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EDITOR’S PREFACE
 

“This article treats of Christ, who is the center of all prophetic and apostolic Scripture, the foundation of the Church, the treasury of our hope, the fountain of salvation and grace. It is from Him that we are called Christians, and from Him come down all things necessary for our salvation” (§ 1). With these words, Johann Gerhard begins the present volume of his Theological Commonplaces and describes its importance. Here, the mystery of Christ—the heart of Christian faith and life—is set forth in clarity and scholarly erudition.
 

Gerhard’s Theological Commonplaces began to be published in 1610. After he had finished the entire series, he started over—repeating the commonplaces on Scripture, the nature of God, the Trinity, and the person and office of Christ—but this time in much more detail. The result of his labors was the 1625 Exegesis, or A More Copious Explanation of Certain Articles of the Christian Religion, which was included with printings of the Theological Commonplaces even in the seventeenth century. The present volume, On the Person and Office of Christ (1625 Exegesis), is thus the last volume of the Commonplaces to be written. Gerhard would live and work for another twelve years after the Exegesis was published, before being called home to heaven in 1637.
 

Regarding Gerhard’s terminology in this volume, a few things can be said. The terms “subsistence” and “hypostasis” mean “person.” Also, the earlier fathers of the Church often used concrete names for the natures in Christ (“Word of God,” “the Man”) in place of abstract names (“divinity,” “humanity”), even though they affirmed the unity of Christ’s person. (See § 253 for an example of this.) Sometimes Gerhard will speak this way as well, though not at all implying that there are two persons in Christ. Over and over, Gerhard stresses the unity of the God-man. Yet, like the early church fathers, Gerhard also speaks of “Christ our God” or “Christ the man,” not meaning two different persons, but meaning “Christ, considered according to His divine nature,” or “Christ, considered according to His human nature.”
 

When he comes to speak of the “communication of properties” (communicatio idiomatum), Gerhard uses three terms—one Greek and two Latin. Idioma (Greek [image: ]) is by far the most prevalent, and it means “property,” that is, something characteristic or belonging specifically to one of the natures in Christ. Gerhard also uses the terms proprietas/proprium (“property”) and attributum (“attribute”). Often these three terms are used as synonyms. By using the term idioma, Gerhard shows us that he was well aware of patristic Greek teaching on the person of Christ, such as that of John of Damascus, and that he read the fathers in the original Greek. “Property” (idioma) denotes that which is “proper to something or someone” and is thus more concrete than the English word “attribute,” which can be understood as a conceptualization of how something is or as a quality that the mind of the beholder attributes to something. In Preus’s translation of Chemnitz’s Two Natures in Christ, the word translated as “attribute” was usually the Greek word [image: ]. Thus, in the present volume, Gerhard is not introducing an innovation in speaking of the “communication of properties” (communicatio idiomatum)—that is how Chemnitz spoke of it as well.
 

The attentive reader will note that Gerhard’s arrangement of the three genera of the communication of properties differs from that found in the Formula of Concord. For Chemnitz and the Formula of Concord (and for Gerhard himself in his 1610 locus On the Person and Office of Christ), the communication of majesty was the third genus, whereas here, in the 1625 Exegesis, it is the second. This difference in arrangement does not affect the doctrine, but it can lead to confusion if one is not clear about what genus is being discussed. Already Matthias Hafenreffer, Loci Theologici, 3rd ed. (Tubingae, 1606), and Balthasar Mentzer, Catholisches Handbüchlein (Marburg, 1620; repr., Göttingen, 1938), had switched the order of these genera, putting the communication of majesty (later called the genus maiestaticum) second and the communion of effects (later called the genus apotelesmaticum) third, in order to connect better with the doctrine of the states of Christ that followed.
 

With regard to the states of Christ, Gerhard speaks of Christ’s “state of emptying” instead of the more familiar expression “state of humiliation.” Gerhard’s term is exinanitio (“emptying” or “emptying out”), which is the noun form of the verb [image: ] (Latin: exinanivit) in Phil. 2:7. The distinction between “emptying” and “humiliation” becomes important in the chapter on the “state of emptying” (§§ 293–319). Gerhard’s Exegesis commonplace On Christ was published during a controversy on the person of Christ within the Lutheran Church, centering on the universities of Giessen and Tübingen during the years 1619 to 1628. As a professor at Jena, Gerhard was not in the center of the controversy; in the present volume he never explicitly mentions this debate. However, part of the controversy dealt with the state of emptying. When Christ was in His humble condition, how are His divine glories and majesty, which were communicated to His humanity, to be understood? Did Christ continue to make use of them, but in a hidden way (the Tübingen answer), or did He cease to make use of them (the Giessen answer)? Gerhard takes a position regarding this question and explains carefully that Christ’s emptying was His voluntary nonuse of His full majesty, power, and glory, not its hiding
 

(§ 316).
 

May God grant “that we learn the doctrine of Christ with singular zeal and diligence and fortify our hearts against any corruptions thereof. As Christ is the Alpha and Omega, the beginning and the end (Rev. 1:8), so also He must be the beginning and end in our meditations and studies” (§ 5).
 

Benjamin T.
G. Mayes
 
  


EDITIONS OF THE THEOLOGICAL COMMONPLACES
 

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

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

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

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

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


COMPARISON OF EDITIONS OF GERHARD’S
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COMMONPLACE IV
 

ON THE PERSON AND OFFICE OF CHRIST
 
  


PREFACE
 

The dignity of the doctrine of Christ.
 

§ 1. (I) The introductory thesis is this: The article on the person and office of Christ is commended to us by the dignity, usefulness, and necessity of this doctrine. Its dignity is clear: (1) From its origin or efficient cause. We do not know the doctrine of Christ by nature; rather, it has been divinely revealed in the Word. “Flesh and blood has not revealed this to you, but My Father who is in heaven” (Matt. 16:17). “The preaching about Christ is a mystery that has been kept silent for eternal ages” (Rom. 16:25).
 

(2) From its object. This article treats of Christ, who is the center of all prophetic and apostolic Scripture, the foundation of the Church, the treasury of our hope, the fountain of salvation and grace. It is from Him that we are called Christians, and from Him come down all things necessary for our salvation. John begins his writing with Christ: “In the beginning was the Word” (John 1:1), and he ends it with Him as well: “The grace of our Lord Jesus Christ be with you” (Rev. 22:21). All of Scripture is nothing else than a continuous witness of Christ. “In the volume of the book it is written of Me” (Ps. 40:[7]), something that is repeated in Heb. 10:7. Luke 24:44: “Everything written about Me in the Law of Moses and the prophets and the psalms must be fulfilled.” “Search the Scriptures; it is they that bear witness of Me” (John 5:39). “The testimony of Jesus is the spirit of prophecy” (Rev. 19:10). That is, all prophecies refer to Jesus as the most suitable and ultimate goal. For this reason, Jerome calls Christ “the head of all Scriptures” (Letter ad Algas., q. 11). Augustine (Contra Faust., bk. 16, ch. 22) says: “Every intent of Scripture has to do only with understanding the grace of Christ.” Augustine again, on Psalm 71: “Everything that has been written refers to Christ.” Tractate 9 on John: “He does not understand the Old Testament unless Christ is understood therein.” On the basis of this foundation, a recent theologian teaches: “The Bible is to be read in such a way as if it was written entirely with the blood of Christ.”
 

(3) From its effect. The understanding of this doctrine produces excellent and salutary fruits in usefulness, which we shall list a little later [§ 2].
 

(4) From its adjunct. The doctrine of Christ is not only useful, but it is also necessary, as we shall show a little later [§ 3]. But now, the more fruitful something is in usefulness and the more salutary in necessity, the more it is deservedly considered precious and outstanding in dignity.
 

Its usefulness.
 

§ 2. [II] We gather its usefulness from the effects and fruits produced in us by the salutary understanding of Christ and the faith that rises from it through the operation of the Holy Spirit. These are: (1) The remission of sins: “The knowledge of salvation,” of Christ the Savior, bestows “the remission of sins” (Luke 1:77). (2) Righteousness: “By the knowledge of Him will My Servant justify many” (Isa. 53:11); “To know You is perfect righteousness” (Wisdom 15:3). (3) True wisdom: “Let not the wise man glory in his wisdom” (Jer. 9:23). And (4) Eternal life: “This is eternal life, that they know You, the only true God, and Him whom You have sent, Jesus Christ” (John 17:3); “To love Christ is more excellent than all knowledge” (Eph. 3:19); “In Christ are hidden all the treasures of wisdom and knowledge” (Col. 2:3). Ambrose comments on this passage: “It is necessary that all knowledge of the entire heavenly and earthly creation be in Him who is the Head of all created things, of the angels or of the sun or of the other things. Every experience of knowledge is in their Author, so that he who knows Him requires nothing more, neither wisdom nor virtue, because he knows Him in whom virtue and wisdom have been perfected.”
 

Its necessity.
 

§ 3. [III] The necessity of knowing this doctrine is clear: (1) From divine command. “I shall put My words into His mouth, and I shall require it of him who does not hear them” (Deut. 18:18[–19]). “Listen to Him” (Matt. 17:5). He who grasps a true understanding of Christ from the revealed Word listens salutarily to Christ.
 

(2) From the example of the devout. As Mary pondered the words of Christ as He taught, she was honored with the praise that “she had chosen the good part, which would not be taken away from her.” But Martha, her sister, on the other hand, was reproached with having neglected the one thing needful and being concerned in vain about her needless works (Luke 10:42). Paul mentions that he conducted himself among the Corinthians in such a way that he showed that he knew nothing else except Christ crucified (1 Cor. 2:2), and he counted everything else “as loss because of the surpassing knowledge of Jesus Christ” (Phil. 3:8). Prudentius sings about the Christians in the early church: “They say all things about Christ; they say all things through Christ.” He is the treasure hidden in the field; He is that precious jewel which alone we should pursue, having put the treasures of the whole world in second place (Matt. 13:44). He is the “precious cornerstone” (Isa. 28:16), than which nothing should be more precious in the heart of the heavenly Father, nothing more precious in the Church, nothing more precious in our own heart.
 

(3) From the opposite evil of ignorance. Just as eternal life consists in the knowledge of Christ, so also, on the contrary, he who does not know Christ does not know life and salvation. “He who does not have the Son does not have life” (1 John 5:12). “He who does not honor the Son does not honor the Father” (John 5:23). But he who does not know Christ from the Word can neither have nor honor the Son. Therefore he cannot have life, nor can he honor the Father correctly. Hilary says (De Trin., bk. 9, p. 160): “He who does not know Christ as true God clearly does not know his own life, and so, too, he does not know [Christ] as true man.” The ignorance of other dogmas that are useful and necessary to know is shameful and detestable, but ignorance of Christ is damning besides.
 

(4) From the accumulation of opposing heresies. Just as enemies are especially occupied with attacking the fortified citadel and major city of the enemy, so the devil wanted to test all the might of his cunning and power from the very first beginning of the New Testament—in fac t, from the very beginning of the world—in attacking the mystery of Christ, which he knew was the major city of heavenly doctrine. You see, at one time he was trying to overturn the divine nature of Christ, at another time the human, at another time to dissolve the personal union, and at another time to undermine His office. The devil continuously uses different ways to hurry to the same goal, namely, to corrupt the sincerity and purity of this doctrine and consequently to take away from people this treasure of salvation.
 

Antithesis.
 

§ 4. The necessity of the doctrine of Christ is denied: (1) Directly, by those who attribute salvation to the more sensible heathen. We demonstrated in its own place that some of the Papists and Calvinists do this and that this is a consequence of the hypotheses of the teaching of the Photinians.
 

(2) It is undermined obliquely by the Calvinists when they extenuate the controversies that come up between the true church and them regarding the personal union and the communication of idioms that follows it, when they declare that they are in fundamental agreement with us, and when they insincerely offer us spiritual brotherhood, even though we utterly and completely disagree with each other about the doctrine of Christ, who is the only foundation of the Church and of salvation (1 Cor. 3:11; Eph. 2:20), as will become apparent from what follows.
 

Practical use.
 

§ 5. The practical use is exhorting, that we learn the doctrine of Christ with singular zeal and diligence and fortify our hearts against any corruptions thereof. As Christ is the Alpha and Omega, the beginning and the end (Rev. 1:8), so also He must be the beginning and end in our meditations and studies. Whatever you think, whatever you say, whatever you write, it has no taste unless Jesus be in it. Bernard, on Song of Songs, sermon 15, col. 532: “Every food for the soul is dry if that oil is not poured upon it. It is tasteless if it is not seasoned with this salt. If you write anything, it is tasteless to me unless I read Jesus there. If you argue or discuss, it has no taste for me unless Jesus sounds forth there.” On Song of Songs, sermon 34: “If you have a sense of taste, you will imitate the prudence of your bride and you will not allow this expensive packet of myrrh to be snatched from your breast even for an hour. Always remember all those bitter things that He suffered on your behalf, and consider them in your constant meditation. In this way you will be able to say, ‘That packet of myrrh so beloved to me will remain between my breasts.’ I said that it is wisdom to meditate on these things; I have established the perfection of my righteousness in these things, the fullness of wisdom in these things, the riches of salvation in these things, the abundance of merits in these things.”
 
  


CHAPTER I: ON THE ETYMOLOGY
 

§ 6. The treatment itself follows the preface, and the treatment consists of: (1) Nomenclature and (2) Factual material. Nomenclature includes: (a) The etymology. (b) Homonyms. (c) Synonyms. So let us, then, consider the etymology.
 

The etymology of the name “Jesus.”
 

Thesis I. “Jesus” means Savior, for it is from the root [image: ]
in the Hiphil, [image: ], “he saved,” “he preserved,” “he set free.”
 

The angel shows this etymology and the explanation of the etymology in Matt. 1:21: “You will call His name ‘Jesus,’ because He will save His people from their sins.” (Rabbi Haccados addresses the consul of Antonini in his book Gale Razia and among other things says: “Because the Messiah will save His people, He will be called ‘Jeshua’; but the nations of a different kind who follow His faith will call Him ‘Jesus.’ As a consequence you will discover that this name ‘Jesus’ [Jesu] has been designated in Gen. 49:10: [image: ], for if you take the first letters of these words, [image: ], these same letters will spell the name ‘Jesus’ [Jesu].” Cicero himself admits, In Verr., act. 4, that one can express more with the words σωτήρ [“savior”] and σώζε[image: ]ν [“save”] than he can with the Latin salvator [“savior”] and servare [“save”]. The teachers of the ancient church, therefore, preferred to use the word “Savior” to express more fully the salvation imparted and granted to us in Christ.)
 

Observe, therefore: (1) Christ is the Savior not only with regard to the point from which [terminus a quo] and with respect to goods deprived, as the one who has saved us or freed us from our sins, from the wrath of God, from the accusation of the Law, from death, from judgment, and from eternal damnation. (These follow each other mutually, because God does not become angry except because of sin; the Law accuses nothing else except sin; death is “the wages of sin,” Rom. 6:23, and sin is “the sting of death,” 1 Cor. 15:55. Because of sin, we are subject to the harsh judgment of God, and the fire of hell burns nothing but sins.) But He is also the Savior with regard to the point to which [terminus ad quem] and with respect to positive goods, because He brought perfect righteousness, the grace of God, grace, life, and eternal salvation (Dan. 9:24).
 

(2) Christ is the Savior not only with regard to merit, as the one who acquired salvation for us with His perfect obedience and complete satisfaction, but also with regard to efficacy, because through the Word and the Holy Spirit He applies to us those heavenly benefits that belong to our salvation. For this reason He is called not only [image: ](“Savior”) but also [image: ]—σωτηρία and σωτηριον, that is, salus or salutare [“health” or “salvation”]—Gen. 49:18 and Luke 2:30, to signify that Christ not only acquired salvation for us once with His suffering and merit but also is the fount of salvation from which we can draw the waters of salvation forever (Isa. 12:3; John 1:16).
 

(3) Christ is not a figurative and corporeal Savior—as were Joshua, Othniel, and other saviors of the Old Testament—but the true, proper, and spiritual Savior whom the name befits not only preeminently but also uniquely, because He is the sort of Savior who alone saves us (Acts 4:12); who saves us from every evil, because He saves us from sin, which is the beginning of every evil (Matt. 1:21); who saves us with His merit and efficacy (1 John 2:2); who saves us most perfectly, inchoatively in this life, consummately in the life to come.
 

Joshua was a type of our Savior. He was first called “Hoshea,” but Moses changed this name to “Joshua” by prefixing the letter [image: ] for this purpose: (a) To promise a more certain salvation and victory over the Canaanites to Joshua himself and through him to his people, a victory that was beginning with this reconnaissance (Num. 13:[17–]18). “Hoshea,” you see, is formed from the imperative and means “Save!” “Joshua,” however, is from the future: “he will save.” (b) To indicate that God was going to bestow many good things on him, and so Moses added [image: ], the first letter of God’s four-letter name, to “Joshua. “ (c) Because Moses, with the prophetic Spirit, foresaw that Joshua was going to be a type of Jesus Christ both in name and in fact—namely, in leading the people into the land of Canaan. Just as God added to Abraham and Sarah the letter [image: ] from God’s four-letter name to signify that He would be born from them as a man, so He added the letter [image: ] to the name of “Joshua” so that the name “Jehoshua” might contain all four letters of God’s name and to signify that Jesus—whose type Joshua was—would be Jehovah, that is, the true God.
 

(4) We must distinguish between a mediate Savior, such as are also the Father and the Spirit, because they save through the Son (“I shall save them in the Lord, their God,” Hosea 1:7), and an immediate Savior, such as the Son is. Here, again, we must distinguish between the efficacy of saving or the application of salvation, which is common to the three persons of the Trinity, and the mode of saving or the acquisition of salvation through the incarnation, namely, through suffering and death, which is proper to the Son.
 

(5) Christ is the Savior of all people [1 Tim. 4:10] with regard to merit and acquisition, because He merited salvation for all people without exception with His suffering and death; and He is the Savior only of believers with regard to fruit and application, because they alone are rendered partakers of salvation through faith.
 

Antithesis.
 

§ 7. (I) The Jews neither read nor pronounce the saving name “Jesus” because they were forbidden “to call to mind the names of other gods” (Exod. 23:13). If by chance they accidentally speak it, they punish themselves by hitting themselves. Furthermore, as a terrible blasphemy, they say [image: ] understanding by apocope [image: ], “May his name be wiped out” (Fagius on Exodus 33). In place of “Jeshu,” which makes 316 in numbers, they read [image: ] (“and vanity”), which gives the same number (Antonius Margarita, De fide Judaeorum). Christian magistrates, however, had to repress this blasphemy with very severe punishments. In the Qur’an, sura 29, it is written [image: ] [“Isaiah, the son of Mary”] by transposing the letters disgracefully.
 

(II) Irenaeus (Adv. haeres., bk. 2, ch. 41, p. 140) gives another etymology of the name “Jesus,” the rationale for which lies hidden and secret. He says: “According to the Hebrews’ own language, the name ‘Jesus’ has two-and-a-half letters, as their learned people say. It signifies that He is the Lord, who contains heaven and earth, because ‘Jesus’ is heaven according to the ancient Hebrew language, while the earth is called ‘Sura Usser.’ The Word that has heaven and earth, therefore, is Jesus Himself.” And later: “Again, according to the Hebrew language, ‘Jesus’ has two-and-a-half letters.”
 

It was, however, an ignorance of the Hebrew language, which Irenaeus had in common with very many of the ancients, that misled him into this opinion. (1) The name [image: ] has four letters, not two-and-a-half. (2) Those who derive it from [image: ] or [image: ] rather than from [image: ] are contradicting the angel, that is, God Himself, at whose order the angel spoke. (3) Irenaeus seems to have ignored the proper and original meaning and to have followed some Jewish cabala. After all, who can search out what the name “Jesus” has in common with [image: ] and [image: ], and what the words “Sura” and “Usser” are, of which no trace are extant among the Hebrews?
 

** He asked the opinion of a Jew, and the Jew deceived this man who was so very eager to learn, for he says, “as their learned people say.” **
 

(III) Some derive the name [image: ] from the four-letter name “Jehovah” [image: ]. Jacobus Faber Stapulensis: “In the name ‘Jhesus’ an aspiration must be placed behind [the J], because in the Tetragrammaton, the yod preceded the he but not the he the yod.” Hagostratus, in Galatinus: “The chief letters of the Tetragrammaton are yod, he, vav, which seem to correspond to these letters of ours: I, H, V; but when these are joined together, they form this blessed name. The title is added to designate the cross through which we are saved.” Osiander argues that the name “Jehovah,” which previously one could not speak, was made speakable by inserting the letter [image: ]. He thinks that Luke consequently is saying that that previously unspeakable name was called out by the angel; that is, that it was pronounced in the name “Jesus” and was to be written [image: ].
 

However: (1) The angel does not take it from “Jehovah” but from [image: ]. (2) The name “Jehovah” is written [image: ], but the name “Jesus” is written [image: ], and this diversity of letters proves a different etymology. (See Galatinus, bk. 3, ch. 20.) (3) According to the interpretation of the angel, the name “Jesus” is not directly and immediately the name of a person but of an office, denoting the act of saving. The name “Jehovah,” however, indicates the very essence of God, from the root [image: ] or [image: ] [“He is”], because being is most especially proper to God. (4) The name “Jehovah” befits Christ according to His divine nature, but the name “Jesus” embraces both natures. (See Galatinus, loc. cit.)
 

(IV) Some want the name “Jeshua” to have an affinity with the word [image: ], which means “subsistence” and “existence,” because in His two natures, divine and human, Christ established one indissoluble subsistence, hypostasis, and person. However, the true etymology is not this allusion, of whatever sort it may be, but that which the angel hands down.
 

(V) There are some who derive the Greek name [image: ] [“Jesus”] from [image: ] [“I heal”] or from the Syriac[image: ][“I heal”], so that “Jesus” is the same as “physician.” [Epiphanius],1
Haeres. 29: “The Hebrew language says that Jesus is called ‘healer’ or ‘doctor’ or ‘preserver.’ “ Basil (Ascet.) and Cyril (Catech. 10) do the same thing, but in Matthew the angel shows that we should look for the origin from [image: ].
 

[Questions.]
 

§ 8. (I) The question arises: Is the name “Jesus” written “Ihesus” with aspiration? This is solemn for the Jesuits, and for this reason they generally place “IHS” with a cross superimposed, as an abbreviation, in the frontispieces of their books. Buntingus thinks that it is of little import whether it is written with or without aspiration. However: (1) Neither in Hebrew nor in Greek is there a letter or aspiration “H”; consequently, it also should not be added in the formation of the Latin word. (2) Although [image: ] could appear to have been contracted from [image: ] with the shewa changed into a tsere because of the letters [image: ] and [image: ], which were elided through crasis (because it is formed from the Hiphil [image: ]; and because that son, Josedek, who in Haggai and Zechariah is called [image: ], is elsewhere called [image: ] in Ezra 2:2 and Neh. 7:7; and [image: ] the son of Nun, is called [image: ] in Neh. [8]:17), nevertheless it is evident on the basis of the Syriac version of the New Testament that the name of the Savior is not written as [image: ] but as [image: ] Yet even if in the Hebrew there is a [image: ], the Latin that has been formed from the Greek [image: ] nevertheless ought not have an aspiration. [image: ] is formed directly from the root [image: ] by a shewa (just as [image: ], “fowler,” is formed from [image: ], and [image: ] “anointed one,” is formed from [image: ]; or it is formed from the future [image: ], “he will save.”
 

(3) Pagninus, in his explanation of Hebrew names, teaches that we should write “Jesus” as [image: ] but not as [image: ], because in the inscription on the cross that is preserved in Rome in the Church of the Holy Cross it is found written in that way. Although this argument is of very little weight among us, nevertheless it is correct to set it against the Jesuits.
 

§ 9. (II) The question arises: How would the Greek [image: ]
and the Latin Jesus be formed from the Hebrew [image: ]? The Septuagint translators render the names [image: ] and [image: ] as [image: ]. The angel followed them when he attributes that name to our Savior in order to show that the figures of the Old Testament are being fulfilled in Him. Meanwhile, lest the change in spelling and pronunciation take anything away from the true meaning of this name, he adds the clear explanation that it is taken from the root [image: ] in the Hiphil and means “Savior.”
 

Now, the question arises of how the name [image: ], from which the Latins have taken the name “Jesus,” would be formed from [image: ]. Some claim that we must simply reject this spelling and pronunciation because it originates from a corruption of the Jews who, in order to take away from Christ the honor of saving, have elided the root letter [image: ] from His name, and in place of [image: ] they write [image: ] in order to hide that poisonous blasphemy about which we spoke earlier. Before that blasphemy of the Jews developed, however, the Septuagint translators wrote [image: ], in which the [image: ] has likewise been elided. Therefore some people respond that, according to Baal Aruch in the Lexicon Thalmudicum, it was customary for the Syrians to elide the letters [image: ] and [image: ], especially at the end of a word, because they customarily do not pronounce but absorb the letter [image: ] because of its difficulty. As a consequence, they read [image: ] instead of [image: ], from which comes the name [image: ], to which ς was added, because the Greeks were in the habit of adding that at the end of foreign words.
 

But because it is clear that it takes its origin from the Hebrew rather than from the Syriac, others proceed in this way: The name [image: ] to the Greeks has three syllables because the iota is a vowel as far as they are concerned, though it is a consonant for the Hebrews and Latins. Second, they render the vowel point tsere under the yod in “Jeschua” as an η, because η sounds like “e.” Third, they render the guttural [image: ] as “s” for the sake of a softer pronunciation. In this way they [also] formed Messias out of Meshia.
 

§ 10. (III) The question arises: Was the name “Savior” attributed to the Messiah in the Old Testament also? Some people think that the name “Jesus” was known not only to the Jews and the prophets but also to the Gentiles, because the sibyls had foretold many things about the Messiah and about His name, “Jesus.” Familiar is the song of the Erythraean sibyl, whose acrostic renders this sentence: [image: ]
[image: ]
[image: ]
[image: ].” (See Constantine the Great, Orat. ad coetum sanctorum, which is found in Eusebius after his life of Constantine; Augustine, De civit. Dei, bk. 18, ch. 23; etc.)
 

On the other hand, some claim that it was first revealed by the angel in the New Testament, and to this they apply the statement of the prophet, “He will be called with a new name that the mouth of the Lord will declare” (Isa. 62:2). However, this has to do properly and principally with the church of the New Testament.
 

Some embrace a middle opinion: namely, that this name of the Messiah was revealed to the devout, not to the Gentiles. Nevertheless it was revealed to the devout of the Old Testament: (1) In types, because Joshua, the son of Nun and the leader of the people of Israel, as well as his son, Josedek, the priest, who were types of Christ, were called by this name, as will become clear later. (2) In promises and prophecies. “I wait [image: ] for Your salvation, O Lord” (Gen. 49:18); that is, “Your saving,” which “You will prepare before the face of all people,” as Simeon explains (Luke 2:30–31). “Who will give out of Zion [image: ] the salvation of Israel?” (Ps. 14:7). “… that we may know Your way upon earth and [image: ], Your salvation among all nations” (Ps. 67:2). “Our God is a God of salvation” (Ps. 68:20). Augustine comments on this passage in this way, De civ. Dei, bk. 17, ch. 18: “God, the God of salvation, is Jesus, which is interpreted ‘Savior’ or ‘saving.’ You see, the explanation of this name was given when, before He was born of the Virgin, it was said: ‘You will call His name Jesus because He will save His people from their sins.’ Because His blood was shed for the remission of their sins, surely it was not right for Him to have other escapes from this life except that of death. Therefore when it had been said, ‘Our God is a God of salvation,’ there was immediately added, ‘and to the Lord belongs the escape of death,’ to show that He was going to save them by dying.” “The Lord announces His salvation” (Ps. 98:2). “All the ends of the earth see the salvation of God” (v. [3]). (This is repeated in Isa. 52:10 and is referred to Christ in Luke 3:6.) “Let the earth open, and let [image: ], salvation and righteousness sprout forth” (Isa. 45:8). “I have given You as a light to the nations that You may be [image: ], My salvation to the end of the earth” (Isa. 49:6). “Say to the daughter of Zion: ‘Behold, your salvation-bringer is coming’ “ (Isa. 62:11). (Cf. Matt. 21:[5]; Rev. 22:1.) “I will save them in the Lord their God” (Hosea 1:7). “I will rejoice in the God [image: ], of my salvation” (Hab. 3:18).
 

