Christ might
bear and manage those Offices. But Christ mighthdigge them, although he were but a man in
Essence: Yea, if he had been God, he could nohalige the two former, he could not receive the
last, nor therefore discharge it, because that IiKinffice is not the Empire of the most high God, a
he is such, but, as the Adversaries speak, sucimgd&m as Christ manageth as a Mediator. And
indeed the confirming our faith and hope, and tHenyGof the most high God required such a
Kingdom. But if any say, that greater than humaititalor power was requisite to discharge those
Offices, that would be of some moment, if it hadib@ecessary, that he should have that ability or
power from himself, nor could receive them from Guoihself. But now since he both might receive
them from God, and the holy Scriptures so oftetifyeghat he hath received them from God, what
need was there, that he should be the most higl? Raghtly they say commonlgod and Nature do
nothing in vain although God doth those things also that Natuth.dBut if God does not things
unnecessary; much less those things which hinderage otherwise unbeseeming his Majesty. But
we have shewed that that union would have hinddrecadministration of those Offices. We have
shewed also, that it attributes to God not a fesuatities, and things unbeseeming his Majesty, and
most apt either to take away out of mens mindstdeast to diminish in them that veneration, of it
which he would establish by Christ.



THE THIRD SECTION OF THE SECOND BOOK.

IN WHICH IS DISCOURSED CONCERNING THE THIRD PERSON OF THE SUPREME
DEITY, WHICH ISCOMMONLY HELD. AND IT ISSHEWED, THAT THEHOLY SPIRIT
SHOULD BE THE SON OF GOD, IF THE COMMON OPINION CONCERNING HIM
WERE TRUE.

We have said enough of the second Person whicéldstb be in the Trinity. It remains that we add
something also of the third. There is no need Wmtshould say much of it, because those things
which have been said of the Sons Generation otlteoEssence of the Father, being a little changed,
may be applied to that procession of the holy §pirhich the Adversaries have devised. For which
reason we also before sometimes have expreslydieieeholy Spirit with the Son, and so anticipated
the treating of those things, which might have beere alledged: nor did we that without cause. For
if you rightly mark it, both the Generation of thesence of the Father, is some Procession; artteon t
contrary, such a Procession, as the Adversarigbudét to the holy Spirit, is like that Generation,
which the Adversaries attribute to the Son of Gidte former the more learned of the Adversaries do
confess, who treating of the Generation of the @od, Procession of the holy Spirit, say, That there
are two Processions in God. But why the wBrdcessions accommodated particularly to the holy
Spirit, and so is distinguished from the Generawdrthe Son, they assign this to be the Reason,
Because there is a special word wanting, by wHiah proper and peculiar manner, whereby the holy
Spirit proceeds from the Father and Son, may bigked. Therefore, as in other things it oft contes t
pass, the general name is attributed as propdretgecies, and so is distinguished from the other
species. But that the Procession also of the hpijt & a Generation, if that Generation of then®db
God, which the Adversaries hold, be indeed a Géoeras not hard to demonstrate. For what other
thing is required to a Generation properly so caltean that one receive his Essence from another,
either the same in kind, or (as the Adversariesiopiof God is) in number with his Essence, from
whom he receives it? In brief, generation propsdycalled, is a communication of a substance with
another. And is not that Procession of the holyri§pdevised by the Adversaries, such a
communication? Did not the holy Spirit by that R¥sgion, receive the same essence in number with
the essence of them from whom he proceeded? Sedrttte Adversaries think and contend. But if
the Procession of the holy Spirit be a Génératiooperly so called; we have in the Trinity two Sons
one of the first person only, another of the fastd second: and also two Fathers; one of the first
person, who will be a Father by a double name;itph&cause he hath begotten the second and third
person of the Deity; another the second person, tatpether with the Father, hath begotten the holy
Spirit. But we have learned both from the holy Benies, and the Adversaries, that there is but only
One Father, and only one Son; to wit, by excelleswgalled.