We make a distinction: (1) Between the thing expressed by the name and the name itself taken formally. The thing denoted by the name “Jesus” was known to the devout of the Old Testament; that is, they believed that the Messiah would actually be their Savior, and they hoped for their salvation from Him. They did not know so precisely, however, that He would be called by the name [image: ] formally and uniquely. Thus they believed that He was going to be called “Messiah,” that is, in the truth of the matter He was going to be “Immanuel” (Isa. 7:14); “wonderful Counselor,” etc. (Isa. 9:6); “Jehovah, our Righteousness” (Jer. 23:6). However, they could not have understood the proper name of the Messiah from this.
 

(2) Between the proper name and the appellative name. The name [image: ], having a tsere under the [image: ] and a patach under the [image: ], is the proper name. But [image: ], having a shewa under the [image: ] and a qamets under the [image: ], is an appellative of the feminine gender, meaning “salvation” and “liberation.” The former was not well-known to the devout of the Old Testament in the same way as was the latter. From the apocryphal books they add the witness of 4 Ezra [7:28]: “My Son [image: ], Jesus, will be revealed with those who will rejoice with Him.” Also: “My Son Jesus will die, and a generation will turn to Me” [4 Ezra 7:29]. Sirach 43:25: “The Lord Jesus planted him.” However, the very fact that they express the name of Jesus so clearly and lucidly takes authority away from the apocryphal books, because this did not occur in the prophets. Moreover, in Sirach, [image: ] was written by scribal error instead of [image: ] [“islands”], for in the Greek it reads: [image: ] or [image: ][“He planted islands into it,” or “in it”].
 

The name “Jesus,” therefore, was new: (a) With regard to its particular application, because the angel applied it to our salvation and brought it down from the heavenly court to earth. (b) With regard to a clearer revelation, because the power of this name was noticed more completely and more deeply in the New Testament. (c) With regard to its signification, because in the Old Testament there had not been the sort of Savior as Christ is, nor will there be another in the New Testament such as He.
 

§ 11. (IV) The question arises: In Zech. 9:9, why is the Messiah not called [image: ]
in the active sense, but [image: ], “saved,” in the passive? We respond: The Targum explains this actively: [image: ], “liberator” or “redeemer.” In his Lex., Schindlerus explains it in the same way and compares it with the word [image: ] in Deut. 22:27: “There was no rescuer for her.” In this way, the [image: ] would be formative of a noun from the letters he-emanthi, but because such formations of nouns hardly ever occur, it is more simple to take it as a Pual2
[passive] Niphal, and this provides a suitable meaning. Christ is not only “Savior” but is also Himself “saved.” That is, because He wished to redeem us with His suffering and death, and descended into the depths of our wretchedness, therefore it was necessary that He be saved first, so that, having been saved, He might be able to save us too. “I looked around, but there was no helper; I was in anxiety, and there was no one to help” (namely, among men). “My own arm” (the power of My divinity) “has saved Me, and My anger” (or zeal) “has helped Me” (Isa. 63:5). Some think that the very name [image: ] has the form of a passive participle and means not “Savior” but “saved.” And yet it is not a Pual3 [passive] Qal but a Thoar,4 as “Joshua” is formed from the future [image: ] or from the noun [image: ], “salvation.”
 

§ 12. The practical use is consoling, and the devout ancients explain this in very sweet words. Because this name was applied to the Messiah not by human decision but by divine command, because His name is proper and uniquely His, because it includes the treasury of all the benefits that come down to us from Christ, therefore the foundation for every true and solid comfort is being presented to us in this name. Galatinus, bk. 3, ch. 20: “The other names for the Messiah are taken from the effect of salvation itself, and they signify either the source alone or the means alone or the end of salvation alone. But this name ‘Jesus’ contains and expresses sufficiently the entire process of our salvation, namely, the source, means, and end. Therefore it includes everything else.” The name “Jesus” is a necklace woven with various gems and pearls. The heavenly Bridegroom gives it to His betrothed, and on it He impresses His own likeness deeply [ad vivum]. The name “Jesus” is, as Bernard says (Song of Songs, sermon 15, col. 532), “honey in the mouth, a song in the ear, a cry of exultation in the heart. It gives light to what has been said, it gives food to what is thought, it softens what is cried out.” The name “Jesus” is the paradise of our heart, a paradise in which we look upon the flower of love, the rose of humanity, the violet of humility, the lily of purity, the hyssop of cleansing, the myrrh of incorruptibility, the palm of victory, the olive of mercy, the balsam of healing. In this paradise of our soul you see the tree of life, the rod of Aaron, the shoot from the root of Jesse, the offshoot of David, the living vine, a packet of myrrh, a flower of the field and a lily of the valleys, the font of salvation and life. You see, whatever is set forth in these figures, all of that is contained briefly in the name “Jesus.”
 

Hilary, explanation of Psalm 51: “The angels adore this name, the demons tremble at it, and humans take their salvation from it.” Epiphanius, Haeres. 29, p. 53: “The name ‘Jesus’ means ‘Healer’ and ‘Physician.’ “ Bernard, Sermon 2 super Missus est, col. 27: “Oh, that the Lord Jesus would deign to count me, a sinner, among His people, that You may save me from my sins. For truly blessed is that people whose Lord is Jesus Himself, whose God is Jesus.” Bernard again, Sermon 2 de circumc., col. 64: “By His very own nature He has the power to be Savior; this name is inherent in Him. No human nor angelic creature has clothed Him with it.” Song of Songs, sermon 15, col. 532: “The name ‘Jesus’ is food, light, medicine. You have this medicament for yourself, O my soul, and it lies concealed in the capsule of this word, which certainly is Jesus, the bringer of salvation. You will find it effective against absolutely every plague of yours.” Sermon de coena Domini, col. 1710: “ ‘Jesus’ is sweet in sound, sweet in appearance, sweet in name. The name ‘Jesus’ is sweet and pleasant, consecrated from eternity, announced by the angel, foretold by the oracle of Solomon, who said, ‘Your name is oil poured out,’ etc.” Anselm, De mis. hominis, p. 89, from Augustine, De contrit. cord.:
 


O Jesus, for the sake of Your sweet name, do unto me according to Your name. Forget the arrogant one who provokes You. Look kindly upon the wretched one who calls upon You. O Jesus, Yours is a sweet name, a delightful name, a name that comforts the sinner, a name of blessed hope! For what is Jesus except Savior? Therefore for Your sake alone, O Jesus, be Jesus for me. Be my kind Savior! Do not, O Lord, do not pay attention to my wickedness so as to forget Your goodness. O good Lord Jesus, though I have admitted that for which You could condemn me, You have not lost that by which to save me.

 





“Say to my soul: [image: ], I am your salvation” (Ps. 35:3). If you need the forgiveness of sins, this name has been given to you for this very reason: because He will save His people from their sins (Matt. 1:21). If you need defense, this name is a very strong tower (Prov. 18:10). If you need righteousness, that is given in this name (Jer. 23:6). If you need the Holy Spirit, He is given through this name (John 14:26). If you need salvation, salvation is in it (Acts 4:12).
 

§ 13. Thesis II. “Christ” means “anointed,” from
[image: ]
[“I annoint”], because our Savior was anointed with the oil of gladness, that is, with the fullness of the Holy Spirit.
 

Let this be the explanation: As the name “Jesus” is Hebrew with regard to its first origin, so the surname “Christ” is Greek. Therefore the fact that our Savior is marked with a Hebrew and a Greek title makes known that He is the Savior of both Gentiles and Jews, that is, of all people without exception. The name “Christ” corresponds to the title “Messiah,” which is taken from the root [image: ] (“he anointed”). In John 1:[41] Andrew says, “ ‘We have found the Messiah,’ which is interpreted, ‘the Christ.’ “ In John 4:25 the Messiah is said to be Christ. ([image: ] [“Messiah”] comes from the Chaldaic [image: ] with the [image: ] changed into σσ and [image: ] into the Greek ending -ας).
 

The name “Messiah” is attributed to the Son of God, the promised Savior, in: 1 Sam. 2:10: “The horn of the Messiah.” Ps. 2:2: “They set themselves against the Lord and His Christ.” Ps. 132:10, 17. Dan. 9:25: “Until the coming of the Messiah, the prince.” Verse 26: “The Messiah will be cut off.” It is attributed to Him also in many passages of the Chaldaic paraphrase. Gen. 49:10: “Until the Messiah comes.” Isa. 53:1: “Behold, My servant, the Messiah, will understand.” Mic. 5:2: “The Messiah will come forth from you before Me.” Augustine, Contra literas Petiliani, bk. 2, ch. 104: “Christ’s name comes from ‘chrism,’ that is, from ‘anointing.’ The Hebrews say that He is the ‘Messiah,’ and this word is harmonious with the Punic language, just as very many, and in fact almost all, Hebrew words are.” Tractate 7 on John: “ ‘Messiah’ means ‘anointed’ in Latin, ‘Christ’ in Greek. He was uniquely anointed, He was especially anointed, and for this reason all Christians are anointed.”
 

§ 14. The definition of the title is: (I) Figurative [typica], because the prophets, priests, and kings of the Old Testament, who were anointed with holy oil, were types of Christ. The oil was called [image: ] and consisted of four spices: myrrh, cinnamon, calamus, and cassia. It is evident that the priests were anointed from the account of Exodus [29]. It is evident that the kings were anointed from the histories of Saul, David, Solomon, Jehu, etc. (The Hebrews note that the successors of an anointed father were not anointed. In regard to the example of Solomon, they respond that this happened because of the sedition of his brother Adonijah. This, however, is not certain.) It is evident that the prophets were anointed from the account of Elisha (1 Kings 19:[16]). Justin, Dial. cum Tryph., p. 244: “After they received this, all kings and anointed people bore [the title] of being called ‘kings’ and ‘christs.’ “ Lactantius, Inst. div., bk. 4, ch. 7, p. 202: “ ‘Christ’ is not a proper name but a title of power and kingship, for this is what the Jews used to call their kings. The Jews had previously been commanded to prepare the sacred ointment with which those who were called to the priesthood and kingship could be anointed. Just as now for the Romans clothing of purple is a sign of royal dignity that has been assumed, so for the Jews, anointing with the sacred oil would grant the royal name and power. For this reason, we call Him ‘Christ,’ that is, ‘the Anointed One,’ who in Hebrew is called ‘Messiah.’ “
 

(2) Proper, because Christ “was anointed with the oil of gladness” (that is, with the Holy Spirit) “beyond His fellows” (Ps. 45:7). (See Isa. 61:1; Dan. 9:24; Luke 4:[18]; Acts 4:27; 10:38; Heb. 1:9.) (Some claim that there are two kinds of anointing in Christ: one by which the Word Himself, by assuming the human nature, anointed it with the fullness of His own Spirit, Col. 2:9, in regard to which they understand the prophecy of Dan. 9:24; the second, by which God the Father anointed Christ as man “with the oil of gladness beyond His fellows,” in regard to which they understand the words of Ps. 45:7 and Isa. 61:1. But this is one and the same anointing by which the Father anointed Christ according to His human nature with the Holy Spirit and by which Christ anointed His own flesh with the oil of deity and the fullness of His own Spirit, just as there is one and the same communication by which the Father is said to have placed His Son at His right hand according to the human nature and by which the Son carried the assumed flesh to the right hand of the Father. You see, though it was not the Father and not the Holy Spirit but the Word alone who assumed the flesh into the unity of His person, and thus the goal5 of this assuming is not the person of the Father or of the Spirit but of the Word, nevertheless that was one and the same action of the three persons.)
 

From this a clear distinction is apparent between the anointing of the kings, priests, and prophets of the Old Testament and the anointing of Christ: (a) With regard to the efficient cause. The former were anointed mediately through other prophets and priests, but the latter was anointed immediately by God Himself. (b) With regard to the material. The former were anointed with external oil, but the latter with internal and invisible oil—that is, the Holy Spirit. (c) With regard to the end. The former were anointed for an earthly and worldly kingship, but the latter for a heavenly and eternal one. (d) With regard to the effect. The anointing of Christ brings usefulness even to us, because the anointing of the Spirit comes down from Him as the head upon us as His members, and even we “have received of His fullness” (John 1:16), which cannot be said about the kings and priests of the Old Testament. Athanasius, Contr. Arian., orat. 2, p. 171: “Not like Aaron and David and all the rest was He Himself also anointed with oil, but in a different away, ‘above all His fellows,’ which, the prophet has explained, was the oil of the Holy Spirit. ‘The Holy Spirit was upon Me because He anointed Me.’ “
 

Antithesis.
 

§ 15. (1) Justin Martyr seems to draw the name “Christ” from [image: ] [“use”] (Apol.
 

2. pro Christ., p. 42).6 He says: “It is claimed that we are Christians. And yet it is not right to hate what is [image: ], that is, proper and good.” Sylburgius is correct in warning that “the etymology is merely allusive,” because Justin is alluding to a common custom at that time, because Christ was being called “Chrestus” at that time without anyone knowing the definition of that name. Lactantius, loc. cit.: “We must explain the definition of this name because of the ignorance of those people who are in the habit of calling Him ‘Chrestus’7 with a letter changed.”
 

(2) What Justin writes in Apol. 2. pro Christ., [ch. 6,] p. 35, is to be taken in the same way. He writes: “He is called ‘Christ’ because through Him God anointed and adorned all things.” And in the same place he adds that this name includes a meaning not at all familiar. However, because the definition of the title is obvious and has been explained in Holy Writ, it is pointless to spend a long time asking about other things. Augustine, De civ. Dei, bk. 17, ch. 16: “Who is so ignorant in this religion or so deaf toward its fame that has spread far and wide that he does not know that Christ was so called from ‘chrism,’ that is, from ‘anointing’?” (Compare also Augustine, De cons. evang., bk. 1, ch. 3; Retract., bk. 1, chs. 12 and 26; Cyril, Deincarn. unig., ch. 1; etc.)
 

§ 16. The question arises: Could the Son of God also have been correctly called “Christ” in the Old Testament before His incarnation? Some deny this: (1) Because in the fullness of time—that is, after His incarnation took place—He received this anointing. Dan. 9:24: “Seventy weeks of years have been decreed … to anoint the Anointed One of the saints.”
 

(2) Because this name includes both natures, namely, the anointing deity and the anointed humanity. Irenaeus, bk. 3, ch. 20, p. 209: “In the name ‘Christ’ we hear the one who anointed and the one who was anointed as well as the very ointment with which He was anointed. Indeed, the Father anointed, but the Son was anointed in the Holy Spirit, who is the ointment.” Athanasius, Contra Arianos, orat. 5, p. 321: “Christ is considered as both together.” Damascenus, Orthod. fid., bk. 3, ch. 3: “We say that the name ‘Christ’ belongs to the hypostasis not as if it were an altogether singular thing, but as signifying a subsistence of two natures. For He anointed Himself—as God anointing His own body with His own divinity, and as man being anointed—for He Himself is the latter and the former, and the divinity is the chrism of His humanity.” Athanasius, De salut. adv. Christi, p. 494: “This name ‘Christ’ should not be thought of apart from the flesh.” (Compare Origen, [image: ] bk. 4; Hilary, De trinit., bk. 11; Ambrose, on Hebrews 1; Augustine, on Psalm 44 and tractate 7 on John; Eustachius, in Theodoret, Dial. 1; Damascenus, bk. 3, ch. 4, and bk. 4, ch. 6; etc.) Because the human nature of Christ, therefore, did not yet exist in the Old Testament, surely unction also did not yet have a place; as a consequence, He could not yet have been called “Christ.”
 

However, though the human nature according to which Christ was anointed in the fullness of time did not yet exist in the Old Testament, nonetheless even in the Old Testament our Savior both truly existed and also could have been called “Christ.” It is for this reason also that even before His incarnation, this name is attributed to the Son of God (1 Cor. 10:9; Eph. 1:4; Heb. 13:8): (1) Because of the sameness [[image: ]] of the person. After all, there is not one Son of God in the Old Testament and another Christ in the New; but He is one and the same person who became composite [[image: ]] through the assumption of the humanity in the New Testament. Meanwhile, the sameness of His person remained (John 8:38).
 

(2) Because of the decree of God made already from eternity concerning the anointing of the Savior. Therefore as He is called “the Lamb slain from the beginning of the world” (Rev. 13:8), namely, by reason of the eternal decree (1 Pet. 1:20), so also our Savior is and can be called “Christ” by reason of the divine decree.
 

(3) Because of the prophecies published in the Old Testament about the anointing of the Messiah (Dan. 9:25).
 

(4) Because of the figures and types of this anointing in the kings, prophets, and priests of the Old Testament who preceded.
 

(5) Because of the efficacy of this anointing, because the granting of the Holy Spirit comes to believers not only in the New Testament but also in the Old, because of Christ, who was anointed with the fullness of the Holy Spirit.
 

(6) Because of what is connoted or because of the term. Christ was anointed in the New Testament to be our king and priest. And yet already in the Old Testament He was mediator, king, and priest for the Church according to His divine nature. Therefore as [image: ] by metonymy signifies the establishment of a king or priest, because anointing with the sacred oil would confer royal power and priestly dignity, so Christ also was anointed in the New Testament; that is, He was established as the King of His Church. Therefore some use this distinction: The name of Christ is taken in two ways: (a) As it is the name of the royal and priestly office that is common to both natures. (b) As it is the name of the office with a connotation of temporal investiture and inauguration that takes place through the anointing of the Holy Spirit, in which regard it indeed indicates the person [suppositum], but, nevertheless, according to the human nature.
 

§ 17. The practical use is: (1) Consoling. Our Savior is Christ, who has been anointed with the fullness of the Holy Spirit to be our king and priest, for which reason He is called the oil itself. Isa. 10:27: “The yoke will be destroyed because of the Oil, for Jehovah has anointed Him with His Spirit,” as Jonathan the Chaldean interprets it. We, therefore, can “receive of His fullness” (John 1:16). He has been divinely established as our king (Ps. 2:9); therefore He will protect and defend the subjects of His kingdom from all their foes. He was anointed as a priest; therefore He will intercede for us at the right hand of the Father. Justin, [image: ]. et resp., q. 135, p. 374: “The word ‘Christ’ embraces all the rest of His titles within itself, even though we may not always use them all. But if Jesus of Nazareth is the promised Messiah, surely from Him all those benefits come down to us that the Old Testament said would be granted to us through the Messiah.”
 

(2) Exhorting. From “Messiah” we are called [image: ], Messiani, “anointed people” (1 Chron. 17:22; Ps. 105:15). From “Christ” we are called “Christians” (Acts 11:26) because “we, too, have received anointing from Him” (1 John 2:27; [1] Cor. 2:[12]). Justin, Dial. cum Tryph., p. 276: “Just as your entire race is called ‘Jacob’ and ‘Israel’ from that one Jacob whose surname was ‘Israel,’ so also we are and are called ‘sons of the true God’ from that Christ who begot us unto God.” Therefore let us behave ourselves as people anointed and consecrated to God, touching nothing unclean and not sharing in the dead works of sinners. We have been anointed by Christ to be spiritual “kings and priests” (Rev. 1:6); we are “a royal priesthood” (1 Pet. 2:9). Therefore as kings let us fight bravely against Satan, the world, and our flesh. As priests, let us offer to God “spiritual sacrifices acceptable through Christ” (Rom. 12:1; 1 Pet. 2:5; etc.).
 



1  Read Epiphanius instead ofEusebius.
 

2  Read Pual instead of Paul.
 

3  Read Pual instead of Paul.
 

4  I.e., an adjectival form, derived from the verb: Johannes Buxtorf, “Lexicon Breve Rabbinico-Philosophicum” in Lexicon Hebraicum Et Chaldaicum (Basel: Johann König, 1663), s.v. [image: ]
 

5  Terminus, that is, the terminus ad quem, which is the point at which a movement comes to rest. In this case, the human nature of Christ was assumed into the unity of Christ’s person specifically, which is where the motion of assuming ended, so to speak.
 

6  [image: ] is the root of the adjective [image: ] (“useful, good”).
 

7  Read Chrestum instead of Christum.
 




  


CHAPTER II: ON THE HOMONYMS
 

§ 18. Thesis I: The name “Jesus” along with related titles is attributed also to other men in the Old Testament, but in a far different sense from that by which it is assigned to our Savior. I call related titles those which come from the same root [image: ]. Such are “Joshua,” “Hosea,” “Jeshua,” and “Isaiah.”
 

The Hebrew name [image: ], “Joshua,” and by contraction[image: ], is attributed: (1) To the son of Nun, the servant and successor of Moses, the leader of the people of Israel. He was first called [image: ], “Hoshea,” from the imperative [image: ], which name was something like a wish and prayer that God would save. However, because God had promised that through this very son of Nun He would provide to the Israelites temporal salvation and a figure of salvation, Moses changed his name to [image: ] [“Joshua”] (Num. 13:[16]) either from the preterit [image: ] or from the future [image: ] with the yod changed to a vav. (2) To the Beth-shemite, in whose field stood the cows pulling the cart in which the ark of the Lord was (1 Sam. 6:14). He is called [image: ]. (3) To the prince of the city of Jerusalem in the days of King Josiah (2 Kings 23:8). He is also called [image: ]. (4) To the chief priest, the son of Josedek, who performed his priesthood after the return from the Babylonian captivity (Hag. 2:[4]). Zech. 3:1: “He showed me [image: ], the high priest.”
 

The following were called “Hosea” [or “Hoshea”]: (1) The servant of Moses before Moses changed his name to Joshua. (2) One of the prophets, the son of Beeri (Hosea 1:1).
 

“Jeshua,” [image: ], was the name of one of the doorkeepers who were in the service of Kore the Levite (2 Chron. 31:15). It was the name for one of the Levitical priests who came to Jerusalem with Zerubbabel (Neh. 7:7, 43; 8:7), and for one of the sons of Pahath (Neh. 7:11). The same name, contracted as [image: ], is attributed to the priest, the son of Josedek (Ezra 2:2; 3:2; Neh. 7:7).
 

“Isaiah,” [image: ], was the name of one of the prophets, the son of the prophet Amoz, who was the brother of King Amaziah who was killed by Manasseh (Isa. 1:1). He was so called from [image: ], the “salvations and comforts” about which he preached.
 

Some add the name [image: ] or [image: ] (Gen. 46:17; Num. 26:44), but the root letter [image: ] is not in it.
 

The Greek [image: ] is attributed in the version1 of the Septuagint translators: (1) To Joshua, the successor of Moses (Sirach 46:1; Acts 7:45; Heb. 4:8). (2) To the high priest Joshua, the son of Josedek (Sirach 49:[12]). (3) To the author of the book of Ecclesiasticus, who was the son of Sirach, the grandson of a Jesus having the same name as he, written in his introduction. (4) To a Christian teacher in the New Testament, who was called with the surname “the Just” (Col. 4:11) and who had retained this name from the circumcision, that is, from Judaism.
 

§ 19. But though the name [image: ] ([image: ] in the Greek) is also attributed to others, it is not attributed to them in the same manner and sense as it is attributed to Christ. (1) It is attributed to Christ not only chiefly and especially but fully uniquely, for He is the only Savior of the human race, and in Him alone true salvation is set before us (Matt. 1:21; Acts 4:12; 10:43). It is attributed to the others, however, because of some corporeal deliverance that they provided their people or in memory of a deliverance presented by their forefathers; or they were given that name merely for the sake of a good omen and salvation hoped for.2
 

(2) Those who are called “saviors” in the Old Testament were all merely types of that unique Savior who was to be sent in the New Testament. For as Joshua, the servant and successor of Moses, led the people of Israel into the Promised Land, which Moses was unable to do, so Christ leads us into eternal life, which was prefigured in the region of Canaan, something that the Law was unable to accomplish (John 1:17). Just as the ark of the Lord stood in the field of Joshua the Beth-shemite, so Christ is the true ark of salvation, the one “mercy seat” [propitiatorium] (Rom. 3:25), whose type was the ark of the covenant in the tabernacle. Just as Joshua, the son of Josedek, was in charge of the rebuilding of the temple after the Babylonian captivity, so Christ is the spiritual rebuilder and architect in the New Testament (Zech. 6:12). Just as Jesus Sirach was the most learned and famous teacher of his day, so Christ illumined the world with His heavenly wisdom and teaching. Bernard, Homily 3 super Missus est, col. 27: “I read that the two Jesuses preceded as a type of Him (Jesus of Nazareth), that both were in command of their people, one of whom led his people out of Babylon, the other of whom led them into the Promised Land.” Those indeed “defended from their foes those whose leaders they were; but they never saved their people from their sins, did they? But this Jesus of ours saves His people from their sins and leads them into the land of the living.”
 

(3) Galatinus and those who follow him, such as Pagninus and Jansenius (Harm., ch. 7), look for a diversity of derivation. They say that [image: ] [“Jeshua”] is a simple noun derived from the root [image: ], “he saved,” but that [image: ] [“Jehoshua” or “Joshua”] is compounded from [image: ] [“Jehovah”] and [image: ], which means “salvation” and “happiness.” Also, [image: ] means the same thing as “savior” or “salvation” itself, but [image: ] is translated as “God will save” from “Jehovah” and[image: ]
 

And yet: (a) The Septuagint translators, Josephus, and Philo, De carit., translate “Yeshua” or “Joshua” as [image: ]. (b) Haggai (1:1, 12, 14; 2:[2, 4]), and Zechariah (3:1) name the priest who was the son of Josedek and who was a type of Christ “Jeshua” or “Jesus,” whom Ezra (Ezra 3:2, 8, 9; 4:3) calls “Jehoshua” or “Joshua.” (c) In Hebrew, both names have the same letters and the same root, [image: ] Therefore, it is not sufficiently safe to resort to a diversity of the name and the etymology.
 

§ 20. The question arises: Do the Jesuits act correctly in naming themselves from Jesus the Savior? Not only do the Papists call St. Francis a type of Jesus [Jesus typicus] because of his five wounds—which they imagine the angel impressed on him in order that he might more perfectly express the type of our Savior, and for this reason they address him with these words, Libr. Conformit. in prosa, f. 194: “O Francis, type of Jesus and leader of the Minorites, always present on our behalf your pious scars to Christ,” etc.—but they even call their whole order of new monks “the Society of Jesuits” after the Savior, Jesus. They attribute to others not only the name but even the thing denoted by the name. They do this both obliquely when they do battle for the merits of works (for when they attribute the merits of works to the saints, they establish them as saviors), as well as directly. They imagine that Francis with those five scars of his saves from eternal death living people who have lived from his time until the end of the world. Because Petrus Paulus Vergerius opposed this blasphemy with a refutation, Paul III condemned that writing of Vergerius in 1559.
 

Before the Jesuits, however, some monks wanted to name themselves after Jesus. Platina mentions that around 1326 there arose in Portugal some who wanted themselves to be called “the soldiers of Jesus.” Around 1366, the Order of Jesuates began at Siena. In regard to these, Sabellicus recounts that at first they were called “Apostolics,” but later “Jesuates,” from the fact that the name of Jesus, the great King, was often on their lips. In 1410, a man of Bologna established the Order of the Savior. The Jesuits of our time have wanted to walk in the footsteps of those men. The Jesuits’ order was confirmed around 1555 by Paul IV. They took over this divine name for themselves because they thought they were following the teaching and life of Jesus Christ more perfectly than anyone. In the preface to Epi. Indic., they call themselves “new athletes who have brought help to the Christian faith, which was now falling and torn apart.” Benedictus Arias Montanus, preface to Bibl. Antverp. of 1584: “They seem to occupy their minds with Jesus alone, to live well for Him alone, to follow Him quite closely, and to accompany Him. They profess this openly and boast of it.”
 

This name [Jesuits], however: (1) Is new. Otherwise catholic antiquity is always on their lips, but this name is neither ancient nor catholic. They constantly accuse us of novelty, but they make themselves guilty of this crime even more by arrogating that name. How does a new name fit with an old teaching and religion?
 