The more acute of the Adversaries have seen thik Rbtheir opinion, and have endeavoured to
avoid it. Therefore they have judged, that thatrigén of a Generation, which otherwise they
themselves have delivered, is to be limited, andehsaid, that not every communication of a
substance with another, is a Generation, but ajthethat, that which such a relation follows, as is
between Father and Son, which is barbarously c&i&drnityandFiliation. In which indeed they are
ridiculous. As if for sooth it could be, that a p@n may communicate his substance really to a perso
and yet such a relation may not thence presentigwip and that person, which communicates his
substance to another, by that very thing were orvhith a Father, or (where there is a distinctoédn
sex, which is not in God) a Mother: and again,d&/hom the substance is communicated a Son, or
(where there is a distinct sex) a Daughter. The edslaries themselves confess, that the words,
Father, Son Generation Procession as also other-like words, are by an Analogy sdidod and
creatures, and that by reason of likeness theyranslated from these to God. But in things created
as soon as the substance is produced, the thiegsraperly said to be generated; nor is there any
thing more required to the propriety of the wordt i a person has produced a person, presently the
one is called a Father, or, as we have said, a éfothe other a Son or Daughter. Therefore that
which in God isanalogumto that Generation, doth also deserve to be tex@eteration. But that is a
production of another person, or a communicatiorthef substance with another person. And the



necessary consequence heredPagernity and Filiation, Analogumto that which we see in human
generations. For that generation is conversant grl@nsons.

But say some, therefore the production of a persaralled a generation, because by it a person is
produced not only like to the producer in essebcg,also in some other peculiar respect. For that
second person, as such, is the image of the &issthat which it hath produced by understanding it
self; but that the Image is like to that the imafevhich it is. They say there is another reasothef
Procession of the holy Spirit, for he is producesif the Father and Son by willing. But it is nog th
property of the will to produce something like bat thing which it wills and desires. Thereforettha
the holy Spirit, however by his Procession he isobee like to the Father and Son in Essence, or
rather the same, yet in respect of his person,tighwhe is distinguished from the Father and the, So
he is like to neither. But that Procession at iasightly termed a Generation, by which the person
produced becomes altogether like the producer thait procession is rightly distinguished from a
generation, of which in that respect there is &ediht reason. But these subtil devices avail them
nothing. For besides that, we have refuted alredmyve that device of the production of persons,
which may be by understanding or willing. There pe¢ two things which shew the vanity of this
exception. The former is that to the propriety gfemeration from another, it is not at all requijricht

the thing generated be like the thing generatinglirthings: but it is enough if it be like to ihi
essence or substance; from which likeness folldes @ likeness of natural properties, and common
to the whole genus or species, although the prppémgeneration by it self, is not seen in thist iou
that; and if it could be, that the substance ofttlieg generated, were like to the substance of the
thing generating, but the properties of both diveesertheless the property of generation would be
certain, although perhaps it might not be so easiknowledged: because we for the most part know
things themselves by the proper tokens, and coesgsjwf things. Wherefore if the holy Spirit by
virtue of his procession, became like in substdadbe Father and Son, yea, the same, (for acaprdin
to the Adversarieglentity, takes not away procession nor generation in dipersons) the holy Spirit
was generated of the Father and Son, and so thatdcession is generation. In how many things, if
you except the Essence and properties immediatdlgwing it, are sons wont to be unlike the
Fathers? Yet nevertheless, they are not theredseproperly said to be generated of them, or to be
their Sons. But here the essence and natural piepere altogether the same. What then is there
wanting in the holy Spirit, to the propriety of ggation? That | may omit, that the holy Spirit cahn
be unlike the Father and Son, no not indeed ingiairiety or character which they chifpostatical

if another opinion of the same Adversaries concgrrithose personal properties, be true. For they
hold them to be the same really with the Essenoamamn to the three persons, and only distinguished
from it by the understanding. Whence it necessdoilpws, that he that hath that essence in himself
(as each of those three persons hath) hath altwoak properties in him, and that those propesies

no less common to the three persons, than the &ssAfithough that opinion overthrows it self. For
they will be at once common and proper in respéth® same persons; and will make those persons
unlike, and not unlike, diverse, and not diverse.

The latter, Why that reason or exception of the &daries cannot have place, is; Because if we
follow their opinion concerning the divine attrilest nothing can proceed from the will, but together
it proceeds from the understanding; and on theragntFor with them all the divine attributes, st

the understanding and will, if you consider theaghit self, are altogether the same thing. For drey
the very Essence of God, to which indeed doth agreeot the least composition or true diversity.
And indeed many Schoolmen say, that they may eggdiresr opinion, That the understanding and
will in God, as also his other attributes, are owly really, but also formally the same thing; tist
that they are not only so joined together, astey can never be severed from one another, but als
are not so much as indeed by proper forms or esseand definitions distinguished from each other.
Aristotle would say, they are the same in reality and reaSon with Aristotle, those things are the
same in reason, which have the same form, andathe definition; he saith they differ in reason who
have diverse. Now if in this manner, the will amttlarstanding are the same thing in God, and so the
understanding is the will it self; and reciprocallyhatsoever proceeds or is generated from the
understanding, proceeds also, and is generated thenwill, and on the contrary. Therefore the
production by the understanding, is no more geimgrathan that which is said to proceed from the



will; nor doth that produce a person like to thedarcer, more than this; neither is the Son morera S
than the holy Spirit; neither is the same Son teesholy Spirit, than the third person of the Tuyni
For the Son hath no less proceeded from the Wi the holy Spirit; nor the holy Spirit less froine
understanding, than the Son. These indeed areuhs 6f the subtilties, wherewith the Scholastick
Divinity swarmes.

And yet we see, that those who acknowledge the Sofiptures for the only Rule of Faith, do follow
and admire them.

But they will say, the same Schoolmen have prewetitese difficulties. For the divine attributes by
their doctrine, although they be not actually digtiished by the nature of the thing, or without the
consideration of our mind in any manner, neithallye nor formally, yet are they distingushed
eminentey that is, vertually and potentially And this difference is the foundation of the dsrgy
between the processions of two persons, of whiclmave treat, and likewise between various effects
flowing from God; and lastly, between the concaitsl cogitations of our mind concerning the divine
attributes. For we do inadequately conceive thendiattributes by reason of the imperfection of our
understanding, and therefore consider them asgsiyerhich in reality are altogether the same thing.
And this the Schoolmen call distinction of reasajch they very often use. For when they have
confounded together things diverse, yet becausditieesity of things offer it self of its own accbr

to the minds of them that contemplate them, any themselves are compelled to speak and dispute
of them as diverse, they fly to this irrationalfdience of reason, as to a sacred Anchor. But o
we might dispatch this errour, lying hid even irsolrity of words, as in its lurking hole; yet | am
willing first to draw it out thence, that the thimgay be more clearly seen by them, who were never
conversant in the Schools. To be distinguishatdnenter and to be distinguisheakty, are by the
Schoolmen opposed one to another; for it is kndvadotentiaandvirtus, are opposed tactuswith

the Philosophers; and when the Schoolmen say dnathing is distinguisheeiminenterit is all one
with them as if they said it is distinguished veily and potentially. Those things then are
distinguished eminenter which however, they are the same altogether Mgtuget may be
distinguished, because they have in some mannefotitce of more things, or because diverse
operations and effects may flow from them; or beeabeing compared with things diverse in some
manner, they answer to the forms of each, or haxersirespects to the same. But what ever they
imagine, either there is an actual difference ia thing of which it is treated, or there is no
distinction. For those things are actually distiatbne of which something is rightly affirmed, whi

of the other at the same time is rightly denied.iFthose things nevertheless, be altogether dinees
thing actually, contradictories will be togethertive same thing, or the same thing will be together
both affirmed & denied of the same thing, whichingossible. But if you would be so obstinate
against the most clear Truth, as to say, nothinddrs but that contradictories may agree, to theesa
thing, if so be that it may vertually or potentyatle more things, nothing will hinder but thatthihgs
which are any where extant, are one thing actublly divers vertually, or potentially: and if anyliw
assert it, he can be refuted by no reason. Faorifradictions do not evince those things, of which
they are spoken to be diverse actually, nothing lvéilable to evince it. For whatsoever differenceth
one thing from another, differenceth it by the #of a contradiction: and every opposition, every
difference doth tacitly include it in it self; andhless it did include it, there would be nothing to
hinder, but that opposites should agree to the ¢himg. Rightly hath the Philosopher said, and #aid
indeed according to the common consent of all riidwo things are said to be the same, whatsoever
is said of the one of them, is said also of thesiotf then any thing truly may be said of one thin
which is to be denied of the other, those thingsmoasimply be the same actually; but it is neagssa
that they be distinguished in the thing, or in agaghat is, in form and proper essence. That thing
verily doth necessarily happen in the understandimd divine will, if those things be true, which we
discoursed before according to the mind of the earicFathers and Schoolmen, concerning the
diversity between the Generation of the Son, amttdasion of the holy Spirit. For the Generation is
said to have been performed by the operation ofitfterstanding; the Procession of the holy Spirit
not so; this again by the operation of the wilgtthot so; it is said to agree to the understanding
produce something altogether like to the thing wstded, which is denied of the will: the Father
alone is said to have produced the Son by the stadwling; the Father not alone, but together with