(2) It is schismatic. All the disciples of Christ, ever since the times of apostolic preaching in the New Testament, are called with the one name of “Christians,” so that by the unity of that name they might be reminded that they are members of one mystical Body under one Head, Christ. Anyone who adopts another way of being named has dissolved the bond of unity (1 Cor. 1:12). Ignatius, Letter 6, ad Magnes.: “Let us be worthy of this surname, ‘Christian,’ that we have received, for he who is called by a name other than this is not of God. He who denies that he is a Christian is at the same time convicted of the Christ he has denied.” (See [Ius canonicum], ch. Non solum, 11, q. 3, from Augustine.)3
 

(3) It is arrogant. Why in the world do they want to separate themselves from the other Christians with a peculiar and special name? Do they really want themselves to be the only worshipers and disciples of Jesus? Did Jesus really promise and prepare salvation for them alone? Are they really Jesus’ only partakers in the salvation to be granted to men? Why do they arrogate something that is common to all the devout for themselves through sacrilege? Thuanus, bk. 35, p. 735: “From the time when Guilielmus Pratensis, bishop of Clermont, assigned the School of Clermont to them at Paris, the fellows of the Clermont School suppressed the arrogant and ambitious (as it seemed to many) name of the Jesuits with which they have now for some time been named.”
 

(4) It does not befit the thing signified. You see, this new breed, the Jesuits, are as far removed from Jesus the Savior as the highest heaven is removed from the lowest earth. Whether you consider the teaching or life or fortune of Christ in this world, it is everywhere obvious that it is not only most greatly diverse from that of the Jesuits but even most greatly contrary. They attack the doctrine of Christ; they defend the decrees of the Roman pontiff and human traditions; they do not imitate Christ’s humility, gentleness, patience, simplicity, etc. See the Assertio contra Jesuitas, ch. 7ff., Doctrinae Jesuit., vol. 1, p. 17, 1. Rupell. edition, 1589, and the anti-Jesuit epigram, which begins: “If Jesus can love you presbyters who bear the names of your associate, Jesus, then may I perish!”
 

(5) The more sensible Papists disapprove of it. It was forbidden in the Conference of Poissy, in the name of the entire French church on Dec. 15, 1561, in order that they would avoid completely the title “Jesus” and “Jesuits” and even “the Society of Jesus.”
 

(6) The Jesuits chose it out of rash ambition. Ribadeneira, De vit. Ignat., bk. 2, ch. 12, and Maffeius, bk. 2 of the same work, ch. 5, teach that Christ Himself gave this name to His very own society when Ignatius went to Rome in 1537: “God appeared in His Son and commended the associates of Ignatius whom even Christ accepted as His associates when He said to Ignatius: ‘I will be kindly disposed to you at Rome.’ “ Montaignes, De la vérité defend., ch. 66, alleges that the pope gave that name to this society. The untruth of both assertions, however, is clear from the fact that, before the confirmation, they used this title in their supplicatory letters sent to Paul III to obtain confirmation, for they say: “Those in our society, which we want to be known by the name of Jesus, wish to do battle under the banner of the cross.”
 

§ 21. Gretserus makes the exception (Apolog. contra Steinium): “If it is correct to name the faithful ‘Christians’ from ‘Christ,’ then it is also just as correct to name the fellows of His society ‘Jesuits’ from the name ‘Jesus.’ “
 

We respond: The nature of these are far different. (1) We are called “Christians” in the Scriptures (Acts 11:26), but nowhere are we called “Jesuits.” (2) We are called “Christians” from “Christ,” because we become partakers of a spiritual anointing, but we cannot be called “Jesuits” because Christ allows no associates in earning or granting salvation.
 

** Panormitanus: “The name ‘Christian’ is assumed correctly because Christ communicated an anointing to us. But we cannot be called ‘Jesuits’ correctly because He is the one Savior.” **
 

If they make the exception that they call themselves “Jesuits” not actively but passively, we respond that in this sense all the truly devout can call themselves “Jesuits,” that is, those that have become partakers of salvation through Christ. Why, then, should they usurp for themselves alone what is common to all? (3) Ludolphus Carthusiensis, who lived two hundred years before the rising of the Jesuits, gives a different reason for the difference. He writes as follows, De vita Christi, part 1, ch. 10:
 


“Christ” is the name of grace; “Jesus” is the name of glory, honor, and holiness. Just as in this life we are called “Christians” from “Christ” through the grace of Baptism, so in heavenly glory we shall be called “Jesuits” in the Lord Jesus in heavenly glory, that is, people who have been saved by the Savior. The saints who are in heaven and are enjoying eternal glory are true, triumphant Jesuits. The holy servants of God who are still on earth fighting and doing battle should in the midst of their perils retain and bear the name of their military organization, and that is the true name “Christians.” But if they behave themselves in such a way as the saints who sit in eternal glory upon the throne of salvation, then they can get the name “Jesuits.” Because they wish to be considered in the number of those doing battle and fighting under the banner of Christ, however, they ought also to be content with the name of Christ.

 





This is in agreement with the statement of Pelbartus de Themeswar in his Pomerium sermonum, pars aestiv., de circumc., sermon 4:
 


“Jesus” is a divine name, the name of eternal salvation. “Christ” means “the Anointed One,” and this is the name of the Christian military service. This name “Christian” is that by which they know that they are like oiled boxers in the fight against the world, the flesh, and the devil. For this reason, the name of Christ befits us at the present because of our salvation-bringing military service. In the future, however, when we shall be in salvation, the name of Jesus will befit us, that is, the name of salvation.

 





(This author flourished in the year 1437.)
 

(4) The truly devout and faithful are called “Christians” from “Christ,” because they seek their salvation uniquely in Christ, cling uniquely to the Word of Christ, through faith are members of Christ, and by Christ become partakers of a spiritual anointing. The Jesuits, however, under the name of Jesus attack the doctrine of Christ and His true members. Therefore what Irenaeus (bk. 1, ch. 3) writes about the heretics of his time befits the Jesuits: “They display the name of Christ Jesus as a provocation, but, as they introduce the wickedness of the Antichrist in various ways, they mortify many through this good name while badly ruining its meaning. Through the sweetness and dignity of that name they hold out the bitter and malignant poison of the serpent, the prince of apostasy.” Also fitting is the statement of Athanasius, Contra Arianos, orat. 2, and Ad Theoph. de Arianis, bk. 3: “They feign ‘Jesuitism’ and fight against Jesus. They bear the name of Jesus and speak with the mouth of the devil.” Again fitting is what Bishop Serapion writes against some heretics: “Wearing the skins of the sheep of Christ they say what they are not, and what they are, they are unwilling to say. They cover up their wickedness with the robe of the name. They indeed have a common name, but they are eager to destroy the name of Christ completely, fighting against Jesus and yet invoking Jesus.”
 

§ 22. Thesis II. The name “Christ” is also attributed to some men in the Old Testament, but in a far different sense from that in which it is attributed to our Savior. The Greek [image: ] [“Christ”] corresponds to the Hebrew [image: ] [“Messiah”], which in general is assigned to priests and kings. Lev. 4:3: “If a priest [image: ], who is anointed, sins ….” Some understand Ps. 105:15 in this sense: “Touch not [image: ], my christs,” that is, the fathers who were great, like kings anointed with oil.
 

In particular, it was attributed: (1) To Saul. 1 Sam. 12:3; 24:6: He is “the anointed of the Lord.” In 2 Samuel 1, “the shield of Saul was not anointed with oil,” that is, he fell as if he had not been anointed as king. (2) To David, who was a type of Christ (2 Sam. 19:21; 22:51). (3) To Cyrus, the king of the Persians, whom Scripture calls “Koresh” (Isa. 45:1 [Hebrew]).
 

We explained earlier what the difference is between the anointing of the kings and priests of the Old Testament and the anointing of Christ in the New Testament—and, as a consequence, the difference between those types of Christ and our true Christ. Here we take note of the fact that the name “Christ” is assigned to our Savior in two ways: (a) Absolutely, as Christ is considered as a person consisting of two natures within Himself. (b) Relatively, as Christ is considered as the Head of the Church with which He constitutes one mystical Body. The prior sense they call “literal”; the latter, “of synecdoche.” 1 Cor. 12:12: “Just as the body is one and has many members … so it is also with Christ.” 1 Cor. 15:28: “The Son Himself will be subject to the Father.”
 



1  Read versione with Cotta instead of visione.
 

2  Read speratae with Cotta and Frankfurt/Hamburg editions instead of separatae.
 

3  Canon Law, “Decretum,” pars 2, causa 11, quaestio 3, ch. 85; Friedberg, vol. 1, col. 666–67.
 




  


CHAPTER III: ON THE SYNONYMS
 

§ 23. Thesis: Various names are attributed to Christ in the Scriptures: because of the duality of natures in Him, because of the multiplicity of benefits that come down to us from Him, and because of the majesty of the office that He performs and of the glory to which He was elevated.
 

The exposition follows. Christ is the aim and center of Scripture, the foundation of our hope and salvation, the heart and joy of the heavenly Father, and for these reasons He is also honored with various praises and names in Scripture. In his book De div. nom., Dionysius asserts that the sum of all those things that we must know and believe about God are contained in the names that are attributed to Him in Holy Writ. In the same way also, we can affirm this very thing in truth with regard to the names attributed to Christ, namely, that they propose briefly the sum of all those things that are said about the person and office of Christ.
 

Justin Martyr, Dial. cum Tryph., p. 221: “In the Scriptures, the Son of God is called ‘the rational power and glory of the Lord,’ sometimes ‘Wisdom,’ sometimes ‘Angel,’ sometimes ‘God,’ sometimes ‘the Lord’ and ‘the Word.’ As He appeared in the form of a man to Joshua, He said that He was the ‘chief captain.’ “ Page 251: “In the books of the prophets He was named by one in one way and by another in another way as ‘Wisdom,’ ‘day,’ ‘rising sun,’ ‘sword,’ ‘stone,’ ‘rod,’ ‘Jacob,’ and ‘Israel.’ “ Page 278: “He was called ‘the angel of great counsel’ and ‘man’ by Ezekiel, ‘the Son of Man’ by Daniel, a ‘little child’ by Isaiah, ‘Christ’ and ‘God who is worthy of adoration’ by David, ‘David’ and ‘Christ’ and ‘the stone’ by many, ‘Wisdom’ by Solomon, ‘Joseph’ and ‘Judah’ and ‘a star’ by Moses, ‘sunrise’ by Zechariah, ‘submissive to suffering’ and ‘Jacob’ and ‘Israel’ again by Isaiah, and also ‘rod’ and ‘flower’ and ‘the chief cornerstone’ and ‘the Son of God.’ “
 

Ennodius, In natali Epiphanii, sang these sweet verses about Christ:
 


The font, the right way, the stone, the calf, the bringer of light, the lamb,
The door, hope, virtue, the Word, Wisdom, seer,
The harbor, the bush, shepherd, mountain, net, dove,
Flame, giant, eagle, Bridegroom, patience, sinew,
Son, Most High, Lord, God: Christ is all of these.
 




 

§ 24. Otherwise, various people distribute those names of Christ in various ways. (1) Some are names of nature, such as “Immanuel”; but some are of imposition, such as “Jesus” and His surname, “Christ.”
 

(2) Some are titles of honor, some of love, some of His office and work.
 

(3) Bernard, Song of Songs, sermon 15, col. 530: “You read many words for the Bridegroom scattered throughout every divine page, but I include them all for you in these two. I think you will discover nothing that does not express either the grace of piety or power.”
 

(4) The following are the principal and foremost divisions: Some titles are attributed with regard to the person of Christ, some with regard to His office. Those attributed to Him with respect to His person befit Him either with regard to His divine nature, with regard to His human nature, or with regard to both natures. Those that are attributed to Him with regard to His office are given to Him with respect to His royal or priestly or prophetic office. Here we must note that very many of His names apply simultaneously to His person and His office, and their explanation depends on the purpose for His incarnation. You see, because the Word (the Son of God) assumed His human nature in order to be able to perform the office of Mediator, Redeemer, and Savior for which the properties of both His human and divine natures were required; and, again, because Christ is our Savior and Redeemer, we understand from this that He is God and man in unity of person. Meanwhile, we gladly admit that some titles apply to the person of Christ directly and primarily, but to His office indirectly and secondarily, and this is the sense in which also this division should be taken.
 

(5) Some titles are proper, but some are figurative and metaphoric. Here we should note that they are said to be figurative and improper only because of the manner of signifying that befits creatures primarily, but not because of the thing signified, which is far more perfect in Christ our God and befits Him primarily.
 

§ 25. The following are the more important proper titles attributed to Christ with respect to His divine nature. He is called “God,” “the true God,” “great God,” “Jehovah,” “Lord,” “the Son of God,” “God’s own, only-begotten, and only Son.” The more important figurative titles that are attributed to Christ with respect to the same divine nature are these: He is called “Word” [[image: ]], “the Word of the Father,” “image,” “imprint and radiance,” etc.
 

The more important proper titles that are attributed to Christ with respect to His human nature are these: He is called “human,” “Son of Man,” “man,” “boy,” “Son of Abraham,” “Son of David,” “Son of Judah,” “Shiloh,” and “firstborn of Mary.” These are the figurative titles that are attributed to Him with respect to the same nature: He is called “seed of the woman,” “seed of Abraham,” “seed of Isaac,” “seed of Jacob,” “seed of David,” “the fruit of the loins of David,” “the rod and shoot from the root of Jesse,” the tsemach or “sprout,” etc.
 

To this class belong also the titles that are attributed to Christ in Scripture with respect to both natures, divine and human, according as they are considered not only on the basis of their essential principles but also in His personal union and exaltation to the right hand of God. For instance, He is called “Immanuel,” “the Lord of all,” “the Heir of all things,” “King of kings and Lord of lords,” etc.
 

With respect to His office as Savior in general, He is called by these proper titles: “Jesus,” “Christ” or “Messiah,” “Savior,” “Salvation,” “Mediator,” “Redeemer,” “expectation of the nations,” etc.; and by these figurative titles: “Bridegroom,” “Head,” “Cornerstone,” “Foundation,” “Rock,” “Lion,” “Bread from heaven,” “Sun,” “Light,” “Morning Star,” “Vine,” “Book of Life,” etc.
 

With respect to His priestly office in particular, He is called: “our Priest,” “Chief Priest,” “Intercessor,” “Sacrifice,” “Lamb,” “Passover Lamb.” With respect to His prophetic office, He is called: “Prophet,” “great Prophet,” “Shepherd,” “Chief Shepherd,” “Master,” “Rabbi,” “Teacher,” “Apostle,” “Minister of circumcision,” etc. With respect to His royal office, He is called: “King,” “Prince,” “Prince of Peace,” “Ruler,” “Leader,” “Judge,” etc.
 

§ 26. It is not enough, however, to keep the bare titles as well as the classes or cells of these titles; it is also necessary that we note their meaning and definition. Above, we discussed (1) the name “Jesus” and (2) the name “Christ.” Here we note that both names have respect directly and primarily to the office, and secondarily and consequently to the person or to the divine and human natures, because if Christ were not God and man in the unity of His person, He could not be our Savior, as we gather from the listing of the causes because of which our mediator had to be both God and man. If He were not the God-man [[image: ]], He could not have been anointed with the fullness of the Holy Spirit according to His human nature, because Christ is not only called “Savior” but also emphatically “Salvific and Salvation,” namely, because He is the only source of our salvation, outside of whom and beyond whom there is no salvation. (See Gen. 49:18; Isa. 62:11; John 4:[22]; Acts 28:28.)
 

(3) He is called “Mediator” (1 Tim. 2:5; Heb. 8:6; 9:15; 12:24) with regard to His person and office, for He is the “middle,” that is, the Second Person between the Father and the Holy Spirit; He is the mediator between God and men, divinely appointed from eternity. In the fullness of time, He assumed human nature in which He offered perfect obedience and satisfaction for the sins of the world and in this way reconciled the human race to God the Father. By the power and merit of His obedience and satisfaction, He intercedes for us before the Father. For these reasons, He is always found in the middle as the true mediator. He was born “in the middle of the night” (as some claim from Wisdom 18:14); He suffers “in the middle of the world,” that is, in Jerusalem, which was situated at the midpoint of the earth (Ps. 74:12). He was crucified in the midst of thieves; He died in the middle between heaven and earth, namely, hanging in the air. After His resurrection He stood “in the midst of His disciples” (John 20:19). He promises that He will be in the midst of them when two or three are gathered together (Matt. 18:20). He walks in the midst of the golden candlesticks, that is, of the churches (Rev. 1:13), so that, like the heart in the middle, He distributes the Spirit and power into all the parts of His mystical Body.
 

(4) He is called “Immanuel” (Isa. 7:14), which means, if you interpret it, “God with us,” primarily with regard to the person, because in the unity of His person He is God and man, “God revealed in the flesh” (1 Tim. 3:16); who became flesh and “dwelt among us” (John 1:14), for which reason God is said to have been “with Him” (Acts 10:[38]). (Matthew himself, [1:]22, provides this interpretation, for after he had described the annunciation that the angel made to Mary that the promised Savior would be born of her, he added: “All this took place to fulfill what had been said through the prophet,” for if Immanuel were not God and man, He would not be able to be “Jesus.”) In fact, if this name is not referred to the personal union of the two natures but is taken merely as a reference to the gracious presence and help of God, nothing specific and proper would be attributed to Christ that would not be common to Him with the rest of the devout (Ps. 91:15; Isa. 43:2; etc.). Galatinus, bk. 3, ch. 18: “ ‘Immanuel’ is the name of the nature, for it is evident that nature itself, which gives a thing its form, also gives a thing its name, just as what is man gives a man both his humanity and name. For someone should not be called a man except because of the nature of a man of which he is a partaker. So also, the Messiah is our Immanuel, that is, if you translate it, ‘God with us.’ That is, He is called God and man—both from the Spirit and from His mother—and this is what all Christians believe and call Him, because He shares two natures, divine and human.”
 

Secondarily, with regard to His office He is called “Immanuel,” because He is with us through His intercession before the heavenly Father, through His defense against all foes, and through His support and comfort in all adversities. The Hebrews reproach us in vain for this, saying that “Jesus of Nazareth was not the promised Messiah because His mother and others did not call Him ‘Immanuel.’ “ You see, it is evident that for the Hebrews “to be called” very often signifies the same thing as “to be.” (See Tertullian, Contra Jud., ch. 9; Justin, on q. 135; and Lactantius, bk. 4, ch. 12.) By no means, therefore, does the prophet intend that the Messiah must be named with these very same syllables at His circumcision. Instead, his intention is that He is actually going to be such that this name can be predicated of Him. Thus it says that the Messiah will be called “our Righteousness, Wonderful, Counselor, Prince of Peace,” etc., all of which cannot be taken in the sense that all these names would be names of imposition, but rather names of the nature and of the thing. Chrysostom, on Matthew 1: “It is the custom of Scripture to posit the outcomes of things in place of their names.”
 

(5) He is called [image: ], “Redeemer” (Job 19:[25]; Isa. 59:20; 1 Cor. 1:30): (a) In power, because He is true God, equipped with sufficient powers to redeem the human race (Ps. 49:8; Isa. 35:5). (b) In affection, because He has been connected with us by the close kinship of His flesh. (c) In effect, because by having put forward His blood as the price He has redeemed us from the power of Satan and death, from sins, from the wrath of God, and from eternal damnation. Daily He redeems us from various temptations and adversities. Finally, He will redeem us from this perverse world and will transfer us into His kingdom, etc.
 

(6) He is called [image: ] “Wonderful” (Judg. 13:18; Isa. 9:6): (a) Because of the wonderful union of His two natures. (b) Because of His wonderful conception and birth from the Virgin. (c) Because of His wonderful redemption. (d) Because of the wonderful administration of His kingdom.
 

In the same way, we must draw together and observe the reasons for the rest of His names.
 

§ 27. The figurative titles comprehend many things briefly. In this way Christ is called: (1) our “Bridegroom” (Matt. 9:15; 25:1; Mark 2:19; Luke 5:34; John 3:29; etc.): (a) Because of spiritual betrothal (Hosea 2:19; 1 Cor. 6:17). (b) Because of love (Eph. 5:26). (c) Because of acquisition. Samson and David acquired brides for themselves by shedding the blood of their enemies. Christ shed His own blood on the altar of the cross to obtain the Church as a bride for Himself (Acts 20:28). (d) Because of the granting of earnest money [arrha], which is the Holy Spirit (2 Cor. 1:22). (e) Because of defense, nourishing, naming, and sharing in His honor. (f) Because of the very intimate union. (g) Because of the arrangement of the heavenly nuptials that He has promised (Rev. 19:7). (See our commonplaces On the Church [Commonplace XXV], § 18; On Marriage [Commonplace XXVIII], § 423.)
 

(2) He is called “our Head” (Eph. 1:22; 4:15; 5:23; Col. 1:18; etc.): (a) By reason of His condition, namely, of excellence, dignity, and eminence, for the head is the most noble and most eminent among the rest of the members. (b) By reason of kinship, for the head is of the same nature as the body, just as Christ is consubstantial [[image: ]] with us according to His human nature. (c) By reason of His direction and governance. The head directs the rest of the members, just as Christ governs all things in the Church. (d) By reason of conjunction and union [[image: ]]. As the nerves, connecting the entire system of the body, go forth from the head and indeed from the brain, so also the mystical Body is “joined and knit together” through Christ (Eph. 4:16). (e) By reason of communication. The head communicates feeling and movement to the rest of the body. So also Christ communicates the Holy Spirit to the Church. (f) By reason of defense. The head looks out for the defense of the rest of the members.
 

(3) He is called “the Cornerstone” (Ps. 118:22; Isa. 28:16; Matt. 21:42; Mark 12:10; Luke 20:17; Acts 4:11; 1 Pet. 2:7): (a) Because He supports the spiritual edifice. (b) Because He joins the Jews and Gentiles into one Church (Eph. 2:20–21). (c) Because of the stumbling of the wicked but the raising of the devout (Luke 2:34). For almost the same reasons He is called “the Stone,” “the Rock,” “the Foundation” (Isa. 8:14; Matt. 16:18; 1 Cor. 3:11; etc.). Here we must connect the figures of the Old Testament regarding the rock that was struck by the rod of Moses and from which water then flowed (1 Cor. 10:4); regarding the stone that had seven eyes (Zech. 3:9) (that is, the perfection of the gifts of the Holy Spirit); regarding the openings in the rock (that is, the wounds of Christ), in which the doves (that is, faithful souls) hide (Song of Songs 2:14, etc.).
 

(4) He is called the “Lion of the tribe of Judah” (Rev. 5:5): (a) Because of His divine strength and power. (b) Because of His dominion and eminence, because the lion is the king of all animals. (c) Because of His watchfulness (the lion sleeps with its eyes open). (d) Because of His efficacy, for He has snatched us from the mouth of the infernal lion. So, then, lion is opposed to lion—the heavenly to the hellish. (e) Because of His protection, for He defends us powerfully, just as a lion protects its cubs. (f) Because He has a nature that is free from fear.
 

Especially, however, He has revealed Himself as a courageous lion in His resurrection. In His suffering He is a lamb; in His resurrection, a lion (Rev. [5:5–6]): (α) Because at that time He especially revealed the power of His divinity (Rom. 1:4). (β) With its roar, the lion strikes terror into animate creatures, which fail as they are struck by its force. Thus Christ, raised again from the dead, drew the nations to Himself through the preaching of the apostles. (γ) Lion cubs sleep for three days and nights right after they are born, and then are roused by the roaring of their father. Origen (Genesis 49, homily 17) applies this to the risen Christ, who has earned resurrection to life for us. (δ) Pliny says (N. H., bk. 8, ch. 16): “Special nobility comes to a lion when his mane covers his neck and forelegs.” So also the majesty of Christ shone forth especially through His resurrection when He was clothed in the garments of immortality. (ε) At that time He terrified all His foes and put them to flight, just as the lion does to other animals. Then He burst the bonds of death, etc.
 

(5) He is called “the Lamb”: (a) Because of His immolation and sacrifice. In Rev. 5:6, He stands as a lamb slain. (b) Because of His gentleness and patience (Isa. 53:[7]). (c) Because of His purity and innocence (1 Pet. 1:[19]). (d) Because of His beneficence, for we are clothed with the merits of Christ as if with fleece.
 

He is called “the Lamb of God” (John 1:29), both with regard to the difference—because He is not a Levitical lamb nor a lamb that was a type, such as were in the Old Testament, but the Lamb of God—and because of His excellence, for He was foreordained by God, was promised in the protevangelium [Gen. 3:14–15], was foreshadowed in the sacrifices and in the Passover lamb, was sent in the fullness of time to be the sacrifice (1 Pet. 1:15, 19–20). Hilary, Lib. de Patris et Filii unitale, bk. 1, p. 765: “He is called ‘the Lamb,’ that His innocence and suffering may be shown.”
 

(6) He is called “the Sun” (Mal. 4:2; Luke 1:78): (a) By reason of His eminence. The sun is the chief of the other stars; it is the eye of the world; it is set in the middle of the planets;1 etc. (b) By reason of His property and efficacy. Just as the material sun has three properties, so also the spiritual Sun has: (α) Illumination in His ray, for He grants the light of faith and grace. (β) Location in the middle. The sun has three planets below and above itself. So also Christ is the mediator between God and men. (γ) Heat in its depths. So also Christ kindles hearts with His divine love. (See Weidner, De loc. fid. praecip., p. 238.) The sun, as the source of light, communicates its own light to the moon and the other stars, illumines the entire world, bestows its life-giving heat to things beneath the moon, makes the earth fertile, provides alleviation to the sick. All of these can be applied mystically to Christ. (c) By reason of His abundance. Without any envy, the sun communicates its light equally to things beneath the moon [and] finishes the entire hemisphere with its daily course. So also Christ, through the preaching of the Gospel, offers the light of grace generously and freely to all. (d) By reason of His love for man [[image: ]]. The heliotrope plant turns itself toward the sun. So also our hearts must turn to Christ. Nothing is more pleasant for prisoners than to see the sun, and nothing should be sweeter to us in our spiritual captivity than to direct the eyes of faith to Christ.
 

(7) He is called “the Light” (Isa. 42:7; 49:6; 60:1—Cf. Acts 13:47; Rev. 22:[5]—Luke 2:32; John 1:4; 3:19; 8:12; etc.). He is called this: (a) Essentially, because of His divine nature (1 John 1:5 and Irenaeus, Adv. haeres., bk. 2, ch. 16). God is entirely eye, entirely light. (b) Hypostatically and personally, for He is “the radiance of the glory” (Heb. 1:3). As a ray is born impassibly [[image: ]] from the sun and is of the same age as the sun, thus is the Son born from the heart of the heavenly Father. (c) Actively and effectually. He brings forth the light of the Gospel from the bosom of His eternal Father; “He enlightens every man coming into this world” (John 1:9); He scatters the darkness of sins; He directs our steps; He offers joy to contrite hearts.
 

(8) He is called “the Star” and, to be precise, “the Morning Star” (Num. 24:17; Rev. 22:16): (a) Because of His birth from the Virgin. Gregory, Moral., bk. 19, ch. 30: “Christ, born of the Virgin, appeared like a light-bringer amid the darkness of night, because He put the darkness of sin to flight and announced an eternal dawn for us.” (b) Because of the splendor of His resurrection. After His death, He appeared alive and became for us our Morning Star because, when He revealed the example of our resurrection in Himself, He showed what light would follow. (c) Because of the dignity of light. The stars scatter the darkness of night with their shining. So also Christ scatters the darkness of this life and of our sins. (d) Because of the happiness promised. Christ promises life and eternal light to devout believers; and, just as the light-bringer or morning star announces that light will come quickly, He causes us to shine like stars in the firmament in His heavenly kingdom.
 

(9) He is called “the Vine” (John 15:1): (a) Because of natural kinship. The vine is of the same nature with its branches. So also Christ is true man and our brother. (b) Because of the richness of benefits. The branches receive life and sap from the vine. So also all spiritual blessings come down to us from Christ alone. (c) Because of the worthlessness of external splendor. The vine is not praised because of its height, like the cedar, or because of its strength, like the oak, but because of its fertility and the goodness of its fruit. So also the kingdom of Christ lacks external splendor in this world. (d) Because of the usefulness of His fruits. His fruits are the brightness of divine grace, the splendor of spiritual gifts, the strength of Christ’s blood. (e) Because of the diversity of its branches. Some have tendrils and some are fruit-bearing, as Columella distinguishes them. In the same way, some Christians grow rank with words while remaining empty of every good work.
 

(10) He is called “the bread of life,” “the tree of life,” “the wood of life,” “the Book of Life” (John 6:35; Rev. 2:7; 17:8; 20:12, 15; 22:2, 4, 19): (a) Because of prefiguring, because the tree of life in Paradise and the manna in the wilderness were types of Christ. (b) Because of predestination. We are written in this Book of Life through eternal election. (c) Because of the communication of spiritual life. With this heavenly bread, we are nourished unto eternal life. Having been inserted2 into this tree by true faith, we partake of life.
 

In the very same way, the other titles that are attributed to Christ are to be weighed piously and explained according to the analogy of faith. An illustrious picture of Christ is extant in Rev. 1:13ff. The robe reaching to His feet with which He was clothed is the symbol of His priesthood; the cincture, of His readiness in administering the priesthood; the golden sash, of His royal dignity. His white hair is the symbol of His eternity, holiness, and wisdom; His eyes, “like a flame of fire,” are the symbol of His omniscience; “His feet, like burnished bronze refined as in a furnace,” are the symbol of His anger against His enemies. His voice, “like the sound of many waters,” signifies the multitude of people who would turn to Him; the double-edged sword signifies the sword of the Word with which He converts the devout, slays the wicked, etc.
 

§ 28. Thesis II. Among the synonyms there belong the types that prefigured Christ along with His benefits in the Old Testament, of which very many more can be numbered.
 

There are two parts of this thesis: (1) The types of Christ also belong among the synonyms. This is clear from the fact that Christ is named from those types. Thus, because Adam, the first parent of the human race, was in some ways a type of Christ, Christ is called “the last Adam” (1 Cor. 15:[45]). Because David was in some ways a type of Christ, Christ is therefore called “David” (Ps. 132:10; Ezek. 34:23; 37:24), etc. This is because: (a) He was promised to David in particular. (b) He was born of his seed. (c) David was a type of [Christ]. In fact, those types are nothing other than figures and parabolic descriptions explaining in greater detail precisely that very thing which the figurative names include more briefly.
 

(2) The second part of the thesis is this: There are many types of Christ in the Old Testament. This is clear because, according to Augustine (Contra Faustum, bk. 22, ch. 42): “Not only the tongue but also the life of the ancients was prophetic.” In addition, the accounts of the Old Testament provide a use not only in the literal sense but also in the mystical sense, for they are like wrappings with which Christ was covered. To gather such types of Christ from the Old Testament, to establish prudently the parts of application according to the analogy of faith, but especially to observe carefully those types that the apostles and even Christ Himself applied to Christ in the New Testament is, therefore, worthy of pious and intelligent diligence. We shall provide an example and present Christ for contemplation in one or two types.
 

§ 29. (I) Adam and Christ are both compared with each other typically and as agreeing, and are opposed to each other antithetically and as disagreeing. (See Rom. 5:12; 1 Cor. 15:21ff.) (The comparison is established between Christ and Adam before the fall; the opposition, between Christ and Adam after the fall.) The more important parts of the comparison are as follows: (1) Adam is the father of all human beings, and from him they all receive their life (Acts 17:26). Christ is the “eternal father” (Isa. 9:6), from whom and through whom we are reborn to eternal life (1 Cor. 15:45).
 

(2) The name “Adam” means “red” because he was formed out of reddish dust (Gen. 2:7). Christ is the one “who comes from Edom, in crimsoned garments from Bozrah” (Isa. 63:1). He made red the clothing of His human nature with His blood in the Passion.
 

(3) Adam was formed from land that was still virgin, that is, which had not yet been cultivated by men (Gen. 2:[5–7]). Christ was born of His mother, the Virgin Mary (Luke 1:[34–]35); He is the “stone cut by no man’s hand” (Dan. 2:45).
 

(4) Adam was created after the image of God (Gen. 1:26). Christ is the substantial image of God the Father, born from eternity of the substance of the Father (Col. 1:15; Heb. 1:3). Ambrose, bk. 4 on Luke: “Adam was made from virgin soil; Christ, from a virgin. The former was made after the image of God; the latter is the image of God,” etc.
 

(5) Adam’s origin was from heaven and earth because his body was formed out of the earth, but his soul was breathed into him by God (Gen. 2:7). According to His divine nature, Christ is the Lord from heaven, born from the heart of His Father (1 Cor. 15:47); according to His human nature, He was born of the Virgin on earth.
 

(6) Adam had been established as the lord of all creatures (Gen. 1:28). “All things have been given into (Christ’s) hands” (John 3:35); and “all things have been put under
 

His feet” (Ps. 8:[6]).
 

(7) Adam was established as the guardian and colonist of Paradise (Gen. 2:15). Christ is the master and guardian of the mystical paradise, which is the Church (Ps.
 

12:4).
 

(8) The light of heavenly wisdom was shining in Adam, because he was giving a suitable name to each animal (Gen. 2:20). In Christ “are hidden all the treasures of wisdom” (Col. 2:3); He Himself grants us a “new name,” that we should be called the sons of God (Rev. 2:17).
 

(9) Before the fall, Adam was pure and innocent, immune to every stain of sin, because he was created after the image of God, that is, in perfect holiness and truth (Eph. 4:24). Christ is undefiled, without guile, and “no deceit was found in His mouth” (Isa.
 

53:9; Heb. 7:26).
 

(10) A rib is taken from the side of the sleeping Adam, and from it a wife was made for him (Gen. 2:21). So also, from the side of Christ, dead on the cross, flowed forth blood and water, the two sacraments of the church of the New Testament, through which the Church is built as the Bride of Christ (John 19:34).
 

One can gather the parts of the opposition quite easily from the apostolic passages we have cited.
 

§ 30. (II) We conclude that Abel was a type of Christ from Heb. 12:24. (1) Abel was a shepherd of sheep (Gen. 4:2); so also Christ is the true Shepherd of the faithful and of the Church (John 10:12). (2) Abel was righteous and innocent (Matt. 23:35; 1 John 3:15); Christ is righteous and holy. (3) Abel is killed by his brother; so also Christ is killed by the Jews, His brothers according to the flesh. (4) The blood of Abel cries out to God (Gen. 4:10); “the blood of Christ speaks better things,” for the former demands revenge, while the latter seeks reconciliation with God (Heb. 12:24). Thus3 the very sacrifice of Abel was prefiguring Christ, because He had to be sacrificed as the Lamb on the altar of the cross (Rev. 13:8). For this reason, by faith, “Abel is said to have offered to God a better sacrifice” (Heb. 11:4).
 

§ 31. (III) We conclude that Noah was a type of Christ from Gen. 5:29 and Matt. 24:37. (1) Noah means “comforter” (Gen. 5:29); in Christ we have all rest and comfort for our soul (Matt. 11:28).
 

(2) Noah, “a just and perfect man, walked with God” (Gen. 6:9); Christ is purer and more perfect by far (John 8:46).
 

(3) “Noah found grace before the Lord” (Gen. 6:8). “Christ is the one man in grace” (Rom. 5:15), in whom we also are loved (Eph. 1:6).
 

(4) Noah built an ark in which people were saved from the flood (Gen. 6:14). Christ gathers the Church to Himself, and in it we are saved from the flood of divine wrath.
 

(5) God is pleased with Noah’s sacrifice (Gen. 8:21). Christ “offered Himself as a fragrant offering and sacrificial victim to God” (Eph. 5:2).
 

(6) After the flood, Noah was like the second father of the human race; Christ is the father of the age to come.
 

(7) God enters into a covenant of grace with Noah (Gen. 9:9); Christ is the Angel of the new and eternal covenant (Mal. 3:1).
 

(8) In the evening, the dove brings Noah an olive branch by which he understood that the waters of the flood had receded (Gen. 8:[11]). In the evening of the world, the Holy Spirit came down upon Christ in His Baptism in the form of a dove when He had drowned all our sins in the flood of Baptism (Matt. 3:16; etc.).
 

(9) The rainbow is the sign of the covenant established between God and Noah (Gen. 9:13). This rainbow prefigures Christ (Ps. 89:[39]; Rev. 4:3).
 

(10) Noah and his descendants were supposed to look back at the rainbow and remember the covenant established with God; in fact, God Himself promises that He wants to look back at the rainbow (Gen. 9:13ff.). Christ is the mediator upon whom people ought to look in true faith, and God takes people into His gracious covenant in view of the merit of Christ.
 

(11) Noah was the first to plant a vine (Gen. 9:20). Christ plants the Church.
 

(12) Ham laughed at Noah, who was drunk and naked (Gen. 9:22). Augustine applies this to Christ very elegantly and in great detail in De civ. Dei, bk. 16, ch. 2: “Drunk from love and denuded on the cross, Christ was mocked by the degenerate sons of the Jews.”
 

§ 32. In the same manner, one can explain and apply to Christ not only the history of the patriarchs: Seth (Gen. 4:25), Enosh (Gen. [4]:26), Enoch (Gen. 5:24), Melchizedek (Heb. 7:1f.), Abraham (John 8:56), Isaac (Heb. 11:19), Jacob (Num. 24:17), Joseph, etc.; and of the prophets: Moses (Deut. 18:15), Jonah (Matt. 12:39); and the kings: David, Solomon, etc.; but also the figures of the tree of life [Gen. 2:9], of the river of Paradise [Gen. 2:10], of the sheepskins that clothed our first parents [Gen. 3:21], of Noah’s ark [Genesis 7], Jacob’s ladder [Gen. 28:12], the burning bush [Exod. 3:2], the manna that rained down from heaven [Exodus 16], the serpent lifted on high [Num. 21:8–9], Aaron’s rod [Exod. 7:12; Num. 17:3], etc. (See the Magnalia of Herberger, the Typ. of Backmeister, the Christ. abscondit. of Ludovicus Carbo, etc.)
 

Here, however, we must note that when we deal with allegories, we must use special circumspection, lest we put forth anything contrary to the analogy of faith and provide a stumbling block for the weak and material for mockery for our adversaries. In the same treatment of allegories we must be frugal, letting them be seasoning [[image: ]] rather than food [[image: ]], because the greatest grace is given to allegories if they are demonstrated in the Scriptures themselves. This subject has been discussed in greater detail in our commonplace On the Interpretation of Scripture [1610 Loci Theologici, locus 2], § 137, and in our Method. studii theol.
 

§ 33. The practical use is consoling. There are as many divine and unfailing testimonies about Christ’s benefits as there are names attributed to Him in the Scriptures. Song of Songs 1:3: “His name is oil poured out,” because it offers the sweetest fragrance with which our soul is refreshed and gladdened, etc.
 



1  Following the Scholastics, Gerhard here is assuming a geocentric universe in which there are various spheres surrounding the earth. Closest to the earth is the moon, followed by Mercury, Venus, the sun, Mars, Jupiter, and Saturn. In this scheme, the sun is in the middle of the planets. See Micraelius, Lexicon Philosophicum, fig. XL.
 

2  Read inserti with Cotta instead of incerti.
 

3  Read Sic with Cotta instead of si.
 




  


CHAPTER IV: ON CHRIST’S TWO NATURES IN GENERAL
 

§ 34. Up to this point we have been explaining the nomenclature. Now follows the factual content in which we discuss (1) the person, and then (2) the office of Christ. Let this be the thesis, then: The person of Christ consists of two natures, the divine and the human. The ancients call the consideration of the divine nature [image: ] [“theology”], but they call that of the human [image: ] [“economy,” “dispensation,” “ministration”]. In Christ there is a duality of natures, because He is not only man, and a unity of person, because Christ is one, who consists of two and in two natures, and these two natures, personally united, are one Christ.
 

There are two natures in Christ.
 

There are in Him the one thing and the other [[image: ]], because the divine essence or nature is one thing and the human essence or nature is another thing, but there are not in Him the one subject and the other [[image: ]], because there is not one God and another man, but one God-man [[image: ]], and hence one person.
 

We prove this duality and diversity of natures in Christ: (1) From His titles. He is called “Immanuel, God with us” (Isa. 7:14; Matt. 1:23), not only with regard to His office but also especially with regard to His person, because He is God and man in the unity of His person, as we have demonstrated earlier. The ecclesiastical title belongs here, that He is called [image: ] [“the God-man”], as well as all the names of His office that indeed presuppose both natures and befit Him according to both natures, as will be demonstrated later. Such names are: “Jesus Christ,” “Savior,” “Redeemer,” “Mediator,” “King,” “Priest,” “Lord,” etc. Some refer to this the titles [image: ] and [image: ](Prov. 30:1). You see, Ithiel means “with whom God is strong,” and Ukal means “He was able” or “He was powerful,” because of His divine power.
 

(2) From the prefiguration of types. Melchizedek was “without father, without mother, and without genealogy,” etc. (Gen. 14:18; Ps. 110:4; Heb. 7:3), in order to prefigure Christ, who is without a father according to His humanity and without a mother according to His divinity. In the burning bush (Exodus 3), the wood was not consumed by the fire, etc.
 

(3) From the description of each nature. Obvious and clear testimonies of Scripture are extant about the divine and human natures of Christ, as will become clear from what follows. Therefore we must acknowledge both natures in Him. We should not deny His true humanity because of our confession of His deity, nor should we deny His true divinity because of our confession of His humanity. John 1:14: “The Word became flesh.” 1 John 4:2: “Every spirit that confesses that Christ has come in the flesh is of God.” 1 Tim. 3:16: “God was manifested in the flesh.” Rom. 1:3[–4]: “The Son of God was made of the seed of David according to the flesh; declared the Son of God in power according to the Spirit of sanctification through the resurrection from the dead.” Rom. 9:5: “Christ is from the fathers of the Jews according to the flesh, who is God over all, blessed forever.”
 

(4) From an enumeration of His properties. Whomever the essential properties of the divine and human natures befit, in Him a duality of natures must be acknowledged, because the essential properties of the divine nature are in reality the same as the divine nature itself, and the essential properties of the human nature are consequences of the nature and secondary components of the nature. But now, the essential properties of the divine and human natures befit Christ. Therefore. The difference of the natures has not been removed through the union. Damascenus, bk. 3, ch. 17: “After it was deified, the flesh was not changed from its own nature or from its natural properties [[image: ]], for even after the union, both the natures remained unmixed and their distinctive properties were unharmed.” To this we can relate that obscure saying about Christ: “I am what I was; I was not what I am; and I am the two.” Again: “I am who I was; I was not who I am; and now I am called according to both, I have become both. You do not know Me unless you consider Me from both roots.”
 

§ 35. We add: (5) The constant and perpetual confession of the entire Church. Galatinus, De arcan. Cath. verit., bk. 2, ch. 2, proposes this rule:
 


Wherever the holy writings of the Old Testament hint at the essence of the one God, they almost always also hint in the same place at the plurality of the three persons; and in whatever passage they express the Trinity of persons, they almost always explain the unity of the divine substance in the same place. They do this lest, because of the unity of the singular (one) God, the Trinity of persons be excluded from the divine nature or, because of the Trinity of persons, people believe that there are plural gods. Rather, in the one instance, people believe that there are three divine hypostases distinct from each other without confusion; and in the other case, the unity of God is preserved.

 





In the same way we can form a similar rule with regard to Christ: Wherever the sacred writings of the Old Testament discuss the Messiah, they almost always explain the duality of the two natures and the unity of the person in the same place, lest people deny the duality of natures because of the unity of the person or claim that there are plural persons in Christ because of the duality of His natures. In the protevangelium (Gen. 3:15), the promised Messiah is called “the seed of the woman,” because, as true man, He was going to be born of the Virgin. To Him is attributed the bruising of the serpent’s head, because, as true God, He was going to destroy with His divine power the kingdom of Satan and restore the good things that had been lost through the fall. For this reason, Eve also assigns the name “Jehovah” to her son, whom she had falsely persuaded herself would be the Messiah (Gen. 12:3; 18:18; 26:4; 28:14). It says that the Messiah would be born of the seed of Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob and would bring back the blessing—that is, the spiritual and heavenly goods that had been lost through the fall. The former declares His true humanity, but the latter, His true divinity. In the promise of the Messiah repeated to David (2 Sam. 7:[19]; 1 Chron. [17:]17), both natures are mentioned: “You have seen me in the form of man, You who are God most high.” In the Psalms and the prophets the descriptions of both natures are always connected. Isa. 9:6: “Unto us a Child is born; unto us a Son is given.” Jer. 23:5: “The Messiah is the shoot of David and Jehovah,” etc. The devout made the same confession regarding Christ in the apostolic church, as is evident from all the statements of the New Testament that deal with the person and office of Christ. The same thing was confessed with regard to Christ in the early church, which followed the apostolic church, as is evident from the Apostles’, Nicene, and Athanasian Creeds.
 

§ 36. Here we should cite the outstanding statements of the fathers. Hilary, De Trinit., bk. 9, p. 160: “To deny either divinity or the flesh of our body in Christ is a matter of the same peril, for the one without the other attributes no hope to our salvation. He who does not know Christ as true God and thus also as true man simply does not know, does not know his own life at all.” De Trinit., bk. 10, p. 205: “Christ is both God and man. He has within Himself what is man wholly and truly, and what is God wholly and truly.” On Psalm 46: “Who is this Christ who is of the Jews according to the flesh and who is God, blessed forever? He is God before the flesh, God in the flesh, God with the flesh.”
 

The Council of Chalcedon, in Zonaras, vol. 3, p. 139, and Evagrius, bk. 2, ch. 4, p. 810: “We confess that our Lord Jesus Christ is perfect in divinity and perfect in humanity, truly God and truly man, who consists of a soul endowed with reason and of a body. He is of the same nature with the Father and of the same nature with us, and He has been made like us in every respect.”
 

Augustine, De civ. D., bk. 11, ch. 2: “Now the only way that is infallibly secured against all mistakes is when He Himself is at once God and man—God, to whom we go; and man, by whom we go.” De civ. Dei, bk. 18, ch. 46: “[He is] man, revealed, from a human, the Virgin; God, hidden, from God the Father.” Enchirid., ch. 35: “Jesus is the Son of God, God and man. He is God before all ages, man in our age. He is God, because He is the Word of God; man, because flesh and a rational soul come together to the Word in the unity of His person.”
 

Leo, Letter ad Flavian: “The same one who is true God is also true man. There is no falsehood in this unity when the lowliness of man and the height of God are present together. After all, just as God is not changed by pity, so man is not consumed by dignity …. Just as the Word has not departed from the equality of the Father’s glory, so His flesh has not left the nature of our race; for the Son of God and the Son of Man are truly one and the same. He is God through ‘in the beginning was the Word’ [John 1:1]; man through ‘He was made of a woman, made under the Law’ [Gal. 4:4]. The birth of His flesh is the revelation of His human nature, the birthing of the Virgin is the proof of His divine power. The infancy of the little child is shown by the humility of the cradle; the magnitude of the Most High is declared by the voices of the angels.”
 

Vigilius, Contra Eutych., bk. 3: “Every confession is completely useless and wicked that reveres the Lord Jesus Christ only as God and not as man or only as man and not as God.”
 

Alcuin, De Trinit., bk. 3, ch. 15:
 


We must distinguish two substances in the one Christ: one that has its beginning from the Virgin’s womb, the other that has no beginning and is coeternal with God the Father; one that advanced in age and wisdom, the other that is the eternal wisdom and power of God; one that slept in the ship and was wakened by the apostles, the other that commanded the wind and the waves; one that wept for a dead friend, the other that called him forth from the grave solely with His voice and raised him to life; one that grieved to the point of death, the other that frees the saints from grief and gives them the joy of unending life; one that ascended into heaven in the sight of the apostles and is seated at the right hand of the Father, the other that never departed from the bosom of the Father but has always been with the Father and in the Father and never ceases to be with and in Him.

 





(Here, however, we must be careful lest a breaking apart or separation be inferred from the distinction of natures in their union or working, and lest the communication of divine properties made to the flesh be overturned, as we shall point out in greater detail below.)
 

Antithesis.
 

§ 37. Whoever denies either His divine or His human nature denies the duality of natures in Christ. You see, as the essential whole [totum essentiale] consists of its essential parts, the integral whole [totum integrale] of its integrating parts, such that the whole is destroyed if one part is denied, so also Christ, the person, consists of two natures, divine and human, such that if one or the other is denied, both the duality of natures and the unity of His person are undermined.
 

The Photinians especially, who follow the judgment of their reason, declare that the dogma of the two natures is absurd and paradoxical. Schmaltzius, Exam. 157 errorum, err. 6, p. 5: “That union of the two natures in Christ is so great a fable that hardly any fable is its equal. In addition to the fact that in the entire sacred codex no mention occurs of those two natures in Christ, tell me, please, what does that have in common with sound reason? After all, the one nature, the divine, is imagined to be a person; but the other, namely, the human, is not and cannot be a person but is I know not what, inhering in that person, but yet not an accident,” etc. Pisecius in Not. ad append. Vilkovianas, p. 29: “Whoever is God by nature is not man, and whoever is man by nature is not God. This opposition of the natures is valid, and Roman theology tries to dissolve that opposition by uniting the natures as a finite thing and an infinite one that are not in harmony with each other. I say, it tries to do that, but with no foundation of arguments besides that of Roman theology.”
 

However, what Vigilius (Contra Eutych., bk. 2, p. 34) once said against Photinus, their father, who in his explanation of the human nature inferred illogically a negation of the divine nature in Christ, so also we say the same thing against our Photinians, against “the bad egg of a bad raven” [[image: ]]:
 


When a Manichaean looks at the miracles of such great power that the Son of God has accomplished, he does not want to confess that He is man. When Photinus pays attention to the nature of our body in Him, he judges Him not to be God. The former does this to propagate His powers; the latter, to fill up His weaknesses. The former proclaims His deity; the latter proclaims His humanity. The majesty of so great a name calls the former back from a confession of His humanity. The humility of the injustices that the latter thinks unworthy of God holds him back in his confession of Him as only man. The miracles call the former away; the sufferings hold back the latter. The former is deceived by His deity; the latter is offended by His humanity. The former says, “He is God”; the latter, “He is man.” It is a great miracle for the truth to be confirmed by an attack on it, that both speak the truth when they both are lying. Hear then, O Manichaean, you speak the truth when you say that He is God, and you are deceived when you say that He is not man. And hear, O Photinian, He is truly man, as you assert, though not in the way you assert, but the same one is also God, whom you wickedly flee: He is God to such an extent that the Manichaean denies that He is man; He is man to such an extent that you do not believe He is God, etc.

 





We respond briefly. Articles of faith should not be opposed to each other but should be humbly believed, the judgment of reason having been taken captive to the obedience of one and the same faith. (The argument of the Photinians that Christ is man and therefore is not God was taken from the school of the Jews. John 10:33: “We stone You because of Your blasphemy, because You, being a man, make Yourself God.”)
 

[Questions.]
 

§ 38. (I) The question arises: What do “nature” and “essence” properly denote in this mystery? They call that “the essence of a thing” by which each thing is what it is, and which is explained by the definition of the thing. Some call it that by which a thing is established formally in a certain genus of being. This definition indeed befits the human essence, but it cannot be attributed to the divine, which obviously is not established in a certain genus of being but is Being beyond all being [[image: ]], which is not included within classes of categories but transcends all genera of beings.
 

“Nature” is either the same as “essence” or, if something adds to the essence, it is the essence clothed in its natural properties. Nature is the essence that constitutes a thing and distinguishes it from others, the intrinsic principle of actions. The divine nature of Christ is the divine essence by which Christ is coessential with the Father and the Holy Spirit. The human nature of Christ is the human essence or substance, consisting of a rational soul and the body as an instrument, by which Christ is consubstantial with us humans. The essence or nature differs from the person and subsistence, which the Greeks call “hypostasis.” The confusion of this distinction in this article is the target against which all heretics once struck, not knowing how to distinguish the person or hypostasis from the nature. (See Nazianzen, Orat. 2 de Filio; Theodoret, Dial. 2; and Damascenus, bk. 3, ch. 3 and 11.) However, this distinction will be discussed in our chapter on the personal union.
 

Now, does essence also differ from existence? The matter stands on the sense of the terms. If one understands nothing else by the word “existence” than the essence that exists in actuality, apart from consideration of its causes, there is no real difference between essence and existence. But if existence is taken as “subsistence,” that is, what exists of itself, by which something is not in another as in the terminus of its own existence but has complete existence of itself, then there is the sort of difference between essence and existence as there is between essence and subsistence or hypostasis.
 

§ 39. (II) The question arises: Are the two natures in Christ, properly speaking, contrary? Nazianzen, Theodoret, and others of the ancients sometimes call them contrary. Damascenus, bk. 3, ch. 3: “How will one and the same nature become capable of receiving contrary and essential differences?” From this the Photinians weave their argument: “It is impossible for two essences that are contrary to each other to be joined together in one person. But the divine and human natures in Christ are opposites. Therefore.” (See Catech. Racov., p. 55, and Socinus, Defens. animadv., p. 63.) Properly speaking, however, the divine and human natures are not contrary because, according to the philosopher, “nothing is contrary to substances”; they only differ. The example of man who consists of an immortal soul and corporeal body teaches that two essences that differ really according to themselves and according to their properties can be joined together in a single subject [suppositum]. (See our commonplace On God the Father and the Son [1610 Loci Theologici, locus 5], § 147.)
 

Socinus objects (loc. cit.): “It could perhaps occur that Christ may have been constituted from God and man, though the substances have contrary qualities or natural properties; but that the same Christ is both God and man must surely be counted among the things that are impossible, even more than that the same man is both soul and body, because the nature of God conflicts with the nature of man even more than does the nature of the soul with that of the body.” We respond. It is enough for us that man could have been constituted by God’s power from soul and body as from two substances having opposite qualities. From this we infer that by the same divine power the two natures, divine and human, could have been united personally. The fact that a third thing is constituted from soul and body is by accident, because these parts are not complete, and neither constitutes a person of itself. In Christ, therefore, a third thing that is neither God nor man is not constituted from the two natures, because before the incarnation the Word was a complete person. We must distinguish, therefore, between the thing and the manner of the thing. The negation of the manner does not remove the thing itself. Although the soul and body are not united in the same manner as the divine and human natures are united in Christ, they are nevertheless truly united, and that is enough, for our adversaries are attacking with their argument not the manner of the union but the union itself.
 

§ 40. (III) The question arises: What should be decided about the comparisons by which the devout ancients declare the union of the two natures in Christ? There are many of these, among which those stand out that are taken from a body endowed with a soul and from iron glowing with fire. Luther uses the comparison of a violet, in which the color purple signifies the crucified human nature and gold signifies the divine nature. In regard to these comparisons, however, we must decide the same thing that we made clear in its own place with regard to those things that are used to explain the mystery of the Trinity: “They are fitting, but not in every detail.” They are similar but not the same. Damascenus, bk. 3, ch. 26: “It is not necessary for models to be similar in every way and without failure to the things themselves, but to have something similar and something dissimilar.”
 

Let the same judgment be made about the types that are applied to this from the Old Testament. In the ark of the covenant there was cedar wood and gold. Hilary, explanation of Psalm 131: “The ark of the covenant was a representation of the body that the Lord assumed.” Hippolytus, in Theodoret, Dial. 1: “The ark was a type of Christ the Savior.” In the [burning] bush [Exod. 3:2], the fire is a very clear and penetrating symbol of the divine nature. The fire kindles the wood that has risen from the earth (which is a symbol of the human nature), but it does not consume it, because all the light of the divine majesty dwells in Christ’s human nature without consuming or destroying it. The Word took up the flesh, but did not take it away. The glory communicated to the flesh extols it, but does not remove it; perfects it, but does not kill it.
 

[Practical use.]
 

§ 41. The use is consoling. Because Christ is true God and true man, He is therefore also our true and perfect Savior, Mediator, and Redeemer. Anselm, Cur Deus homo, bk. 2, ch. 18:
 


The diversity of natures and the unity of person in Christ was powerful for this: that if the human nature could not do what had to be done to restore men, the divine would do it; and if that was not befitting for the divine nature, the human nature would provide it. It was not one and another who were doing it, but He Himself. Existing perfectly in both natures, He would pay through the human nature what was owed and would be able to do by the divine nature what was fitting…. The debt was so great that though no one but man had to pay it, yet no one but God could pay it, so that the same one who is God would be man. For that reason, it was necessary for God to assume man into the unity of His person, since He who had to pay the debt and was unable to do so would be in the person who could.