the Son, is said to have produced the holy Spyrithle will. But if these things be true, and didséx
actually before all consideration of our mind,dtnecessary that the divine Understanding and Will,
were also actually distinct without all operatidnoar mind. Wherefore let them either cease to deny
that there is indeed any actual difference betwbendivine attributes, or let them take away the
difference between the generation of the Son, drideoholy Spirit, and say that the Son is the holy
Spirit, the holy Spirit again the Son; by which wehing they will overthrow the Doctrine of the
Trinity. For so, besides the Father, there willdmdy one person, the difference between the Son and
holy Spirit being taken away.

Before we put an end to this disputation, sinceaveefallen into this discourse concerning the \artu
distinction, as they speak, | am willing to addsthirther, that the devise of the same Schoolmen is
very vain, when they say, that the persons of theity are distinguished from the Essence neither
really nor formally, bueminenteronly; and further, by the intellect, which may evbere conceive a
distinction, where there is actually none. For af they hold, the divine Essence be actually
communicable to more persons, and was communiteftee all operation of our understanding; but
on the contrary, a person is incommunicable to rpersons; also there must actually be a difference
between the essence and person; otherwise if #igehey are actually the same thing,
contradictories may together be actually in the es@ining, as is said before. Neither indeed in that
alone, which we have now expressed, a contradietibie implied, but in all those things, in which
the person is distinguished from the Essence: mexX@ample,Thatis a suppositum or persathjs is

not; that is really distinguished from the other persasgs is not distinguishedthat hath properly
begotten, or was begotten, or proceeded from ttieeFand the Sorhis not so. But what need we
more words? Altogether irrational, as we have daithat distinction of reason, which is there &iin
where indeed there is none, Truly they who apply diistinction of reason to things, are much lige t
them, who, when they see but one man, they sed¢hetoselves they see two. These are deceived in
their eyes, those in their minds. For the opinibmour mind cannot be true, if it conceive the thing
otherwise than it is: For Truth is adequation, fesytspeak, or agreement of our understanding, and
further also, of our words with the thing it sdut if men do truly conceive that as distinct, whis

not in very deed distinct, the conceits of the sémmeg contrary to one another, will be true, ta,wf

God and mortal men. For God, and the blessed Angets Men, who see God as he is, conceive in
their mind no difference in God (if the opiniontbiese men concerning the divine attributes, bé true
because there is none in him: mortal men do.tRigtcannot be contrary tioue, no more, yea, less,
than an Egg to an Egg, Milk to Milk. Neither mayeyhfetched patronage of so absurd a distinction
from Aristotle who saith, as we have before minded, that sonmgghare really distinct; some in
reason. For with him those things are distinct éason, which the schoolmen say, are formally
distinguished; that is, which although they be eshitogether, and by a certain indissolvable knot,
either on both sides, or on one part joined, yi¢idin forms and proper Essences; as docility, thed
faculty of admiring in the same man: generation eoduption. For every natural, and properly so
called Generation, is the corruption of anothenghiand on the contrary. Nevertheless, these things
differ, yea, are opposite, and so have oppositeness also, which are in the same matter in respect
of divers things. For one thing is corrupted, arotthing is generated. So the foundations also are
distinguished from the relations which rest on th8ut those things differ also in the whole genus o
predicament. So also the comparisons of the saing, tvith divers relations, have forms and
essences divers either in the genus or speciesumber: as alsaermini and correlata differ.
Therefore the intellect doth not feign those digions in things, but in very deed finds them iarth

and the Schoolmen themselves say that those thnmegdistinct actually, which although we think not
of them, are distinct in forms, although they exagether. But if they would acknowledge such a
difference between the divine persons and essémedlatrons of it will neither be able to reconcile
the common Doctrine of the Trinity with it self, naith their other Doctrines. Not with it self, foy

this means, each person will have its proper fanch@ssence; and so those persons will be, and will
not be at once of one essence. Not with their albetrines, because the exactest simplicity of God
will fall. But if they acknowledge not that distitign, then the Trinity will fall, all true differeze
between the essence and the persons, and theretiplom persons also between themselves being
taken away. Wherefore which way soever the Adversaurn themselves, they will not be able to
defend that their Trinity, or plurality of persoimsone Essence of God; and therefore there remains



other thing, than that they confess together wih that there is no less one person, than one
substance of God.