 





Chapter 7:
 


No one could make satisfaction except God; no one had the debt except man. If he is only man, he will not do it because he will not be able to pay. If He is only God, He will not do it because the debt is not His…. Therefore God became man in order that He who was able to pay might owe the debt and that he who had the debt might be able to pay it.

 





Here we must repeat the reasons why our mediator had to be both God and man. He had to be God because of the magnitude of the evil He had to wipe away and the magnitude of the good He had to bring in, for example: (1) For the sake of a sufficient and complete ransom. Had He not been God, His obedience and suffering would not have been a sufficient ransom for the sins of the whole world. (2) To bear divine wrath. A mere creature could not have borne the immense weight of sins and of the divine wrath due to the sins of the entire human race. (3) To remove evils. A mere man could not have wiped away sin, struck the head of the infernal serpent, destroyed the kingdom of the devil, and swallowed up death. (4) To restore goods. A mere man and finite creature could not have brought in perfect righteousness, distributed the Holy Spirit, and granted eternal life to believers. (5) To reveal the divine decree. A mere creature could not have known the decree of God regarding our salvation, something that nevertheless had to be revealed through the mediator. John 1:18: “No one has ever seen God.” (6) To defend the Church. A mere creature could not defend the Church against the devil and all the gates of hell; rather, a divine and infinite power is necessary for this. (7) To preserve the gifts granted. Our mediator had to preserve the gifts granted to us better than Adam, the first parent of the human race, who lost the gifts God gave him, not only for himself but also for all his descendants. But Christ preserves these gifts faithfully for all believers. (8) To hear prayers. The office of the mediator requires that He be everywhere present to His Church, that He listen to those who invoke Him, that as an intercessor He take their prayers to God. Surely, then, He had to be true God. (See more about these reasons in Irenaeus, bk. 3, ch. 9 and 20; and bk. 5, f. 293; Lactantius, bk. 4, ch. 23–25; Augustine, De civit. Dei, bk. 9, ch. 15; Fulgentius, De incarn. et grat., ch. 8; etc.)
 

On the other hand, He also had to be true man: (1) For the establishment of divine justice. Man had sinned; therefore satisfaction had to be provided through man. But what would yield to divine justice, which is totally unmoving and unchangeable? (2) To restore human nature. Through sin the entire human race and even all of human nature had been corrupted wretchedly so that all men were slaves to sin and condemned to eternal death. Therefore the Son of God in the assumed human nature was willing to overcome death and again lift up the wretched human nature to heavenly glory. (3) For our reconciliation with God. Through the sin of Adam we were all separated from God (Isa. 59:2). Therefore Christ united a human nature to Himself personally, that in and through it He might bring us back into communion with God. (4) To strengthen our faith. In, with, and through His human nature, the Son of God wanted to complete His work of redemption, that we might be assured that those benefits imparted by the suffering and death of Christ truly do belong to us and that we will be partakers of those good things. (5) For kinship with our nature. Christ wanted to deposit, in a manner of speaking, all His goods and the fullness of the treasures He acquired into His assumed human nature, according to which He is our brother and kinsman, so that through it they might be passed on to us and come down to us from the divine nature through the human nature. (6) To endure temptation. The Son of God assumed the human nature so that He could be tempted as any other true man and Himself experience the affections of those who are tempted (Heb. 2:17; 4:15). (7) To confirm the promise to hear. The Son of God wanted to become our brother through assuming flesh so that we, who flee in faith to Him as our brother and kinsman in all our perils and adversities, may be sure that He looks upon us and listens to us, etc. (8) So that the Redeemer would have the condition that the Law required. The divine Law had stipulated that the goel or redeemer had to be closely connected with the person to be redeemed according to the law of blood relationship, and he had to offer the redemption by paying a certain price (Leviticus 25). By assuming human nature, therefore, Christ wanted to become our kinsman to be able to free us legally and to purchase us with His blood to be His own. (9) For our adoption. Through sin we became the slaves of the devil. The Son of God, therefore, wanted to become a son of man that through Him we humans might become the children of God. (10) To certify our resurrection. The Son of God in the assumed human nature wanted not only to endure death but also to overcome it, that we might be made certain that our mortal bodies, too, will be raised up from the ground.
 
  


CHAPTER V: ON THE DIVINE NATURE OF CHRIST
 

§ 42. Thesis: There is in Christ a true and perfect divine nature; as a consequence, Christ also is true, natural, and eternal God.
 

Exposition: We say that there are in Christ not only divine gifts but also a true and perfect divine nature. We are not saying that He simply is and is called God, but that He is true, natural, and eternal God, that we may the more clearly separate our confession from the blasphemies of the Photinians and all the enemies of God.
 

After the custom of all heretics, the Photinians say one thing but understand something else when they say that they, too, believe and confess the true deity of Christ. Ostorodus and Voidovius, Apologia Belgice, published at Racovia in 1600, p. 22: “What is the source of that audacity of your theologians by which the most illustrious orders are eager to impose upon you and persuade you that we deny the deity of the Son of God? By the grace of God, we deny not the true but only the false and spurious deity of the Son of God.” Socinus, Contra Bellarmin. et Wiekum, p. 51: “It is clearly absolutely false that we openly affirm that Christ is not true God. In fact, we publicly profess the contrary and assert that Christ is true God in not a few of our published writings both in the Latin and in the Polish languages.” Page 374: “None of us denies that Christ is true God, that is, that He is God not merely in name but actually.” In Defens. animadv., p. 131, Socinus writes very audaciously: “I and my people fight for the true, not the fictitious, divinity of Christ.” Catech. Racov., p. 48: “One can show very clearly that the Lord Jesus cannot be considered as a pure man.” Page 64: “I do not deny that Christ is true God.” Theophilus Nicolaides, Defens. Socini adv. Miedzibozium, p. 23: “Along with St. Thomas they believe with all their heart that the crucified Jesus is their Lord and God. With St. Paul they acknowledge that Christ, who would arise from the fathers according to the flesh, is God, blessed over all.” Schmaltz, Exam. 157 errorum, p. 4, calls Christ “the natural Son of God.”
 

§ 43. All these, however, are pure tricks designed to deceive the more naive and incautious minds of men. Against them we briefly set forth the following: (1) That is not defined which the definition does not fit. But according to the hypothesis of the Photinians, the definition of true deity or of the divine nature (which is that it is an utterly simple spiritual essence, eternal, uncreated, etc.) does not fit Christ. Therefore it is not a definition.
 

(2) It is one thing for someone to be truly called God, but it is another to say that he is true, natural, and eternal God. The Photinians concede the first to Christ, but they take the latter away from Him. A magistrate is truly called “god,” for the praise of the Holy Spirit is not false: “I have said, you are gods” [Ps. 82:6]. Yet the magistrate is not true, natural, and eternal God.
 

(3) Divine gifts do not yet cause someone to be the true, natural, and eternal God. For this, a true and perfect divine nature is also required, something that the Photinians wickedly deny to Christ.
 

(4) The Photinians themselves disclose to us these tricks of theirs. Catech. Racov., p. 64: “Although Christ may be true God, He nevertheless is not of Himself the one God who is God of Himself and in the most perfect manner, because this God is only the Father; that is, He is ‘a true God’ but He is not ‘the true God.’ He is the true God who by nature is God.” According to them, there are many “true gods,” namely, as many as have been “made gods” [[image: ]], but as far as they are concerned, the true God is only the Father of Christ. Socinus, Contra Wiekum p. 51: “If perhaps someone of our people has written otherwise somewhere, there he will surely signify the name of the true God in the most perfect manner, just as the circumstances of the passage will easily make clear.” Ostorodus, Institut., p. 132: “When someone is presented merely as a pure man, one can understand this in two ways, both with regard to essence and with regard to qualities. If this is taken with regard to essence, then we confess that the essence of Christ, inasmuch as He is true man, is nothing other than human; but if it is taken with regard to qualities and one considers what sort of man He is, we say that Christ is not merely, purely, and only a man, but something more.”
 

** Ostorodus again, Instit., ch. 6, t. 7: “We think that the essence of the Son of God was nothing other than the essence of a man; that is, He is true man. And we know of no other nature or essence in Him.” Chapter 10, t. 1: “In Scripture, Christ is called ‘God’ not because He is by nature the God on high, but because He has received from God divine power and glory according to Phil. 2[:9]: ‘He has given Him a name.’ “ **
 

(5) Schmaltzius calls Christ “the natural Son of God,” not because he acknowledges Him to have been born from eternity of the essence of the Father and to be God by nature, but because according to His human nature He was conceived in a divine way, that is, by the Holy Spirit.
 

(6) So, then, the Photinians call Christ “true God” merely with regard to the name; but we call Him that also with regard to the thing itself, namely, the divine essence. They call Him “God” with regard to the divine gifts given Him in time; we, with regard to His divine nature. They call Him “God made in time”; we call Him “eternal God.”
 

(7) Therefore we set against the Photinians the prophetic words of Jer. 10:11: “May the gods who did not make heaven and earth perish from the earth.” But the Photinians concede that Christ is God and yet deny that He is the Creator of heaven and earth. Therefore they state that Christ must be destroyed.
 

§ 44. The classes of arguments from which the true deity of Christ is proved are distributed in various ways. Hilary, De Trinit., bk. 7, claims that one can prove the divinity of Christ in five ways: (1) By name, because He is called “God” simply and precisely. (2) By His birth and begetting, because He is called the “Son of God.” (3) By nature, because He said, “I and the Father are one [unum]” [John 10:30]; not unus, which designates a person, but unum, which denotes substance. However, this substance is one and the same for the Father and the Son; otherwise there would not be only one God. (4) By power, because He said, “All power has been given to Me” [Matt. 28:18]. (5) By confession, because Christ Himself confessed that God is His Father and that He is consubstantial with Him and equal to Him.
 

Some reduce all the arguments into two classes, the first of which contains the express testimonies of Holy Writ; and the second, other arguments taken from the Scriptures, for example: (1) From the generating cause, because He is the proper and natural Son of God. (2) From form, because He is in the form of God [Phil. 2:6]. (3) From the proper works of God, because He created heaven and earth, governs all things by His providence, searches mind and heart, forgives sins, grants the Holy Spirit and eternal life, etc. (4) From His attributes, because He is eternal, omnipotent, everywhere present, omniscient, in whom we are to believe, in whose name we are baptized, whom everyone must invoke, to whom the Church belongs, etc.
 

We proceed in this way: The deity of the Son is proved: (1) From His name. (2) From the thing itself and, indeed: (a) A priori, that is, from His attributes, both essential and personal. (b) A posteriori, that is, on the basis of His divine works and divine worship. From this we have these verses: “His words, worship, work, confession, gifts—these five—will soon prove to you the divine nature of Christ.”
 

Christ Himself shows this method of proof in John 5. Although the Jews were drawing the correct conclusion that by calling the true God His Father He was teaching that He is equal to God and is the true and eternal God, they were drawing the false conclusion that He was committing blasphemy with this assertion. Therefore Christ proves His true deity against their false accusations: (1) From His divine works, because He accomplishes the same effects as the Father and indeed in the same way, so that there is sameness [[image: ]] in the works and likeness [[image: ]] in the manner of acting, and thus He proves that He is of the same nature and equal power with the Father (John 5:19). (2) From divine worship, because “everyone should honor the Son even as they honor the Father” (John 5:23). Where there is sameness of honor and worship, there is also equality of glory and majesty. (3) From the divine attributes and properties, because the Father “has granted the Son also to have life in Himself, just as He has life in
 

Himself,” etc. (John 5:26).
 

First, from the divine names.
 

§ 45. The first class of arguments for asserting the true divinity of Christ is taken from the divine names. (There are three kinds of divine names from which the deity of Christ is proved: 1. Natural, such as “God” and “Jehovah.” 2. Personal, such as “Son of God,” “Only-Begotten,” “His own,” and “Firstborn.” 3. Official, such as “Jesus” and “Savior.”)
 

To this class belong: (I) The express statements of Scripture in which Christ is called [image: ][“God”] with the article (John 1:1, Acts 20:28, 1 Tim. 3:16); “great God” (Titus 2:13); “true God” (1 John 5:20); “God who is blessed over all [super omnia vel super omnes]” (Rom. 9:5); “the Most High” (Luke 1:76); and “the Lord” [[image: ]], with which name the Septuagint translators expressed the name “Jehovah,” which is proper to God alone; “my Lord” (John 20:28); “our only Master and Lord” (Jude 4); “Lord of all” (Acts 10:36); “Lord from heaven” (1 Cor. 15:48); “Lord of glory” (1 Cor. 2:8; cf. Acts 7:2);
 

“Lord of heaven and earth” to whom “all power on heaven and earth has been given” (Matt. 28:18); “King of kings and Lord of lords” (Rev. 19:16).
 

(II) A comparison of passages of the Old and New Testaments in which those things that were said of Jehovah in the Old Testament are applied to the Son of God in the New. (See Irenaeus, Adv. haeres., bk. 3, ch. 6, p. 175.) Thus He who delivered the people of Israel from Egypt is true Jehovah (Exod. 20:2). Deut. 32:12: “Jehovah alone did lead him, and there was no foreign god with him.” But it was Christ who led the people of Israel out of Egypt. Jude 5: “I want to remind you, though you once knew it, that the Lord” (in the Vulgate translation the name “Jesus” is added), “though He freed His people from Egypt, destroyed those who did not believe.” In v. 4, he affirms that “the Lord” is “Jesus Christ.” Therefore.
 

He who spoke with Moses on Mount Sinai in the publication of the Law is the true God (Exod. 20:1), for it is sealed with titles that befit the true God alone. But He who spoke with Moses at that time was the Son of God (Acts 7:36–[38]). Therefore.
 

He whom the Israelites tempted in the wilderness was the true God and Jehovah on high (Exod. 17:2, 7; Num. 11:1; 14:3; 21:5; Deut. 6:16; Ps. 78:18; 105:32; Heb. 3:8). They spoke against Moses, but the “temptation” everywhere has God as its object. However, it is Christ whom the Israelites tempted in the wilderness (1 Cor. 10:9). Therefore.
 

Hilary, toward the end of De Trinit., bk. 5, cites a passage from Baruch 3:[37]: “God came into the world to converse with us. He is our God, and no other shall be accounted of in comparison to Him. Afterward, He was seen on earth and conversed with men.”
 

(III) The oracles of the Old Testament, which, when they speak about the true and eternal God, are applied to the Messiah in the Chaldaic paraphrase. Isa. 41:14: “Fear not, you worm Jacob, you men of Israel” (or “you who are from Israel”)! “I have helped you, says the Lord, and your Redeemer is the Holy One of Israel.” The Chaldean explains this as follows: “God said, My Word is your help.” Isa. 45:17: “Israel shall be saved [image: ] [“in Jehovah”] with everlasting salvation.” The Targum Jonathae renders it in this way: “Israel shall be saved in the Word” or “through the Word of God with eternal salvation.” Hosea 1:7: “I will have pity on the house of Judah, and I will save them in Jehovah their God.” The Chaldean translates it in this way: “I will have pity on the house of Judah, and I will save them in the Word of the Lord their God.” Hosea 9:17: “My God will cast them off because they did not obey Him.” The Targum Jonathae explains that in this way: “My God will cast them off because they did not accept His Word.”
 

It is right for us to cite these and similar passages of the Chaldaic paraphrase against the Jews, since among them it is no less authentic than the Hebrew text itself, and to these the statements of the ancient Hebrews can be joined, in which they attribute the name “Jehovah” to the Messiah. In the Talmud in Midrash Echa, ch. 1, various statements are made about the name of the Messiah, and finally there is this addition: “Master Abba said: ‘His name will be God.’ “ The same thing is in the Talmud in the tractate called Bava Bathra, the chapter that begins “He who sees a ship,” namely, that the Messiah must be called with the four-letter name of God. And to those very many Jews who were asking there in Bava Mithia with what name the Messiah was going to be called, Rabbi Abba, the most learned man among the Hebrews, responded that the Messiah was going to be called with the four-letter name [image: ], as it is thought. That rabbi says (Jeremiah 23): “And this is the name with which they will call Him, the Lord our righteous one.” Buxtorf, on the root [image: ], p. 187, cites the passage from the Spanish Rabbi Joseph Albo in the book Ikkarim, orat. 2, ch. 28: “Scripture calls the name of the Messiah ‘Jehovah our Righteousness’ because the mediator will be God, through whose hand we will receive righteousness from God Himself. Therefore He calls Him with the proper name of God Himself, ‘Jehovah.’ “ (Cf. Galatinus; Weidner, Loc. fid. praecip., treatise 2, p. 190; and Helvicus, Disp. contraJudaeos.)
 

§ 46. Furthermore, that the argument drawn from the divine names may stand firm against the scoffing of the Photinians, we should note: (1) The name “Jehovah” is proper to the true God alone and is nowhere attributed to any creature, as we have confirmed with clear arguments in its own place and as we have refuted the contrary arguments of the Photinians.1 Therefore when the Tetragrammaton is attributed to the Son of God, we conclude solidly from this that He is the true, eternal, and uncreated God.
 

(2) Christ is called “God” in the singular number absolutely and simply. The so-called “gods,” whether they are so called with regard to their title or with regard to their exercise or with respect to both, are so called with an appendix and restriction. However, nowhere is such a limitation used about Christ. Irenaeus, Adv. haeres., bk. 3, ch. 6, p. 175: “When Scripture names ‘gods’ those who are not gods, it is not showing that they are gods completely, but rather with an addition and signification through which it shows that they are not gods.” Page 176: “Moses, being a man of God, was given as ‘God’ before Pharaoh, but he was not truly called ‘God.’ He was not called ‘God’ by the prophets, but Moses is called ‘the faithful servant and slave of God’ by Scripture, and that is what he was.” Hilary, De Trinit., bk. 7: “Moses is called ‘God’ not absolutely but was given to Pharaoh as God when he was feared, when he was beseeched, when he punished, when he healed.” The Chaldean explains: “I placed you as the master of Pharaoh.” Rabbi Abraham: “I destined you as messenger to Pharaoh.” We pass the same judgment about the rest who in the clear text itself are called “gods” not properly and absolutely but figuratively, because of a likeness, and limitedly in a certain respect. Justin, [image: ]. et resp. ad orthod., q. 142, p. 378: “Angels and judges are said to be gods because of their order, honor, appellation, and calling.” However, Christ is called “God” in a far different and more sublime manner, namely, not merely nominally and in a limited way but essentially and absolutely. Irenaeus, bk. 3, ch. 5, p. 174: “Not the Lord nor the Holy Spirit nor the apostles would have sometimes called him who was not God ‘God,’ definitely and absolutely, unless he was true God, nor would they have called someone ‘Lord’ on the basis of his own person except the one who is Lord of all: God the Father and His Son, who received the lordship from His Father over all creation.”
 

(3) Christ is called “God” with a further specification or addition, but that addition is not limiting nor restrictive but rather explanatory, expressive of His divine essence, because in that addition such adjectives and statements are added to the word “God” that fit no one but the true and eternal God alone. Thus Christ is called “great God,” “true God,” “God blessed over all.” (Gregory, on Ezekiel, homily 8: “He who is called God nominally is among all things. But He who is called God absolutely is over all things. Therefore in order to show that Christ is God materially, He is mentioned not only as ‘God’ but also as ‘God over all things.’ “) He is also called “mighty God” (Isa. 9:6), “God with us” (Isa. 7:14), and “our only Master and Lord” (Jude 4).
 

(4) Christ is called “God” in such a way that something is being attributed to Him absolutely2 in the subject of the declaration, as to God. Acts 20:28: “God has redeemed the Church with His own blood.” 1 Tim. 3:16: “God was revealed in the flesh.” (We could add 1 John 3:16: “By this we know the love of God, that He laid down His life for us.” However, here the Greek does not have the word [image: ] [“of God”].) But now, Socinus proposes the following rule in Contra Bellarmin. et Wiekum, ch. 6, class. 4, arg. 1, p. 370: “The name ‘God’ is by its own nature an absolute name and, therefore, befits many. Nevertheless it is preeminently and uniquely attributed to that one greatest Creator and Author of all things in such a way that in the New Testament, when it holds the place of the subject absolutely, whether it appear with or without the article, or when it has the nature of the predicate, if it has the article simply or it appears without such an adjunct or construction that would weaken the force of the article, it is never found attributed to anyone except to God alone, and not even Christ Himself is excepted.” In Defens. animadv., ch. 4, p. 130: “When the name ‘God,’ given simply, holds the place of the subject, it means God the Father, which is nothing other than that the Father alone is that one true God.”
 

(5) Christ is called “God” with the prepositive article, [image: ] (Matt. 1:23; Luke 1:16; Acts 20:28; Titus 2:13; Heb. 1:8). But now, the Photinians have the rule that the word [image: ] [“God”] stated with the article denotes only the true and eternal God. Socinus, Tract. de Deo Christo et Spiritu s., p. 55: “The passage in John 1 can indicate well enough that Jesus Christ is not equally true God as is His Father, because there His Father is named [image: ], that is, the one God. But Jesus Himself is one God; He is [image: ]; He is called ‘God’ simply.” Earlier we brought out more things from the Photinians about the name [image: ] with the article. So, then, it is clear that Christ is properly called God from the way of speaking absolutely, comparatively, and hypothetically.
 

(6) Christ is called “God” in such a way that the name [image: ] is stated about Him and the heavenly Father not only rightly [aeque] but also equally [equaliter]. Col. 2:2: “for the knowledge of the mystery of God [[image: ]]: of the Father and of Christ.” 1 Thess. 3:11 “God [[image: ]] Himself: both our Father and Jesus Christ.” But if the Father is by nature true God, as the Photinians acknowledge, surely Christ must also be by nature true God. If Christ is called “God” merely nominally and improperly, surely the Father must also be such. One and the same word in one and the same proposition cannot have two meanings. But if the name “God,” when attributed to the Father, is taken properly and denotes Him who is by nature true and eternal God, surely it is also taken in the same way when it is attributed to Christ, because it is attributed to both the Father and Christ in one and the same proposition. If the Photinians should urge the passages of Scripture in which the name of God is attributed first to the Father and then later the name “Christ” is connected to it, the passages just cited can be applied, to which we should add 1 Thess. 1:3: “before God [[image: ]] and our Father.”
 

(7) Christ is called “God” in such a way that He is directly opposed to the false and spurious so-called gods. Gal. 4:8–9: “When you did not know God, you were serving those who by nature are not gods. But now you have known God.” But now, after the Galatians were converted to Christ through the preaching of the Gospel, they began to serve and call upon Christ. Therefore Christ is God [image: ], not [image: ], that is, by nature, not by grace. He is not to be placed among the so-called gods who by nature are not gods; rather, He is truly and essentially God. So, too, in 1 Thess. 1:9 the Thessalonians are said to have turned away from idols “to serve the living and true God.” But they had been converted to Christ, whom they were serving. Therefore Christ is the true and living God. (See Matt. 16:16; 1 John 5:20.) If Christ were called “God” merely because of divine majesty and power communicated to Him in time, then He would not be God by nature; He would have become God. But Scripture sets Him before us as true God by nature, and nowhere does it say that He became or was made God. “He was made Lord and Christ” (Acts 2:36) because of the lordship and anointing of the Holy Spirit conferred upon Him according to His human nature, as is explained in Acts 10:38, but nowhere is He said to have become God. If Christ were not God by nature, it would follow that those who call upon Him are idolaters, for on this basis he accuses the Galatians of idolatry, who were still clinging to their heathenism because they served those who were not God by nature.
 

(8) Christ, even in the midst of His state of humiliation, is called “God” (Matt. 1:23; 21:12–13; 1 Tim. 3:16; etc.). Yet if He were called “God” merely because of His exaltation and glorification in which divine power and glory were conferred upon Him, so noble a name could not have been attributed to Him in His state of humiliation.
 

(9) Christ is called “the God of Israel,” a name by which the Photinians concede that no one is indicated except the true and eternal God alone. In Luke 1:16–17, from Mal. 4:5, the angel says about John the Baptist: “He will turn many of the sons [of Israel] to the Lord their God, and he will go before Him in the spirit and power of Elijah.” He before whom John the Baptist went is the true God of Israel, as is apparent from the connection of the verses cited. But John the Baptist went before Christ. Compare Isa. 35:4: “Your God Himself will come.” Hosea 1:7: “I shall deliver them in the Lord their God.” Mal. 3:1: “The Lord will come to His temple.” But now, He to whom the temple belonged is the true God of Israel. Compare also Luke 1:17: “He will go before Him … to turn the hearts of the fathers to the children … to make ready for the Lord a people prepared,” and v. 76: “You, child, will be called the prophet of the Most High, for you will go before the Lord to prepare His ways.” He whose way John prepared has the people as His property and hence is the true God of Israel. But it was for Christ that John prepared the way (Acts 13:24). Therefore. Finally, compare Luke 1:68: “Blessed be the Lord God of Israel, for He has visited ([image: ]) and redeemed His people”; and v. 78: “through the tender mercies of our God in which the Dawn from on high has visited ([image: ]) us,” that is, Christ, the sun of righteousness (Mal. 4:2; Zech. 3:9; 6:12). He who has visited us and offered us redemption is the true God and Lord of Israel. But it is Christ who has visited us. Therefore.
 

(10) David (Ps. 110:1) and Thomas (John 20:28) call Christ emphatically “my Lord and God,” an emphasis that Christ urges (Matt. 22:44). For just as no one is understood but the true and eternal God alone when David says: “Save me, O my God” (Ps. 3:7); “You are my King and my God” (Ps. 5:[2]); “From my mother’s womb, You are my God” (Ps. 22:[10]); and when Paul says: “our God and Father” (2 Thess. and “my God” (Phil. 4:19), so also no one else is understood but Him who is true God by nature when David and Thomas call Christ “my Lord and God.” The possessive adjective “my” is a word of faith and denotes a specific trust of the heart by which they rely upon this Lord and God as upon an unmoving rock of salvation.
 

Socinus claims, Contra Bellarm., p. 380: “The added word ‘my’ causes the article to lose its force.” Yet the word “my” confirms both the strength of the article and our argument, unless we do not want3 the eternal God to be understood as the one who says in Exod. 20:2: “I am the Lord your God”; Ps. 50:7: “I am your God.” Therefore just as Christ correctly makes the inferential argument that since Abraham is said to have “seen the day of Christ,” thus Christ was before Abraham (John 8:58), so also since David calls the Messiah his Lord, one can correctly infer from this that the Messiah existed before the time of David. For that reason He is also called the “root of David” (Rev. 5:5). If the Messiah was the Lord of David already at the time of David, surely He already existed at that time and, indeed, was true God, in whom alone one must place every confidence of his heart. But now, Christ, who was promised in the Old Testament and revealed in the New as the Messiah, was the Lord of David already at the time of David. Therefore.
 

In regard to the major premise, we must note that David was king of the people of Israel and that he acknowledged no one as his superior and Lord except God alone. Surely, then, when he acknowledges the Messiah as his Lord, he is confessing that the Messiah is the true God. If 4 David were speaking about some king who finally would have the beginning of his existence from his descendants after many centuries, the Pharisees would have had something to complain about. After all, it can happen easily that one of his descendants might be elevated to a more sublime dignity and more noble kingdom than his father had.
 

(Eniedinus, with extraordinary and diabolical shamelessness, dares to refute the argument that Christ used against the Pharisees in Matt. 22:41 by producing examples of sons who became masters of their parents, [such] as Joseph, etc. However, this is blatantly contradicting Christ. Meanwhile, note that Christ here attributes to the Messiah a far more sublime lordship that is connected with His sitting at the right hand of God.)
 

(11) Christ is called “God” in such a way that not only is the divine power and glory attributed to Him but also the divine essence.5 “Paul … not from men nor through man but through Jesus Christ” (Gal. 1:1). Surely, then, Christ is not a mere man, otherwise the contrast would be destroyed. Christ is “without father or mother” (Heb. 7:3), without father according to His humanity, without mother according to His deity. With respect to His human nature, Christ is not without mother; surely, then, there is something hypostatic in Him with respect to which He can truly be said to be without mother. Irenaeus (bk. 4, ch. 59) shapes an argument from Matt. 12:41: “Just as He had something more than Solomon or more than Jonah, He was also the Lord of David, who was of the same substance as they.”
 

(12) Christ is arguing in John 10:35 not from compared equals but from compared unequals. The Photinians themselves are forced to admit that Christ is not God nor is He called God in the same rank and sense as magistrates are said to be “gods”; such magistrates are not gods before God’s commanding but begin to be “gods” at the time they take office, “when the Word of God comes to them,” that is, when the office of magistrate is committed to them by a divine calling. However, Christ is the natural-born Son of God and, in fact, is called this by the angel before His conception by the Virgin. Chrysostom notes on this passage that Christ first satisfied the offense of the Jews by speaking these words: “If the prophets whom God sent are called ‘gods,’ why are you offended that I am called ‘God’?” Then, after the offense was removed, He said that He was not only God by name, as the prophets were, but also was God in works and in reality. Therefore He adds: “If I do not do the works of My Father, do not believe in Me.”
 

Some people respond that we should not proceed from the inclusion of the one to the exclusion of the other. Therefore the consequence is not: “Because Christ is God with regard to His office” (inasmuch as He was sanctified and sent by God to redeem the human race), “therefore He is not God with regard to His nature,” because the office of redemption presupposes true deity, because the human race could not have been freed by a mere creature. However, the prior explanation better fits the text and more strongly shatters the tricks of our adversaries.
 

Second, from the essential divine attributes.
 

§ 47. The second class of arguments is taken from the essential attributes that belong to the true God alone. Because these are really one with the divine essence itself, we are correct in inferring the true deity of Christ from them.
 

To Christ is attributed: (I) Eternity. He was born of the Father from eternity (Ps. 2:7, Mic. 5:2). He existed before the creation of the world (Prov. 8:22). In the beginning He already was (John 1:1; 1 John 1:1). “He had glory with the Father before the world was created” (John 17:[5]). He is called “eternal Father” (Isa. 9:6). To Him is attributed the “eternal Spirit,” that is, eternal deity (Heb. 9:14). He is called “eternal life” (1 John 5:20). He is the “firstborn (not first-created) of all creation” (Col. 1:15). “He has neither beginning nor end of days” (Heb. 7:[3]). He is “yesterday and today and forever” (Heb. 13:8). He is “Alpha and Omega, the first and the last” (Rev. 1:[8]; 2:8). To show His eternity, hair as white as wool is attributed to Him (Rev. 1:14). Compare Dan. 7:9, where it is said of the Father, “the Ancient of days,” that “the hair of His head was like pure wool.” For this reason, Rupert comments very beautifully on Revelation 1: “The hairs of the head of both the former and the latter were equally white. Both are shown through the whiteness of their hair to be old men with no difference, because the Son is no younger than His Father, the old man, not by a year, not by a month, not by a day, not by an hour, not by a single moment of time.”
 

(II) Immutability is attributed to Christ in His nature as well as in His decrees, promises, words, and deeds. Heb. 1:11–12, from Ps. 102:[27]: “You Yourself are the same.” Heb. 13:8: “Christ is the same forever.”
 

(III) Immortality is attributed to Christ, because “in Him is life” (John 1:4), not accidentally, as life is in us, but essentially, because “as the Father has life in Himself, so He gave to Him to have life in Himself.” The Syriac reads [image: ], “in His essence” (John 5:26). For this reason He is called “the Prince of life” (Acts 3:15), and, in fact, “life” itself (John 14:6; 1 John 5:20); “the Word of life” (1 John 1:2).
 

(IV) Infinity and omnipresence are attributed to Christ, because He is “in the bosom of the Father” (John 1:18). The Father “sent Him out” (or “sent Him as an ambassador,” [image: ]) (Gal. 4:4) and “sent Him into the world” (John 10:36; 17:8). He “came down from heaven” (John 6:38); “He came out from the Father” (John 8:42; 16:28). Therefore He existed before His birth from Mary, and for this reason His incarnation is called His “manifestation in the flesh” (1 Tim. 3:16), the “assumption of the seed of Abraham” (Heb. 2:16), “coming in the flesh” (1 John 4:2), “entry into the world” (Heb. 10:5). In this way, His infinity is demonstrated a priori, that is, from the time preceding His incarnation. Also, the same thing can be demonstrated a posteriori, that is, from the time following His incarnation, because He promises His presence to those who have gathered in His name (Matt. 18:20). He promises that He will be with us until the end of the age (Matt. 28:20). He “walks in the midst of the lampstands” (Rev. 1:13). Although He was dwelling on earth, He was in heaven (John 3:13).
 

(V) Omnipotence is attributed to Christ, because He is called “the Lord Almighty” (Rev. 1:8; 11:17). He is called “the power of God” (Luke 1:35; 1 Cor. 1:24) and “mighty God” (Isa. 9:6). To Him is attributed an effectual power by which He can subject all things to Himself (Phil. 3:20). The Father is said to have handed over all things to Him (Matt. 11:[27]). “All things have been put under His feet” (Ps. 8:[6]). “All things have been given into His hands” (John 3:35).
 

(VI) Omniscience and omnisapience6 are attributed to Christ, because He is called Wisdom itself (Prov. 8:22; Matt. 11:19; Luke 11:49; 1 Cor. 1:24). He “knows all things” (John 16:30; 21:17). He “knows what is within a man” (John 2:25). “He searches the mind and heart” (Rev. 2:23). “In Him are hidden all the treasures of wisdom and knowledge” (Col. 2:3). (In Dan. 8:23 He is called [image: ] [“certain”], because He has within Himself all the secret and hidden things of the Father as reckoned and known most perfectly.)
 

(VII) The greatest freedom to act is attributed to Christ. He “gives life to whom He will” (John 5:21). “I have the power to give up My soul of Myself [[image: ]]” (John 10:18), and for this reason He says to the leper autocratically: “I will. Be cleansed” (Matt. 8:3). This is just as it is said of the true God: “Whatever He willed, that did He in heaven and on earth” (Ps. 115:3).
 

(VIII) Divine majesty and glory are attributed to Christ. Compare Exod. 16:7 with 1 Cor. 10:9, and Isa. 6:3 with John 12:41. He is called “God, blessed over all things” (Rom. 9:5); “the Lord of glory” (1 Cor. 2:8); “the King of kings and Lord of lords”(Rev. 17:14; 19:16).
 

(IX) And in order for it not to be necessary to list all the remaining attributes, there is attributed to Him equality
with the Father (John 5:18; Phil. 2:6), because of which He is said to “have all things that the Father has” (John 16:15; 17:10). In fact, “He is one with the Father” (John 10:30; 1 John 5:7), and it says that all the fullness of the Godhead dwells in Him (Col. 2:9).
 

§ 48. With regard to this class of arguments, observe in general that one must distinguish prudently between the statements that speak about the communication of the divine essence to Christ, which happened through eternal generation according to the divine nature, and between the statements that speak about the truly divine and infinite gifts communicated to Him personally according to the human nature. In the meantime, however, the true divinity of Christ can be proved secondarily and consequently from the latter type of statements no less than from the prior ones. You see, if the human nature had not been personally united with the Word—that is, if Christ had not been true God and true man in the unity of the person—the human nature could not have become a partaker of His dignity through the communication of properties. (Cf. our De gloria Dei, disput. 9, thesis 13.)
 

In particular, (I) regarding His eternity, note that: (1) Our adversaries themselves, the Photinians, acknowledge that the divinity of the Son is proved immovably from His eternity. Ostorodus, Instit. Germ., ch. 8: “If one could prove that Christ had existed from eternity, one could conclude simply from this that he had a divine nature, that is, that he was the one true God.”
 

(2) It is right for us to urge against the Photinians those statements in which Christ is said to have been before the Virgin Mary, before John the Baptist, before Abraham, etc. True, one cannot infer so nakedly and crudely: “Christ existed before John the Baptist and Abraham; therefore He existed from eternity.” Nevertheless, against the Photinians, who assert that Christ’s existence began with His birth from the Virgin Mary and who acknowledge that there is nothing intermediate between generation from eternity and His conception of the Virgin Mary, it is right to conclude: Christ existed before His birth from His mother. Therefore He was begotten of the Father from eternity and is God eternal.
 

(3) Although Vorstius may deny (Tract. de Deo, p. 224) that these are things of equal force—”being before the creation of the world” and “existing from eternity”—all Scripture nevertheless opposes him, because it constantly uses this description of eternity. (See Ps. 90:[2]; Prov. 8:24; John 17:[5]; etc. Cf. Eph. 1:4; 2 Tim. 1:9.) Before the world existed, there was nothing except the eternal God, because there is nothing intermediate between God the Creator and the world or creatures created in time. Compare the statements cited earlier in our article On the Divine Nature and Attributes, ch. “On Eternity” [1625 Exegesis, Commonplace II, §§ 137–49].
 

(4) Although the word [image: ] may mean the beginning of time, nevertheless from the expression of John, “In the beginning was the Word,” we are correct in inferring the eternity of the Son. John does not say, “In the beginning was the Word created,” just as Moses says, “In the beginning God created heaven and earth” (Gen. 1:1). Rather, he says that the Word already existed in that beginning, and thereby he indicates that the Word was not created and given a beginning of time along with the rest of created things but has an eternal existence. Augustine, Letter 66: “God did not create the Word in the beginning just as He created heaven and earth in the beginning, but in the beginning was the Word.” Some of the ancients take the word “beginning” [principium] as a principle outside of God, a principle that one can consider or posit before the creation that Moses describes. No matter what you may assume as “the beginning,” John responds that the Word already was, and did not begin in that beginning. Hilary, De Trinit., bk. 2, p. 17: “What is this ‘He was in the beginning’? Times pass, the centuries roll along, ages are removed. Set whatever beginning you wish in your opinion. You do not have [Him] at that time, for He was.” Some understand the word “beginning” formally and directly as eternity itself, which is a beginning without beginning. For this reason, the phrase [image: ] or [image: ] at times denotes eternity (2 Thess. 2:13; 1 John 2:13; etc.) Basil, Contra Eunom., bk. 2: “It is not possible to think of anything older than the beginning, because if something has anything before it earlier, it is not a beginning.” However, a comparison shows that John took his phrase from Moses. Therefore we think that the first explanation is more in harmony with the text, though the later ones, too, do fit the analogy of faith very correctly.
 

(5) From the eternity of the Father, according as He is such, the eternity of the Son is rightly inferred, for “whatever pertains to an individual pertains at the same time to the nature,” as Aristotle says, Categ., ch. 7. For this reason Damascenus writes (Orth. fid., bk. 1, ch. 8): “There was never a ‘when’ when the Father was but the Son was not, but always both were. Always the Father and always the Son, who was begotten of the Father, were together. He could not have had the name ‘Father’ apart from the Son, for were He without the Son, He could not be the Father.” If the Father had begun to beget the Son in time, He would not be the eternal Father nor the immutable God. Hilary, De Trinit., bk. 12: “Either He is not always the Father if there is not always the Son, or if He is always the Father, there is also always the Son, because as much time as will be denied to the Son, so that He is not always the Son, so much time will the Father be lacking when He is not always the Father.” Isidore of Pelusium, bk. 1, Letter 241, p. 56: “If God is always similar to Himself and nothing ever is added to Him, He must always be the Father. If He is always the Father, however, it follows that He has always had a Son, and from this it happens that He has the same eternity with the Father.”
 

§ 49. (II) Regarding His immutability, note that the apostle [in Heb. 1:11–12] applies Ps. 102:[27] to Christ not partially, merely with regard to the following words about the destruction of the world, but totally; not merely as occasions arise, but directly. That is because it is evident from the aim of the psalm that it is speaking about Christ. Also, the apostle adds the copulative “and” ([Heb. 1:]10), which shows that the prior words apply to Christ just as do the ones that follow, and in v. 8 the apostle had begun to prove this, namely, that Christ is the true God. This he proves, among the other things, from His being unchangeable and His having created heaven and earth. With each argument, Christ’s true deity is proved very powerfully. I also add this argument: If Christ will someday change the heavens and destroy the earth, He surely also created the heavens and the earth from the beginning. The reason for this is that David clearly teaches that both of these fit no one except the eternal and immutable God. But the former is true. Therefore the latter is true as well.
 

(III) Regarding His immortality, note: (1) When the “Father alone” is said to “have immortality” (1 Tim. 6:16), the adjective “alone” does not exclude the Son, who has the same deity with the Father; instead, it excludes creatures and spurious gods, for God the Father is being compared with earthly kings, all of whom are mortal, but not with the other persons of the Godhead, as Chrysostom notes correctly. (2) The Son died not according to His deity but in the assumed human nature, not of necessity but of His own free will. (3) Finally, the Son is said “to have life in Himself” (John 5:26), though it is said of creatures that they “exist and live in God” (Acts 17:28).
 

(IV) Regarding His infinity, note that essential infinity and immensity [or immea-surableness] is not omnipresence, as we showed in detail in our treatise On the Divine Attributes, Section VIII [1625 Exegesis, Commonplace II, §§ 171–89]. Meanwhile, it is correct for us to apply the passages that speak about omnipresence to the proof of His infinity and immensity because Christ, as God, is omnipresent by the immensity of His essence, and is omnipresent as man not because His human nature is essentially infinite, nor because it became infinite and immense through the union, but because it was raised to the infinite hypostasis of the Word through the personal union and through His exaltation was placed at the nonlocal right hand of God.
 

§ 50. (V) Regarding His omniscience, note: (1) One must distinguish the habitual gifts of knowledge, with respect to which Christ is said to have “increased in wisdom” (Luke 2:52), from infinite wisdom that lacks every increase and decrease, with which wisdom He was filled already from the first moment of His conception (Luke 2:40). (2) What Christ says He heard from His Father, what He says in John 8:[26], must be referred either to His human nature—so that it was said in human fashion that He was bringing out nothing new in His ministry but only that very thing that His heavenly Father had demanded that He preach—or we must respond with Cyril, Chrysostom, and Augustine that Christ “hears from His Father” not by learning what He did not know, but by receiving the same nature with the Father through eternal begetting, just as it is said about the Holy Spirit: “He will not speak on His own authority, but whatever He hears He will speak” (John 16:13). Augustine comments in this way on that passage, on John, tractate 99: “He will not speak from Himself because He is not from Himself. He will hear from Him from whom He proceeds. For Him to be heard is to know, but to know is to be.” (3) Christ alone is said to know the Father (Matt. 11:27). Therefore in the Old Testament either no one knew God or they received the knowledge of God from this Word. As a consequence, this Word was a hypostasis before He became flesh.
 

(VI) Regarding His freedom to act, note that acting of His own will is attributed and denied to Christ in diverse ways. On the one hand, we have: “I give up My life of Myself” (John 10:18); and, on the other: “The Son cannot do anything of Himself” (John 5:19). One is said to “act of himself” if he acts with the power that is proper and natural to him in such a way that he does not receive it from someone else. In this sense, Christ denies that He acts of Himself, because He received His power through natural generation from the Father. One is also said to “act of himself” if he acts with his own natural power, though he has received that power from someone else. In this way, the Son is said to act of Himself or through Himself. Therefore when the Son denies that He can do anything of Himself, this refers: to the consubstantiality and identity of essence in the Father and the Son; to His generation from the Father and personal order; and to the equality of honor. Thomas, [ST,] p. 1, q. 42, art. 6, ad 1: “This is the unity of the divine nature, that the Son acts through Himself in such a way that He does not act of Himself.” One cannot conclude a diversity of essence from the distinct personal properties. Christ does not have the power to act from Himself but from the Father through eternal begetting; nevertheless He does the same things that the Father does because through His begetting He has received from the Father identically the same essence.
 

§ 51. (VII) Regarding His equality, note: (1) Although equality, narrowly and properly speaking, is not an essential attribute of God (because it is not something absolute nor is it predicated in the abstract about God), nevertheless we put it in this class of arguments by reason of its foundation. Equality, after all, is the relationship between two or more equal things. The foundation of this relationship—namely, of equality—in the Father and the Son is the unity of power, of wisdom, and of the very divine essence, for the Son is equal to the Father because He is coeternal and consubstantial with the Father and has all things that the Father has. (2) Because the divine essence is infinite, utterly simple, indivisible, etc., therefore one must say that the Son of God is equal to the Father either totally or in no way, but one cannot say that He is partly equal and partly not equal. You see, if He is unequal in the least bit, He is in no way equal, because the divine essence is indivisible and because the attributes are not accidents in God but are His very essence. (3) When Christ is said to be equal to God, the name “God” is taken hypostatically for the person of the Father. Therefore the Photinians infer in vain: “Whoever is equal to God is not God Himself. Christ is equal to God. Therefore He is not God Himself” (Socinus, Contra Bell., ch. 5, class 3, arg. 3, p. 253). The only valid conclusion from this is: “therefore He is not the Father.” Nevertheless He is the one true God along with the Father; otherwise He would not be equal to His Father. The Photinians object against John 5:18 that the “evangelist is relating the opinion of the Jews.” We respond. Socinus himself acknowledges, Contra Bellarminum et Wiekum, ch. 5, class. 3, arg. 3, p. 259: “The evangelist believed the same thing as the Jews, that with these words Christ was making Himself equal to God,” and he says that “this is clear from the sound of His words.” We add the comments of Chrysostom, Cyril, and Augustine on this passage. Had the opinion of the Jews been false, Christ or the evangelist surely would have warned about this, lest we make a mistake in so important a matter (John 2:21; 21:23). Instead of correcting this, much rather, Christ confirms it. Regarding the words: “I and the Father are one” (John 10:30), see our Disput. 2. ex loco 1 Johann. 5. Tres sunt, etc., § 22.
 

Third, from the personal property of the Son.
 

§ 52. The third class of arguments is taken from the personal property of the Son, which, with respect for the First Person of the Godhead, the Father, is passive generation, as they call it, namely, that He has been begotten of the Father from eternity; and with respect to the Third Person of the Godhead, the Holy Spirit, is active spiration, as they call it, namely, that He breathes the Holy Spirit together with the Father from eternity.
 

Here we draw the following conclusion: Whoever has been begotten of the Father from eternity and breathes the Holy Spirit together with the Father from eternity is the true God. The reason for the former is that “it is not right to suppose that the Son of God is lowborn; rather, it is necessary to confess that He is of absolutely the same loftiness and dignity.” Justin, [image: ], p. 294: “In common practice, we see that things begotten are of the same essence as those that beget them, for who does not know that the sons of princes are princes and that the sons of kings are kings?” Bernard, Sermon 1 de adv., col. 1: “The begetting of God would have been defective and monstrous if a different nature came forth from the womb.” (See also Augustine, Contra Maxim., bk. 3, ch. 18.) The reason for the latter is that the Holy Spirit is the power of God, as the Photinians concede, and He is a divine person, as we proved in its own place. If, then, the true God proceeds from the Son, surely the Son also has to be the true God. Yet the Son is begotten of the Father from eternity, and the Holy Spirit proceeds from the Son. Therefore.
 

§ 53. We proved the latter part of the minor premise in detail in our treatise On the Holy Spirit [1610 Loci Theologici, locus 6], § 73. He is called “the Spirit of Christ” (Rom. 8:10); “the Spirit of the Son” (Gal. 4:6); “the Spirit of Elohim,” that is, of the Father and the Son (Gen. 1:2); “the breath of the lips and mouth of Christ” (Isa. 11:4; [2] Thess. 2:8) who receives what is His from Christ, namely, through eternal procession (John 16:14), whom Christ sends and communicates by breathing or by breathing upon (John
 

15:26; 20:22).
 

The former stands firm for these reasons: (1) Scripture testifies with express words that He was begotten from eternity: “Today have I begotten you” (Ps. 2:7; Heb. 1:5). “His name was engendered before the sun” (Ps. 72:17). “The depths did not yet exist, and I was begotten” (Prov. 8:24). “His going out is from the days of eternity” (Mic. 5:2).
 

(2) He is called “the Son of God” (Ps. 2:7; Prov. 30:4). In many places of the New Testament He is called “the only-begotten of the Father” (John 1:14; 3:16); “His own” (John 5:18; Rom. 8:32); “the firstborn” (Heb. 1:6); “the firstborn of all creation” (Col. 1:15).
 

(3) He is called [image: ] [“the Word”] in John 1:1, 14; 1 John 1:1, 3; 5:7; Rev. 19:13. (Some add Luke 1:2; Heb. 4:12; 11:3.) He is called [image: ] (“Word”) in Gen. 1:2; Ps. 33:6. (Some add 1 Sam. 3:21: “Jehovah spoke to Samuel at Shiloh, in the Word of Jehovah,” as the Chaldean translates it, that is, through the ambassador and speaker of the Father.) “Because of Your Word You provide very great things” (2 Sam. 7:[21]) is rendered in 1 Chron. 17:19 “because of Your Servant,” that is, the Messiah, Your ambassador; “You provide a very great thing” (Isa. 53:11). In 2 Sam. 23:2 and Dan. 8:13 He is called [image: ] (“the Speaking One”), because He is the interpreter of His Father’s will. Here we can place all the passages of the Old Testament in which the Chaldaic paraphrase calls the Son of God “Memerahh” (Gen. 24:3; 48:21; Isa. 8:5; 26:4; Hosea 1:7; etc.), which Selnecker explained in a singular book published in 1576. He is the Word—not the spoken or uttered word; nor the conceptual, internal, or implanted word, which befits the angels or the human mind but not God; nor is He the innate word of the same character as is our intellect in and of itself; but He is the essential, substantial, subsisting, and hypostatic Word, because “the Word was in the beginning with God” (John 1:1). (Cf. Athanasius, Contra Arian., orat. 5, and Tractat. de definitionibus, vol. 2, p. 59.) He is called “the Word” with respect not only to His office but also to His person, not only outwardly but also inwardly, because “He came forth from the mind” through the eternal begetting from the Father.
 

(4) He is called the “substantial image of the Father” (Wisdom [7]:26; 2 Cor. 4:4; Col. 1:15). “He is the character of His hypostasis, the radiance7 of His glory” (Heb. 1:3). “He who sees the Son sees also the Father” (John 14:9). Both of these have to do with the eternal begetting from the Father. You see, “image” denotes the relationship of that which has been produced and the producer; it is founded in the divine essence not absolutely but according as the Son receives the image through His eternal begetting from the Father. Furthermore, as the radiance of the sun is born from the sun, comes out at the same time with the sun, and exactly expresses the light of the sun, so also the Son, begotten of the Father, is coeternal and consubstantial with Him.
 

§ 54. In regard to this class of arguments, observe: (1) Christ is called “the Son of God” absolutely, perpetually, and simply. Therefore He is not the adoptive Son of God, because those who are children merely by the grace of adoption are not called this perpetually and absolutely. Athanasius presses this argument, Contra Arian., orat. 3: Christ is called “the Son of God” in such a way that He is placed ahead of adoptive sons and is distinguished from them by a great distance. “You are the Christ, the Son [[image: ]] of the living God” (Matt. 16:[16]). Here the demonstrative article8 is added by which He is distinguished from Elijah, Jeremiah, the Baptist, and other adoptive sons, an argument that Hilary presses in De Trinit., bk. 6, and Theophylact, on Matthew 16. Thus “God sent His Son into the world that we might receive the adoption of sons” (Gal. 4:4[-5]). Here, Christ is very carefully distinguished as the natural Son of God from adoptive sons.
 

Observe that Christ is called the Son of God “because of the operation of the nature,” as Ambrose says (De fid., bk. 4, ch. 4), that is, because of His eternal begetting from the Father. “You are My Son; today I have begotten You” (Ps. 2:7). For this reason He is also called “only-begotten.” Yet there are many adoptive sons. Because He is only-begotten and indeed the only-begotten [[image: ]] with the article, surely He is Son not by adoption but by nature.
 

Observe that Christ is called such a Son as is “in the bosom of the Father,” that is, of the same essence and nature with the Father, as Augustine explains it (John, tractate 3) and as Cyril explains it (bk. 1, on John, ch. 22). It does not say that He once “was” but that He “is in the bosom of the Father” because, when He was dwelling on earth with regard to His divine nature, He had not left His Father.
 

Finally, observe that Christ is not only called “the only” and “only-begotten” and “very own” Son, but is also said to be “equal to the Father” (John 5:18; Phil. 2:6). However, He could not have been equal to the Father if He were merely His Son by adoption and not by nature. (How the natural and proper Son of God is distinguished from adoptive children is discussed very well by Bishop Alexander of Alexandria, in Socrates, Hist. Eccles., bk. 1, ch. 6.)
 

Therefore the subterfuge of the Photinians falls by which they say that Christ “is an adoptive son,” something that the Arians also used to do, as is evident from the letter of Arius in Eusebius. Socinus (De Script. auctor., ch. 6, § Jam quod attinet.) asserts that “the man Christ received a divine adoption.” Schmaltzius, Ex. 157 error., p. 8: “We say that Christ can also be called an adoptive son, namely, because He was not always such a son of God as He was when He was doing His duty on earth and as He now is when He is ruling in the heavens. Instead, He was made such a son by the singular grace of God.” The same Schmaltzius (Exam. 157 error., p. 27) denies that “believers are properly the adoptive children of God because ‘adoptive’ properly signifies him who, though previously he was not someone’s son, was afterward adopted, and one who has been adopted is considered and treated as a son though he is not in reality the son of the one who adopted him nor can he be called literally his son.” He says that neither of these befits believers because they are born of God and will become partakers of the divine nature.
 

(2) In the Scriptures, only four kinds of filiation are described: one is through communication of essence; the second, through union; the third, through creation; the fourth, through adoption. Filiation through communication of essence is double, for it is either through communication of the entire essence and identically the same essence, or through a communication of part of the essence and of an essence that is the same only according to species.9 The former is possible only in the infinite essence and, therefore, takes place only in the begetting of the Son of God, because the Father communicates His entire essence and identically the same essence to the Word through the eternal begetting, and He reserves the same entirely for Himself. The latter is possible in the finite essence. Therefore by it man is born, because among humans a father communicates to his son not his entire essence but only part of the essence, and not identically the same essence but the same according to species. Filiation through union befits Christ according to His human nature. Filiation through creation is also double: (a) Through immediate creation it befits angels, who for this reason are said to be the sons of God (Job 1:6; 38:7), and, as some wish, Adam before the fall (Luke 3:38). (b) Through mediate creation it befits all creatures. Mal. 2:10: “Is there not one Father of all?” Job 38:28: “And who is the Father of the rain?” Filiation through adoption befits those who believe in Christ (John 1:[12]; Eph. 1:5; Gal. 4:5).
 

You would seek in vain for other modes of filiation beyond these. Therefore those various and different modes because of which the Photinians dream that Christ is called the Son of God fall to ruin. Vorstius, who is close to the Photinians, claims that there is a threefold filiation in Christ. The first pertains to the birth [ortus] of Christ; the second, to His sanctification or anointing; and the third, to His resurrection. Socinus, Contra Bell., p. 208, sets forth: (a) the excellence of His love, (b) the inheritance of all things given to Christ, (c) the naming of the children of God from Christ, (d) the prerogative of Christ, (e) His birth from the Virgin Mary, (f) His resurrection and exaltation. However, all these are said without scriptural support.
 

(3) One must distinguish between the actual filiation of the Word and the declaration or manifestation of the filiation. His filiation consists uniquely in the eternal begetting of the Father, as is clear from the fact that He is called “the Son of God,” because He is “the only-begotten of the Father.” You see, as one is properly said to have been begotten from his father who is begotten of the substance of his father, so also He alone, and no one else, is called “the only-begotten of the Father” who was begotten uniquely of the Father. The declaration or manifestation of the filiation, however, is various and multiple because His conception by the Holy Spirit, His resurrection from the dead, and His glorious exaltation prove the divinity and consequently the eternal begetting of the Son from the Father. Therefore the sophism of the Photinians—that Christ is called “the Son of God” because of His conception by the Holy Spirit and His resurrection from the dead—crumbles.
 

(4) Psalm 2:7 describes an eternal begetting, properly speaking. You see, it has to do with the sort of begetting that preceded the creation of the world (as we gather from Prov. 8:24), a begetting that exceeds the creation of the angels by the greatest distance and that has nothing in common with it (as we gather from Heb. 1:5). Through it, the essential and eternal Son of God is produced (as we conclude from the last verse of the psalm that teaches that we must hope in Him). This begetting is the internal action of the eternal and immutable God; hence this, too, is eternal, as is evident from the definition of begetting taken in its proper sense, that it is the production of a living being born from the substance of the begetter. Therefore the madness of the Photinians falls—the madness by which they claim that Ps. 2:7 describes a temporal begetting.
 

(5) In Acts 13:33, the cause and formal principle of filiation is by no means established in His resurrection from the dead, but the words of the psalmist can be applied to the resurrection of Christ either because of its declaration and manifestation (Rom. 1:4) or (what agrees better with the text) because the sending of the Son of God into the flesh and His true divinity is being demonstrated by the apostle’s citing of that passage. We prove this opinion: (a) From a consideration of the aim, which is twofold, as is evident from [Acts 13:]23, 26, and 30; namely, that Jesus of Nazareth is the promised Son of God, the Messiah divinely revealed in the New Testament, and that the heavenly Father raised Him from the dead after the Jews had killed Him. Therefore when the apostle cites three prophecies of the Old Testament as proof, the first—taken from Ps. 2:7—is used to prove the first part of this aim, and the two latter ones—from Isa. 55:3 and Ps. 16:10—are used to prove the latter part of this aim.
 

(b) From the connection of [Acts 13:]32 and 33: “We announce to you,” says the apostle, “the promise that was made to our fathers, because ([image: ]) He has fulfilled this to us, His sons, by raising Him from the dead for us—Jesus—just as it is written in Psalm 2.” Now, what that promise is, is clear from [Acts 13:]23: “From the seed of David, according to His promise, God has raised up ([image: ]) for Israel the Savior, Jesus.”
 

(c) From opposition. In v. 34 the adversative particle [image: ] is added—”But as for the fact that He raised Him from the dead ….” Surely, then, in v. 33 the apostle had not yet dealt with His resurrection from the dead, for who would use an adversative particle to prove one and the same thing?
 

(d) From the meaning of the diction. In v. 22 he uses [image: ] for “removal”; therefore he is using [image: ] in v. 33 in the contrary sense for “sending” or “raising.” Furthermore, resurrection from the dead in v. 34 is not simply called [image: ] [“rising, resurrection”], but [image: ] [“from the dead”] is added as a limitation.
 

(e) From a comparison with other passages, both as concerns the thing, because the apostle especially urges this primary point of Christian doctrine—that Christ is the Son of God and the promised Messiah whom God revealed—upon all his hearers (Acts 2:22; 3:13; 9:20); and as concerns the diction, because also in other passages of Scripture the participle [image: ] placed absolutely10 signifies “raised up, sent, established.” Acts 3:[22]: “He established ([image: ]) a prophet.” Verse 26: “God, raising up His Son, sent Him first to you.” Acts 7:37: “God will raise up for you a prophet.” Rom. 15:12: “He who rises ([image: ]) to rule the Gentiles.”
 

(f) From the arrangement of the words. By no means is the apostle saying that God raised up Christ—namely, from the dead—but that He raised up, revealed, sent “Jesus,” that is, His Son, into the flesh to be “Jesus” or “Savior,” the promised Messiah, just as He had said in [Acts 13:]23: “God raised up for Israel from the seed of David a Savior, Jesus.”
 

(g) From a summing up of the reasons. What Christ had before the resurrection He did not receive through the resurrection. But before the resurrection, Christ was the Son of God. Therefore.
 

Whatever does not11 cause Christ to be the Son cannot be understood by the word “begetting.” But resurrection from the dead does not cause Christ to be the Son of God. Therefore.
 

If begetting is the same thing as raising up, it follows that the Son of God begot Himself, because He raised Himself from the dead. Therefore the hypothesis of the Photinians falls, the hypothesis by which they claim “the Son is said to have been begotten from the Father because of His resurrection from the dead,” as Ostorodus writes (Inst. Germ., ch. 7, p. 54). On this point, they have some of the Calvinists in agreement with them. Tilenus, Not. ad Bellarm. de Christo, bk. 1, ch. 5: “Because we cannot deny that that interpretation seems to many of both the ancients and the more recent to have been forced, we can grant to our adversaries that it is taken more aptly as a reference to the resurrection.”
 

(6) “Therefore the child who will be born of you will be holy, and He will be called ‘the Son of God’ “ (Luke 1:35). This is the conclusion of the entire preceding statement of the angel. It is gathered together, presented, and proposed in this sense: Because the Son whom you will conceive and to whom you will give birth will be Jesus, the promised Messiah to whom the heavenly Father will give the throne of David, therefore He will be called and will be the Son of God,12 for it is evident from all the prophecies of the Old Testament (which speak of the Messiah) that the Messiah is foretold as such a one who is God and man in the unity of His person. Now, if we wanted to refer this to the immediately preceding words, it will have to do with the union of the divine and human natures, which belongs no less to the operation of the Holy Spirit in the conception of Christ than to His immediate operation and wonderful sanctification, that is, that the Holy Spirit gave the power and ability to conceive without a man’s seed and that He cleansed from the stain of sin the mass, or those drops of blood, from which the Son of God constructed the dwelling place of His body. (See Gregory, Moral., bk. 18, ch. 12.) Bede, on Luke 1: “The power of the Most High is the Word of God that put on the flesh; therefore the Son of Mary is called ‘the Son of the Most High.’ “ Therefore the insult of the Photinians goes up in smoke—that the angel places the proper and immediate cause of filiation in the conception of Christ by the Holy Spirit. (See Franciscus Davidis, Coll. Transsylv., act. diei 9, letter F.) Socinus, Contra Bellar. et Wiek., p. 217: “Christ is the natural Son of God because the Son of God is born of the Virgin Mary.” Schmaltzius, Exam. 157 errorum, error 8, p. 6: “Christ is the Son of God not only because of His unique and great similiarity with God, which has never belonged to any creature, but also because of the manner by which He came into being, that is, His miraculous conception.” Pisecius, Not. ad append. Vilkovian., p. 20: “Because Christ was conceived by the Holy Spirit, that is, by the working of divine power, He is truly and properly called ‘the Son of God,’ and even ‘the natural Son of God.’ “ Vorstius and some of the Calvinists agree. Yet if Christ were the natural Son of God because of His conception by the Holy Spirit, the consequence would be: (a) That the Holy Spirit is the natural Father of Christ because of their mutual relationship. (b) That the human nature of Christ is the Deity, because the begotten is produced from the substance of the begetter and it is of the same nature with the begetter, all of which are absurd. (c) Surely because of that conception by the Holy Spirit, Christ cannot yet be called the natural and only-begotten Son of God, for God did not beget Him in the womb of the Virgin of His own substance but solely from the substance of the Virgin.
 

(7) One must distinguish between the material and the manner of the begetting. According to His human nature, Christ had a different begetting from ours not with respect to material but only with respect to manner. Therefore His begetting is not of a wholly different species from ours, and as a consequence, the fact that He is called “the only-begotten” cannot be taken with regard to His humanity—that He was conceived by the Holy Spirit (which cause the Photinians assert)—but with regard to His divinity, according to which He was begotten of the Father from eternity.
 

(8) The cause and formal principle of filiation, because of which Christ would be called “the Son of God,” is referred in the Scriptures to His begetting (Ps. 2:7; John 1:14; etc.). The name “Son of God” is attributed to Christ in such a way that it cannot be attributed to angels nor men in this way (Heb. 1:5). Therefore in vain do they think up out of their own judgment those reasons for which Christ would be called “the Son of God” and foolishly seek the cause of filiation in love, in the giving of an inheritance, in the naming of the other children of God from Christ, in His resurrection, in His exaltation, etc. You see, all these things, though on a lower level, are common to the devout and faithful with Christ. Also, before those things, Christ was called “the beloved Son” by the heavenly Father (Matthew 3, last verse). Therefore with respect to those, Christ is not and cannot be called the “only-begotten of the Father” and “His own13 Son.”
 

Fourth, from His divine works.
 

§ 55. The fourth class of arguments is taken from the works that are proper to God alone. When these are attributed in the Scriptures to Christ, surely the true deity of Christ is proved powerfully. The passages that have to do with this class can be divided into two parts: (I) Some speak about the divine works in general. “My Father is working up till now, and I am working” (John 5:17). “Whatever the Father does, this the Son also does likewise ([image: ])” (v. 19). “All things that the Father is doing He shows to the Son” (v. 20). “Just as the Father raises the dead and gives them life, so also the Son gives life to whomever He wishes” (v. 21). “Whatever you ask the Father in My name, that I will do” (John 14:13).
 

(II) Some speak about certain works specifically. They attribute to the Son: (1) Creation. See Gen. 1:2; Ps. 33:6; 102:[25]; with regard to these, see also Heb. 1:[10]; Prov. 8:30; John 1:1, 3; Col. 1:16; Rev. 3:14; etc. (Cf. our locus [On God the Father and His Eternal Son, 1610 Loci Theologici, locus 5], § 83.) (2) The preservation of all things and governance (John 5:17; 1 Cor. 8:6; Col. 1:16; Heb. 1:3). Here we can also mention the passage “in Him was life” (John 1:4). You see, to the Son of God life is attributed: (a) Essentially, because He is Life itself, having the same essence and thus also the same life with the Father. (b) Personally, because He has received from the Father through His eternal begetting the life that “He has in Himself” (John 5:26). (c) Effectively, because He confers natural life to all living creatures and preserves it for them, and also communicates spiritual life to believers, etc. (3) The working of divine miracles, as the entire account of the Gospels shows. Among all these, His having raised Himself from the dead by His own power is especially prominent (John 2:19; 10:18). (4) The redemption of the human race, Luke 1:68; Matt. 20:28; etc. (5) The sending of the Holy Spirit, Luke 24:49; John 14:16; etc. (6) The sending of the angels, Matt. 13:41; Rev. 1:1. (7) The foretelling of future things on the basis of His infinite knowledge, as the Gospel account proves. (8) The works of grace in the Church, including election to salvation, calling, the gathering of the Church, the establishing of the ministry, the institution of the Sacraments, enlightenment, regeneration, justification, the forgiveness of sins, renewal, the amazing defense of the Church, consolation in the cross, the hearing of prayers, resurrection to eternal life, salvation, and glorification, all of which are attributed in the Scriptures to Christ.
 

§ 56. Regarding this class of arguments, note in general: (1) To Christ is attributed an identicalness of works, a likeness of acting, and an equality of honor (John 5:19). Therefore no thought should be conceived here about an inequality of power or a diversity in acting. Nazianzen, Orat. 4 de Theol.: “He does not say ‘similarly’ ([image: ]) because there is a similarity of works, but because the ability and majesty of both is equal.”
 

(2) Christ says that He does nothing except what He has seen the Father doing (John 5:19), and the Father shows Him all the things that He is doing (v. 20). This does not signify any weakness or inequality of working, but rather the greatest and most intimate unity in working. The Son sees the Father working and the Father shows the Son His works, not by an external vision and demonstration but by an inner communion of the power to act, that is, because the Father has all works in common with the Son and communicates to the Son His power to act, just as He communicates His own essence through the eternal begetting. Nazianzen, loc. cit., and Ambrose, De fide, bk. 4, ch. 3: “The Son is said to see the Father working and to learn from the Father as the Father works because the knowledge of the Son comes from the Father not through teaching but through begetting. To God, knowing is the same thing as being. Hence for the Son it is the same thing to receive the wisdom and the essence of the Father.” (Acts 9:16: “I will show him how much he must suffer for the sake of My name.” Exod. 33[:19]: “I will show you all My goodness.” Ps. [60:3]: “You have shown hard things to Your people.”) Damascenus, Orth. fid., bk. 1, ch. 9: “Just as we say that fire shines through the light that comes forth from it and do not consider the fire’s light as an instrument that serves the fire but rather as its natural power, so we say that the Father creates all the things He creates through His only-begotten Son, not as if the Son were merely a servile instrument but as His natural and hypostatic [[image: ]] power.” For this reason also He says that He cannot do anything of Himself, namely, because He is not of Himself but is working with the power that He has received from the Father through His eternal begetting.
 

(3) The Father works with and through the Son not as His instrument but as a divine person consubstantial with Himself, as the only-begotten Son and His own essential power personally distinct from Himself.
 

(4) Those works that are predicated of God are of two kinds. Some are in His own person and without instrument, in which He Himself works without means. Such a work is the creation of the world. However, some are in a different person and instrumental, for which He uses the service of His creatures. But now, works are attributed to Christ that are not only in a different person and instrumental but also those done in His own person and without instrument, and, in fact, the essential works that signify His existence, such as that He is “the first and the last” [Rev. 22:13], that He is “life and truth” [John 14:6], that He is “the true light” [John 1:9], etc.
 

(5) The instrumental works of God are attributed to Christ and to creatures in far different manners. They are attributed to Christ as to the principal efficient cause—for otherwise He would not be doing “these things” and doing them “in like manner” [[image: ]] [John 5:19]—but to creatures as to an instrumental cause.
 

§ 57. In particular, note: (I) Regarding creation: (1) The work of creation is described everywhere in Scripture as being proper to God alone. Job 9:8; Isa. 44:24: “who alone stretched out the heavens”; Jer. 10:11; Acts 4:24; Heb. 3:4; etc. Therefore that idea of Vorstius, who is close to the Photinians, crashes to the ground (De Deo, p. 225): “One cannot conclude someone’s eternity and divinity from the fact that creation is attributed to Him.”
 

(2) Not only are all things said to have been made “through the Son,” but creation is attributed to Him in the nominative case, Ps. 102:[25]; Heb. 1:[10]: “You, O Lord, founded the earth”; Prov. 8:[29–]30: “When He placed the foundations of the earth, I was a master workman beside Him.” (Cf. Isa. 45:23 with Rom. 14:11.) We press the general statement: “Whatever things the Father does, the Son does these things and in the same manner [[image: ]]” (John 5:19). Therefore the exception of the Photinians goes up in smoke—that the particle “through” indicates not the first cause but an instrumental cause. They borrowed that exception from the old Arians, as is evident from Athanasius, Contra Arian., sermon 3. Chrysostom once responded beautifully to them (Homily 2 on Hebrews 1): “The Son does not—as the heretics foolishly suspect—exist as some instrument of the Father, nor is the Father said to have acted through Him as if He Himself did not have the power to act. Rather, just as the Father is said to pass judgment through the Son because He begot the Judge, so also He is said to work through the Son because it is evident that He begot the Worker.” Cyril, Thesaur., bk. 6, ch. 3, presses the argument that in the creation He said, “Let Us make man,” which is not the form for one commanding an inferior. Otherwise He would have used the imperative, “Make!” But His words are of one who is inviting an equal to participate.
 

(3) The work of creation that is attributed to Christ is described in such a way that it cannot refer to anything except the original creation of heaven and earth. This is because: (a) It is called “creation” in the absolute and unlimited sense without an appendix (Eph. 3:9; Col. 1:15–16; Rev. 3:14). But when it is taken as a reference to the second creation, or redemption and renewal, then as an appendix the word [image: ] [“new”] or something similar is added (2 Cor. 5:17; Gal. 6:15; Col. 2:10; Eph. 4:24; etc.). (b) The universal particles [image: ] and [image: ] [“all”] are added (John 1:3; Col. 1:16–17; Eph. 3:9; Heb. 1:3). Here the article added in some passages has a unique emphasis, as is concluded from 2 Maccabees 7:28 and Rom. 11:36. When a passage deals with the second creation, then those universal particles are not added because the work of creation is simply universal, but the work of redemption and regeneration is not the same. Otherwise it would follow that even the devils have been redeemed and wicked men are reborn. (c) Through division, the effect of creation is distributed into visible creatures and invisible creatures, which are the angels (Col. 1:16). However, this distribution is not possible in the second creation because the angels were not redeemed through Christ.
 

(d) In John 1:3 an exclusive word is added clearly: “All things were made through Him and without Him nothing was made that was made.” This is something that cannot be referred to the second creation. You see, on the basis of the hypothesis of the Photinians, Christ did not yet exist in the Old Testament, yet many people in it were renewed.
 

(e) By way of explanation, there is added what “all things” made through Christ are called: “The world made through Him” (v. 10). Yet nowhere is “world” taken to mean only the devout.
 

(f) To the work of creation, the preservation and governance of the entire system of the world is connected. This preservation and governance is nothing else but a sort of continuation of creation (Col. 1:16; Heb. 1:3). This very thing is a clear indication that the original creation, too, is attributed to Christ. Therefore the opinion of the Photinians falls—namely, that the topic in those passages is the new creation. (See Socinus, Contra Bellarm., p. 339; and Defens. animadv., p. 74; Catech. Racov., pp. 87, 139; Eniedinus, p. 161; Schmaltzius, Exam. 157 error., p. 12.)
 

(4) Christ is said to be “the beginning of God’s creation” (Rev. 3:14), not a material beginning, as if He Himself were in the category of creatures, but an effective beginning, because every created thing receives its beginning of being from Him, just as an architect is said to be the beginning of a house. For this reason, too, because the apostle had called Him “the firstborn of every creature” (Col. 1:15), he immediately adds the reason: “because through Him were made all things visible and invisible.” Therefore He Himself is not a creature but the Creator. He also adds, “He is before all things.” Yet if Christ were the first creature and had been created in time, the apostle would have had to say: “And He Himself was made ahead of all things.” Basil is right to press this argument, Contra Eunom., bk. 4, p. 349. Therefore Schmaltzius’s objection falls, Exam. 157 error., p. 12: “Because Christ is the firstborn of every creature, it follows that He is a creature.”
 

§ 58. (II) With regard to preservation, note that Christ is said to “uphold [portare] all things” (Heb. 1:3), that is, to foster, sustain, and preserve them. The force of this word is made clear: “The Lord, your God, carried [portavit] you in the wilderness” (Deut. 1:31); “As an eagle bears [portat] its chicks upon its wings …” (Deut. 32:11); “You are being carried [portamini] by Me in the womb” (Isa. 46:3). In fact, He upholds not some things but “all things by the word of His power,” that is, by His most powerful word and command. Theophylact observes that a metaphor has been taken from those people who move something with a finger and transfer it to another place, so that the apostle meant that such and so great a weight of creatures was borne by Christ in such a way that He seems to have carried nothing at all. Indeed, He holds up all things with His word alone. For this reason, also, He can “command the wind and the sea” with His word (Matt. 8:26), something that is a work of infinite power, by which power—His own intrinsic power and not someone else’s power as instrumental—Christ works. You see, “whatever the Father does, He Himself does these things in the same manner [[image: ]]” (John 5:19). Therefore Socinus’s attempt to escape fails (Cont. Bellarm. et Wiek., ch. 8, p. 460), namely, “that [image: ] [“to uphold”] has the meaning of ‘to move’ and ‘to control’ rather than ‘to carry,’ that the topic concerns things endowed with intelligence according as they have been reformed through Christ, that Christ does not have that power of Himself.”
 

§ 59. (III) With regard to miracles, note: (1) Christ does His miracles with utterly free choice, when and where He wills. Matt. 8:2: “If You are willing, You can make me clean.” John 5:21: “The Son gives life to whomever He wills.” But this belongs to the true God alone: that He can “do whatsoever He wills in heaven and on earth” (Ps. 115:3; 135:6). Regarding one who does miracles not of himself and with an intrinsic power proper to himself but from a foreign grace granted to him by a superior, we cannot say about him that he heals miraculously “if he wills,” but rather it would be “if He from whom he has received that power by grace wills,” because the ability to act depends not so much on the will of the receiver but on that of the Giver.
 

(2) Christ does the sort of things that no man did nor can do, because it befits Him alone to be conceived by the Holy Spirit, to be born of the Virgin, and to rise by His own power. John 9:32: “Never since the world began has it been heard that anyone opened the eyes of a man born blind.” We also use this comparison: “Christ does all things that the Father does” (John 5:19–20). Yet the Father does some things that no man has done or can do, as is clear from the creation of the world or from the sending of the Holy Spirit.
 

(3) Christ not only does “the same things” as the Father but even [image: ] (“in the same way as”) the Father does them, with one and equal power. Those who believe do “these things” in some of their works and, in fact, even “greater ones” (John 14:12), but not [image: ] (“in the same way as”) the Father and the Son work. For this reason, John 5:17 uniquely connects the manner of working by which the Son acts with the manner of working by which the Father acts, and separates them completely from the manner by which the rest operate.
 

(4) Christ in His miracles acts with His own might and power, and for this reason He performs His miracles by commanding. He tells the sea: “Be quiet” [Mark 4:39]. He tells the possessed man: “Deaf and dumb spirit, I command you to depart from him” [Mark 9:25]. In Matt. 9:28, He says to the blind man: “Do you believe that I can do this?” He does not say: “I can obtain that for you from My heavenly Father.” Acts 3:12, 16: “Why do you wonder at this … as though by our own power or piety we made him walk? … In the faith of the name of Christ, His name has made him strong.” Acts 10:38: “God anointed Jesus with the Holy Spirit and with power, and He went about doing good and healing.” But that anointing with the Spirit did not happen to Christ according to His divine nature out of grace; rather, according to that nature, He has the power to give the Holy Spirit. Therefore the power to do miracles according to His divine nature also belongs to Him through nature, that is, through His eternal begetting from the Father.
 

Therefore when the Photinians press the argument that “Christ received the power to perform miracles from another source,” we must respond through a distinction. To receive the might and power to act from another source can be understood in two ways: either it is the same thing as to use a foreign power, which one receives within himself and which he does not have intrinsic to his own nature—and thus he receives something out of the grace of the giver from a different source. In this sense, the apostles performed miracles with a power received from elsewhere, that is, with a foreign power. Or it signifies the use of one’s own intrinsic power, which he has received not by being given it but by being born from another. In this sense, Christ did His miracles by the power received from the Father through His eternal begetting, but in such a way that He had that power within Himself. But if the Photinians wish to infer from the latter sense of the phrase that Christ did not act in His miracles with His own intrinsic power and is [thus] not true God, I shall be able to infer with the same logic that in human affairs a son does not act with his own intrinsic power and is [thus] not a true man because he does not have his human nature from himself but from his father. It is also apparent from this that there is a great difference between these two: the apostles performing miracles by a power received from God and Christ doing miracles by a power received from the Father. The apostles receive that power out of grace from a source essentially distinct from themselves, and before they received it they did not have it, nor did they have it within themselves. But the Son of God receives that power through His eternal begetting, and consequently by birth He receives it from the Father, with whom He is essentially one, and consequently He receives it not from a source extrinsic to His own essence. Hence there is no time in which He did not have it; in fact, He has it “in Himself” (John 5:26). “The Father is in the Son, and the Son is in the Father” (John 14:11). “The Father dwells in the Son and does the works Himself” (v. 12). “The Father and the Son are one” (John 10:30). Surely, then, as far as Christ is concerned, that power is not extrinsic, foreign, and alien, but intrinsic, natural, and His own. Therefore it remains firmly established that in His miracles Christ acts with a might and power natural and proper to Himself. But now, that befits God alone uniquely. “This is the changing of the right hand of the Most High” (Ps. 77:[10]). “The right hand of the Lord acts powerfully” (Ps. 118:[15]).
 

(5) Christ performs His miracles for His own glory, something that likewise befits God alone. Isa. 42:8; 48:11: “I will not give My glory to another.” Thus in the miracle of the wine changed into water (John 2:11), He “reveals His own glory.” In Mark 7:37 He allows Himself to be honored with a doxology proper to God: “He has done all things well.” John 5:[19,] 23: “What the Father does, the Son does in the same manner [[image: ]], that all may honor the Son just as [[image: ]] they honor the Father.” After the miracle of healing the crippled man in the name of Christ (Acts [3]:13), Peter says, “The God of our fathers has glorified His Son.” That is, “the glory of Christ Himself—not our glory—has been revealed through this miracle.” In Acts 14:13, the apostle forbids them to offer him a sacrifice because of the miracle, but Christ allows a spiritual sacrifice of praise and invocation to be given to Himself.
 

(6) Christ not only performed miracles Himself but even conferred on others the power to perform miracles that they are said to have done in His name (Matt. 10:1; Mark 3:15; Luke 9:1; 10:17; Acts 3:6; 9:34; etc.). Yet only God can grant to others the power to do miracles.
 

(7) With His divine miracles, Christ confirmed what He set forth in His teaching: that He is the only-begotten Son of God and equal to the Father.
 

On the basis of all this we can easily resolve the exceptions of the Photinians. Christ has the power to do miracles according to nature; holy men of God, according to grace. Christ performs His miracles omnipotently and principally; holy men of God, ministerially. Christ acts with His own infinite power; the apostles, with a foreign, finite power.
 

§ 60. (IV) With regard to redemption, note: (1) The things required for redemption were the satisfaction that had to be offered to infinite divine justice and the full expiation for the sins of the whole world. These were required because the infinite justice of God had been offended by the sins of men, and this could not have been satisfied with a ransom offered through a finite creature. Ambrose, De gent. vocat., bk. 1, ch. 3: “What perished in nature is not restored except by the Author of nature.” Compare the deliberation of the Father with the Son at the creation of man (Gen. 1:26) and the decree and counsel of the same regarding the redemption of men (Ps. 2:7; 110:1).
 

(2) Christ is said to have “made purification for our sins through Himself [[image: ]]” (Heb. 1:3). It is clear from Isa. 43:25 that this belongs to God alone: “I, I am He who wipes out.” For this reason, it is also said explicitly that “God has redeemed the Church with His own blood” (Acts 20:28) and that the blood that cleanses us from sins is “the blood of the Son of God Himself” (1 John 1:7). Therefore through Himself, that is, by His own power and through His own blood, Christ was able to make a purging of sins, because in the unity of His person He is true God, to whom that blood which was shed on the altar of the cross belonged personally.
 

§ 61. (V) Regarding the gathering of the Church, note: (1) In Heb. 3:3, Paul proves that Christ is more excellent than Moses from the fact that “he who builds the house is more excellent than the house.” Therefore Christ alone is the supreme builder of the Church, who builds His own house, that is, He calls the Church from the human race, gathers it, constructs it upon Himself, and saves it. In 1 Cor. 3:10, Paul and the ministers of the Church indeed are called “builders,” but only instrumentally: through the preaching of the Word they build themselves and others upon Christ, the only Cornerstone (Eph. 2:20; 1 Pet. 2:[6ff.]).
 

(2) The sending of John the Baptist, the forerunner of Christ, is ascribed in the same manner to both the heavenly Father (Matt. 11:10; Mark 1:2) and to Christ Himself (Mal. 3:1). Therefore ministers are sent by Christ and by the Father in no different nor inferior manner, for which reason not only the heavenly Father but also Christ Himself is said to send them as “the master of the house [pater familias]” (Matt. 10:25), as “the Bridegroom of the Church,” etc. (2 Cor. 11:2).
 

§ 62. (VI) Regarding salvation, note that Christ saves us: as God (Isa. 35:[4]; Hosea 1:7); as the only foundation of salvation (1 Cor. 3:11); as “the author of life” (Acts 3:[15]); as He outside of and without whom there is salvation in no other (Acts 4:12); as the “author and finisher of our faith” (Heb. 12:2); “through Himself” (Heb. 1:3); as far more excellent than all angels and men (Heb. 1:[4]); “not as a minister” (as Socinus confesses, Contra Bell. et Wiek., p. 462), but as the Lord (Acts [2?]:36). Therefore that escape of the Photinians—that “Christ saves us as a minister and instrument of God” (Socinus, De Christo Servat., p. 1, ch. 6) and that “He effects our salvation not as the first but as the second cause” (Schmaltz, Exam. 157, error 79, p. 24)—is wicked.
 

Fifth, from divine worship.
 

§ 63. We take our fifth class of arguments from the divine worship and honor that belong to God alone and that are commanded in the Scriptures to be given to Christ. This we prove: (I) In general. “All people should honor the Son just as they honor the Father” (John 5:23). Socinus, Misc., p. 268: “You hear that God wants Christ to be honored just as He Himself is honored. From this we understand clearly that we must present to Christ the same honor that we present to God.”
 

(II) Specifically, because we are ordered: (1) To believe in Christ and to trust in Him (John 14:1). (2) To place our hope in Him (Isa. 11:10). (3) To worship Him religiously (Isa. 45:23). (Cf. Rom. 14:9.) (4) We are baptized in His name (Matt. 28:[19]). (5) We swear by Him (Rom. 9:1). (6) We glorify Him in equal manner with the Father (Rom. 9:5; Rev. 5:13).
 

§ 64. In regard to this class, note in general: (1) Christ cannot be presented with divine honor unless the divine nature be attributed to Him. (Those who concede that we must present Christ with truly divine honor while denying that He is by nature the true God are actually claiming that several gods exist and are to be worshiped. Franciscus Davidis proves this in detail, Contra Socin.) You see, as God is God only by reason of His divine nature, so also He is worshiped with divine honor only by reason of His divine nature. To worship God is nothing other than to acknowledge the divine nature in Him. Consequently, truly divine honor does not befit whomever the divine nature does not befit. For this reason, Basil, Contra Eunom., bk. 4, is correct in urging that the Galatians are being accused of idolatry because before their conversion to Christ they served those who were not gods by nature. Therefore he who is not God by nature and essence must not be worshiped with divine honor nor served with divine worship.
 

(2) The argument draws its conclusion not so much from the act of divine worship as from the foundation and duty of divine worship. After all, he is not immediately true God who is given divine honor; after all, idolaters present creatures and fictitious gods with divine honor. However, He is true God by nature if divine honor befits Him because of His divine nature and if God Himself in the divine Word commands us to present divine honor to Him.
 

(3) The Most High says that He does not wish to give His divine glory to another—not only to one who is contrary to God and the foe of God but also to one who is outside of God, that is, who is not true God by nature (Isa. 42:8). In Hebrew this is [image: ], which indicates “anyone else.” Therefore the exception of the Socinians fails, that “only he who is contrary to God is excluded, but not he who is subordinate to Him.” (See Theophilus Nicolaides, Contra Borcov., p. 80; and Schmaltzius, Contra Smiglec.)
 

(4) God is speaking in the future, “I will not give My glory to another,” and is prophesying about the times of the New Testament, when He says that He is not going to give His glory to someone else. (Cf. Isa. 42:8; 43:10–11; 46:9; 48:11.) Therefore the dream of the Photinians falls, that the topic is merely about the times of the Old Testament. (See Socinus, Resp. ad defens. Franc. David., ch. 71, p. 144; Ostorodus, Cont. Tradel., p. 154; Theophilus Nicolaides, Contra Borcov., p. 80.)
 

(5) The same glory, honor, and worship are attributed to Christ as are attributed to the Father. Therefore the blasphemy of the Photinians falls, that only similar glory is attributed to Christ. The “similar glory” that is given to him who is not God by nature, who is not the infinite good, will be more unlike divine glory (that is, infinitely distant from it with regard to its object and foundation) than like it. As we have said, the foundation of divine glory is the divine essence and majesty. But as far as essence and majesty are concerned, none of the created and fictitious gods are like God (Ps. 86:8; 89:[6]). Therefore no glory, however great it may finally be, can be like divine glory. Therefore that which Socinus argues falls, that “Christ is honored as God’s commander” (Miscell., p. 267) and “as subordinate to God” (p. 269).
 

§ 65. Regarding worship in particular, note: (1) The assumed human nature is worshiped not separately and solitarily nor on the basis of its essential principles and affections, but according as it subsists in the Word Himself. Therefore, on the basis of the worship of it, nothing departs from the axiom. Whoever is worshiped religiously is the true and eternal God.
 

(2) We are commanded not only to worship but also to invoke Christ because we are commanded to place in Him the confidence of our heart and, in fact, to do this in the same way as we believe in the Father (John 14:1); this is the foundation for invocation. We are commanded to implore His help and kindness; this is the form of invocation. In invoking Christ religiously, we follow the examples of Stephen (Acts 7:59), of Ananias (Acts 9:14), of the apostle (2 Cor. 12:8), etc. Therefore this distinction of Socinus falls, Contra Franc. David., ch. 24, p. 226: “To worship is not the same thing as to invoke. He invokes who, having come into necessity, confidently implores the help and kindness of another; but he worships who inclines his body and soul reverently to someone and prostrates himself before the other, expressing religious awe, even if he asks nothing of him.” Page 21: “There is no mandate regarding the invocation of Christ, but we do not deny that Christ is to be worshiped.” (Blandrata himself rejects this distinction because worship necessarily requires invocation, according to Socinus, Resp. ad Franc. David., p. 142.) Against this error we set forth the following brief aphorism: When the discussion involves religious worship, then it has the same object, form, foundation, and indeed all the same causes as invocation has (John 4:23; Acts 8:27; Rev. 14:7; etc.).
 

(3) A worship is attributed to Christ that is opposed to the worship of graven images (Ps. 97:7; Heb. 1:6) and that the very angels give to Christ (Heb. 1:6). However, this is not and cannot be other than the religious worship due to God alone.
 

(4) The apostles pray for grace and peace for their churches equally from the Father and from Christ (2 John 3), and in the apostolic doxologies they connect Christ with the Father with an equal level of honor, as has been demonstrated in our Disp. ex bened. eccles.
 

(5) “To be invoked through a mediator” can have a double meaning. On one hand, an invocation is understood that happens through a mediator as a distinct person, and in this respect we concede that the Son is not invoked through a mediator as through a person distinct from Himself. But we deny that as a result of this the true divinity of the Son and the religious invocation of Him is undermined, because the foundation of religious invocation consists in the divine nature. Since this truly and really befits the Son, surely, then, religious invocation is owed to Him. On the other hand, an invocation is understood that has to do with the satisfaction and merit through which the human race is reconciled to God. In this respect we say that it is false that the Son is not invoked through a mediator, because in the invocation of the Son one has regard for the satisfaction and merit that He Himself rendered in His own person, and which reconciled the human race to Him (2 Cor. 5:19). The divine justice to which Christ offered satisfaction through His death is common to the entire Trinity. Therefore, in His assumed nature, Christ also made satisfaction to Himself through Himself. Therefore this argument of Blandrata is frivolous: “Christ is not invoked through a mediator. Therefore He is not true God” (Colloq. Trans., 1568).
 

(Some people make a distinction between absolute and related invocation. They call “absolute” that which is directed to the entire Trinity absolutely, and this certainly befits the Son and Holy Spirit as well as the Father, in which manner all three persons are invoked through a mediator. They call that “related” which is directed to some certain person of the Deity, and thus to be invoked in a certain order befits, first, the Father, who is like the beginning of counsel and order in reconciling the human race; afterward, also, it befits the Son, who carries out that counsel; and, finally, it befits the Holy Spirit, according as the Father, Son, and Holy Spirit have the same will about redeeming the human race. However, the former response is the more simple: as the divine essence has no levels, neither does religious invocation.)
 

Antithesis.
 

§ 66. Some people divide those who attack the divine nature of Christ into old and more recent heretics. However, because the more recent heretics raise from hell the heresies stirred up by the old, and because the consideration of time by no means creates a proper and essential difference between heresies, therefore we should prefer that division by which the [image: ], those who directly deny the divinity of Christ, are divided into three classes.
 

(I) Some are [image: ] [“without a hypostasis”], who claim that Christ did not exist at all before His birth from Mary. Such were Cerinthus and Ebion (about whom see our locus On God the Father and His Son [1610 Loci Theologici, locus 5], §§ 185–86); Paul of Samosata and Photinus (about whom see our locus On the Three Elohim [1610 Loci Theologici, locus 4], §§ 80–81). Artemon taught: “Christ was merely born of a virgin and is a man; He was not also born of God, because He is not God” (Eusebius, bk. 5, ch. 27). In our day, the Muhammadans and Photinians walk in their steps. Muhammad claimed: “Christ is a great prophet and lawgiver upon whom God breathed His spirit, but nevertheless He is not truly the Son of God.”
 

(II) Some are [image: ] [“of a different essence”], who acknowledge in Christ a nature more sublime than the human but who nevertheless deny that He is [image: ] [“of the same essence”] and consubstantial with the Father. Such were the Carpocratians, the Basilidians, and the Arians. (See our commonplace On God the Father and the Son [1610 Loci Theologici, locus 5], § [188].) Arius taught three things especially about the Son: (1) That He is not coeternal with the Father. This is found in a letter of Arius to Eusebius, which Epiphanius recites (Haeres. 69); Theodoret, [Histor.,] bk. 1, ch. 3. (2) That He is a creature and less than the Father. (3) That He is not the natural but the adoptive Son of God, and thus is not consubstantial with the Father. (See the letter of Arius to Alexander and the symbol of his faith in Epiphanius; the hypotheses of Arian teaching in Histor. Magdeb., cent. 4, ch. 5.) The followers of Arius used to change the doxology of the Church in this way: “Glory to the Father through the Son in the Holy Spirit,” according to Epiphanius (Haeres. 76). Because of this, the Council of Nicaea removed this perversion and commanded that they retain the form of this hymn that had been handed down to the faithful since apostolic times, as Basil asserts in his book De Spiritu s., ch. 7 and 27: “Glory to the Father and to the Son and to the Holy Spirit.” Because the Arians always had on their lips: [image: ] (“There was a ‘when’ when the Son did not exist”), it pleased the council, in favor of asserting the eternity of the Son and the Holy Spirit, to add in the doxology the following words: “As it was in the beginning, and now, [and] ever.” (Cf. the Synodus Vasensis, which was celebrated shortly after that of Nicaea.)
 

(III) Some are [image: ] [“unlike”], who used to say that Christ “was of the same substance with the Father but was not of equal power with Him.” Such were Aetius and his pupil Eunomius. (See our commonplace On God the Father and the Son [1610 Loci Theologici, locus 5], § 189.) After the death of Arius, his sect was divided into two heresies. Some said that Christ was consubstantial with the Father; others denied this. The prior group was, again, of two classes. Some thought that He is consubstantial with the Father according to nature and essence, and they were, as a consequence, called “Semi-Arians.” Others asserted that He is consubstantial according to will, and they were called [image: ] [“of a different essence”]. The latter group claimed that the Son was not equal to the Father in essence or in will. These were called “Aetians” and “Eunomians.”
 

In De fund. cons., disput. 3, § 61, and in De gloria Dei, disput. 7, §§ 3ff., we showed how the Calvinists indirectly undermine the purity of the doctrine regarding the true deity of the Son through their various hypotheses. In our locus On God the Father and the Son [1610 Loci Theologici, locus 5], §§ 146ff., and in our treatise On the Nature and Attributes of God, ch. 7 [1625 Exegesis, Commonplace II, §§ 104–12], we showed how one must respond to the arguments of the Photinians with which they attack the true divinity of Christ.
 

Questions: First, regarding the divine nature of Christ
 

§ 67. Here some questions arise: (I) About the divine nature of the Son. (1) Is the Son God Himself [[image: ]]? The term is ambiguous. It is either opposed to the communication of the divine essence (and thus we deny that Christ is “God Himself,” because He has received His essence through His eternal begetting from the Father), or it is opposed to an inequality of the divine essence (and thus we concede that Christ is “God Himself”).
 

** Gregorius de Valentia, De Trin., bk. 1, ch. 22: “As the Son is a person, He is of another; as utterly simple being, He is not of another.” **
 

Christ is truly and in Himself God, but He is not God of Himself. (See our De gloria Dei, disp. 9, § 15, and our locus On God the Father and the Son [1610 Loci Theologici, locus 5], § 179.)
 

§ 68. (2) Can the Son correctly be called “the instrument of the Father”? Among the hypotheses of Arius there is also this one: “The Father made the Son for Himself as His instrument that through Him He might create all things.” To be sure, even before Arius stirred up his controversy, the devout ancients spoke in this way, as is apparent from Irenaeus (bk. 3, ch. 8; bk. 4, ch. 13), Tertullian (Adv. Prax., ch. 12), and Eusebius (Hist. Eccles., bk. 1, ch. 1), in whose footsteps Luther walks in his commentary on Genesis 1, p. 3. He says, “Here Moses first posits the means and instrument that God the Father used in His working, namely, the Word.” Bellarmine (De Christo, bk. 1, ch. 9) reports that the Transylvanians appeal to this passage. Paraeus reproaches us with this in Iren., ch. 24, art. 14, p. 146, as does also Tanner (Anat. August. Confess., demonstr. 2, § 24). [Crocius] (Convers. Pruten., part 2, p. 541) reproaches us with Heerbrand, who called the Son “the instrument of creation.” But we respond to this by noting that Aretius calls Him this in his commentary on Romans 11. One can and should respond in favor of the pious ancients and of Luther that the Arians called Christ the instrument of the Father in a far different sense from the orthodox. The Arians understood Him as a separated instrument, in which sense in the common way of speaking a hammer, a knife, and similar external and separate means of action are called “instruments.” The orthodox, on the other hand, understand Him as a connected and essentially united instrument in a modified way of speaking, as the hands are said to be the instrument of a man. In this way, Christ calls the Holy Spirit “the finger of God” [Luke 11:20; cf. Matt. 12:28], yet the Spirit does not cease being the essential power of God and the principal cause of acting. Luther declares very clearly that he was calling Christ an instrument in this sense, for he says, “The Word is not material nor created but is of one essence with the Father,” and he shows this from a comparison of Genesis 1 with John 1. In vol. 3 of the German edition of Jena, he says, f. 352: “God creates nothing except through His Word, and this truly is the power of God. The power of God is not an ax, a saw, or a file by which He works, but God Himself.”14
 

Meanwhile, because of the deceits and corruptions of the Photinians, it is preferable for us to abstain from using this phrase: (a) True God with the Father does not act instrumentally. (b) Christ is distinguished from the angels as a master from his ministers (Heb. 1:14). (c) Christ says, “I do this for My own sake” (Isa. 48:11); but one who acts for his own sake is not an instrument. (d) Christ is the beginning and the end, the Alpha and Omega, the omnipotent (Rev. 1:[8]). (e) The power to create is infinite and cannot exist in an instrument but only in the supreme and infinite craftsman. The Council of Sirmium calls the Son a “minister.” In his book on that council, Hilary explains it in this way: “He ministered not as a slave to his master but as the Son to the Father. Although between them there is no inequality of nature or dignity, nevertheless there is in the Father an authority of origin that is not in the Son.”
 

§ 69. (3) The question arises: Was the divinity of Christ known also to the heathen? Bellarmine affirms this. In fact, in De Christo, bk. 1, ch. 11, he tries to prove this from the sibyls and adds: “The sibyls foretold many things more clearly than any of the prophets.” However, we judge that this mystery was revealed only to the Church in the prophetic and apostolic Word. Casaubonus (Contra Baronium) explains what we should decide about the sibylline oracles, which Lactantius, Augustine, and others set forth in so great a number.
 

§ 70. (4) The question arises: Can the Father be called the cause of the Son? The Greek fathers indiscriminately use the terms [image: ] and [image: ] [“beginning” and “cause”] in this mystery, as is clear from Damascenus, Orth. fid., bk. 1, ch. 9 and 11: “The Son is not without beginning, that is, not without cause, for He is from the Father.” However, the Latin doctors of the Church reject the word “cause” [causa] and use only the word “beginning” [principium], saying, “The Father is the beginning without beginning; the Son is the beginning from the beginning.” For this reason, the Scholastics (Sent., 1, dist. 12, q. 2) declare with common approval that “the Father is not the cause of the Son but the beginning; the Son is not the cause of the Holy Spirit but the beginning.” The word “beginning,” you see, extends more broadly than “cause,” to which it is related as genus to species, for every cause is a beginning, but not every beginning is a cause.
 

Second, regarding His eternal begetting from the Father.
 

§ 71. (II) With regard to the begetting of the Son: (1) The question arises: Is the Son after the Father because He was begotten of the Father? According to Athanasius, Contra Arian., orat. 2, the Arians would philosophize with foolish women in this way: “Tell me, did you have a son before you gave birth? In no way! Therefore who would doubt that you are greater by birth than your son? But they” (the orthodox) “say that the Father had the Son before He begot Him and that He is not greater in age than the Son whom He begot.” The Photinians take delight in the same sophism.
 

But we respond briefly: The begotten is not after the begetter when the begetting is eternal. Justin, [image: ]. et resp., q. 16, p. 313: “For us, existence precedes begetting, while generation is subsequent to existence. But God, along with that which is, begot; therefore with God there is not a postexistence of the begotten because there also is no preexistence of the begetter.” Athanasius poses this question against the sophism of the Arians: “Can you build a house without material? Therefore God could not have created the world without material? O degenerate scoundrels! You are comparing foolish women with God! God created the world, but as God, not as a human builder. He begot the Son, not like foolish women do, but as God, that is, in a far different manner from them.” And later: “Just as they questioned the woman about the reckoning of time, so also they should be asked to question the sun about its radiance and the spring about its water, in order that they may learn that, though these have been begotten and are their offspring, nevertheless they coexist along with them, from which they draw their origin and nature.” Thomas proceeds in this way, [ST,] p. 1, q. 42, art. 2: “There are three reasons why something produced is later than that which produces it: (a) Because the producer produces freely, namely, whenever it wishes. (b) Or because though the producer may be acting naturally, nevertheless it does not have its entire perfection to act right away as it is but acquires this gradually, and then finally acts. (c) Or because it produces by successive action, for which reason it happens that the product is later in duration than the producer.” However, in the production of the Son none of these is found. (Cf. Damascenus, Orth. fid., bk. 1, ch. 8.)
 

§ 72. (2) The question arises: Did the Father beget the Son by will or by necessity? This is one of those trifling questions of the Arians with which they have kept the orthodox busy. In De civ. Dei, bk. 15, ch. 20, Augustine reports that a catholic responded to this heresy by saying: “If the Father is God, He is God either willingly or unwillingly. If willingly, therefore He is God by His free will, not by nature; thus He could not have been God. If unwillingly, then He is wretched, because He is unwilling to be what He is.” Properly and formally speaking, the Father begot neither by will nor by necessity, but by nature. God willingly begot the Son because He was not forced to do so; nevertheless He did not beget Him because He wanted to. You see, if He had begotten because He wanted, He also could have not begotten, and in this way the Son could have not been. As a consequence, He would not have been equal to the Father, because He who could have not been cannot be equal to Him who necessarily always is. Therefore in the necessity of begetting, there is not any coercion, nor in the will do we think up any freedom or mutability of judgment. Rather, let us take both for the nature that is both necessity and will in God. Damascenus, Orth. fid., bk. 1, ch. 8: “Begetting is a work of nature; creation is a work of the will.” God the Father was not compelled, and He did not beget by the counsel of preceding free will. Rather, He begot the Son by a necessity of nature that was completely removed from all coercion, with an utterly perfect, utterly simple, eternal begetting. Thomas, loc. cit: “The Father did not beget the Son by will but by nature, which was perfect from eternity.” In regard to our spiritual regeneration and adoption, the word [image: ] [“of His own will”] is used (James 1:18). But concerning the eternal begetting of the Son of God, He says absolutely and simply, “This day have I begotten you” (Ps. 2:7).
 

§ 73. (3) The question arises: Is the begetting of the Son of God proper or metaphoric? We respond: Maximally proper: (a) Because He is truly and properly the Son of God, therefore His begetting is maximally proper. (b) Because His begetting is perfect, containing fully and perfectly whatever perfection there is in begetting, properly speaking. In regard to this subject I shall note an exceptional passage from Granatensis, on the feast of Trinity, conc. 2:
 


The name “Son” is attributed to the Son of God more properly than to the common sons of parents. We gather this from three differences between the sons of men and the Son of God. The first difference is that the sons of men retain the truth of this name because their substance and that of their fathers is weakened, for the sons draw from their fathers not their full substance but only a particle of it. However, the eternal Father poured over into His Son not a part of His substance (because the nature of the divinity is indivisible) but His entire substance. The second difference is that though it is common for sons to show not only the appearance of their parents but even the shape of their mouth, their behavior, and their abilities, nevertheless it is not rare that we see them degenerate from their parents and be born far different from them. But in this most lofty begetting, the Son is like and equal to the Father in all things, for both have the same glory, the same majesty, the same eternity, the same will, etc. The third difference is that a carnal father by no means begets a son according as he is a man and a rational creature but according as he is an animal. When a man understands and knows himself in his mind and when he shapes in his mind an image of himself, if this image were to subsist and live of itself, this truly would be called the son of that man, since the image that is proper to the man would have been begotten by the force of reason and by action, something that nevertheless does not happen in the begetting of sons. Such a son is begotten not with an intellectual but with a physical operation of the vegetative soul, which is the lowest part of our soul. However, because in the Most High God there is no composition of unlike parts, the Son who is born of Him is truly God of God, Light of Light, by spiritual action; that is, by the spiritual contemplation of Himself, which is maximally proper to God, He proceeds and is begotten.

 





(However, we must read this third difference with some caution.)
 

(c) Because, as Damascenus teaches (De orth. fid., bk. 1, ch. 9), the words “fatherhood,” “sonship,” and “procession” have not been transferred from us to that blessed divinity but, on the contrary, have been transferred from there to us. This is proved both from the fact that the begetting of God is eternal and precedes every generation in humans, and from the apostle’s words: “From the heavenly Father all fatherhood on earth and in heaven is named” (Eph. 3:[15]). God truly begets, but not in a human way, just as He truly lives, and indeed He alone lives, properly speaking, but He does not live in the human fashion, by breathing in and out, but by understanding and being. As He lives by understanding, so He begets by understanding. Thomas, [ST,] p. 1, q. 33, art. 2:
 


Begetting is said about God more primarily than about creatures, because begetting receives its species from its terminus, which is the form of what is begotten. As much closer as this is to the form of the begetter, so much the more true and perfect is the begetting, just as a univocal begetting is more perfect than an equivocal one. You see, part of the definition of a begetter is that he begets something similar to himself according to form. From this it is clear that, in the divine begetting, the form of the Begetter and Begotten is the same, but in created things it is not identically the same but only of the same species; this shows that begetting is in the Godhead primarily.

 





We do not approve of what Thomas adds, that “begetting is said about God more primarily than about creatures as far as the thing signified is concerned, though not as far as the manner of signifying is concerned,” because the mode of signifying corresponds to the mode of being.
 

(d) To claim metaphorical and limited begetting in the case of the Son favors the opinion of the Arians and Photinians.
 

§ 74. (4) The question arises: Can the begetting of the Son also be called “creation”? Because of their ignorance of the sacred language, the devout ancients were unable to respond otherwise to the passage “The Lord created Me [[image: ]]” (Prov. 8:22), upon which the Arians used to establish the fortress of their case. Therefore they reached this opinion: that in a certain respect, the begetting of the Son of God could be called “creation.” Athanasius, at the beginning of Contra Arian., orat. 3, argues: “Begetting sometimes is called ‘creation,’ and creation ‘begetting,’ just as we sometimes attribute to slaves the title ‘children’ and to our children the name ‘slaves.’ “ In 1 Kings 1:19, Solomon is called “the servant” of David. Job 38:28: “Who has begotten the drops of dew?” Hilary, not far from the beginning of his book De synodis: “In the Scriptures, the Son is sometimes said to have been begotten, sometimes to have been created, that His procession from the Father might be better explained with both words, for that procession can barely be described with a single word. That procession is called ‘begetting,’ which is the communication of a nature, because through it the Father communicates to the Son the same essence that He Himself has. Again, because in that procession no material is used, which our begettings use, for that reason it is called ‘creation.’ “
 

Bellarmine (De Christo, bk. 1, ch. 18) commends this statement of Hilary, but not wisely. (a) You see, Scripture nowhere calls the begetting of the Son a “creation.”
 

(b) If the begetting of the Son is and can be called a “creation,” surely even the Son, as God, will be able to be called a creature, something for which the Arians contend with all their might.
 

(c) There is an essential and perpetual difference between creation and begetting, properly speaking. “Begetting means that something is brought forth from the substance of the begetter which is begotten similar according to essence.” (Here “similar” is taken in a looser sense to denote also an agreement in the substantial being.) “But creation and making are extrinsic, and what is created and made does not come from the substance of the one creating and making, and it is completely unlike according to essence” (Damascenus, Orth. fid., bk. 1, ch. 8). From this he infers (ch. 9) that the Son is [image: ], [“unoriginated, uncreated”], but not [image: ] [“unbegotten”]. Athanasius explains the reason, De Trinit., dial. 1, p. 152: “What is begotten15 is that which is being begotten from the hypostasis, but what is created16 is from the power of the maker.”17
 

(d) Begetting among humans presupposes material, and this has no place in divine begetting. This does not prove that it is not properly called “begetting” because one must distinguish between natural begetting, which happens in time, and supernatural or eternal begetting. The former is an essential change and requires material as a prerequisite; the latter excludes all change, all succession, all material, and consists solely in the communication of essence.
 

§ 75. (5) The question arises: Does the Father beget the Son of His own essence? The Photinians are extremely hostile to this expression. Schmaltzius, Exam. 157, error 22, p. 9: “For one God to beget from His own substance is from the realm of impossibilities.” Error 37, p. 13: “For God to beget of His own substance is absurd and almost blasphemy. For in the judgment of all theologians, the substance of God is one in an absolutely perfect way, namely, in number. For a substance to be one in number and to beget something from itself involves a contradiction that is so certain that it is utterly certain.” Vorstius agrees, De Deo, p. 24: “The nature of God cannot at all be communicated to others either totally or in part. Not totally, because it is indivisible; not in part, because it cannot be torn in pieces.” Also in agreement are Junius (Contra Gratian.), Sohnius (Exeg., p. 87), Keckermann (Syst., p. 63). Tilenus, Not. ad Bell. 1. de Christo, ch. 9: “The wording is more suitable when we say that the Father begot or produced the Son in substance or essence than from His substance, lest someone imagine that there are two essences,” etc. However, we urge a definition of begetting in the proper sense: “To beget is to produce from one’s own substance something similar according to its essence.” For this reason we say in the Athanasian Creed that Christ “is God of the substance of the Father, begotten before the ages.”
 

Observe that: (a) The Father is said to have begotten the Son of His own substance, not by an alienation or division of essence.18 After all, He did not deprive Himself of His essence, nor give part of His essence to the Son, but gave by the communication of His entire essence, because He communicated to the Son His entire and perfect essence through the begetting and also kept the same entire thing for Himself because it is infinite.
 

(b) This expression is opposed to creation out of nothing and to formation out of preexisting matter that is of a diverse genus from the producer. Athanasius, vol. 1, in his Letter de decret. synodi Nicenae against the Arian heresy, p. 420, cites a passage from Theognostus, whom he calls an “admirable” man, in his second sketch: “The substance of the Son does not consist on the outside or from extraneous things, nor is He produced from nonbeings; but He is begotten from the substance of the Father like a ray from the light.” Hilary, De Trinit., bk. 3, p. 23: “Before all time, the Unbegotten begot the Son from Himself, not from any preexisting material, because all things are through the Son; not out of nothing, because the Son is of Him; not as the Father, because there is nothing changeable or empty in God.”
 

(c) The Father is not said to have begotten the Son of His own essence as from matter but as from a source that produces, so that, instead, with this expression all matter is excluded. For this reason, some people prefer to say, “In the unity of essence the Father begot the Son,” lest we appear to be introducing two essences. However, both expressions can be used suitably.
 

§ 76. (6) The question arises: Was the Son begotten of the Father by thinking? Flacius (Clav., p. 1, col. 1249) disapproves of this expression in Philip and Osiander. Philip [Melanchthon], Refut. Serveti: “The eternal Father is like the mind. He looks into Himself, understands perfectly, and with that thinking produces His own image. We form images that gradually vanish, but He produces an image that does not vanish but rather subsists and is of the same essence [[image: ]].”
 

Some attack this with the following arguments: (a) It is not written in Scripture.
 

(b) If the Son is begotten by the looking of the Father, we shall also have to concede that the Holy Spirit has a son, or we must deny that the Holy Spirit looks upon the Son.
 

(c) Irenaeus attributes this fiction to the ancient heretics.
 

However, all antiquity uses this comparison. As a concept of the mind is begotten in the mind and remains in the mind from which it flows, so also the Son is begotten of the Father and always remains in the Father. As thinking proceeds from the mind without passion, so the begetting of the Son occurs without passion [[image: ]]. Therefore we must distinguish between illustrations of any kind for this mystery—which the devout ancients had set before them in this way of speaking as they walked in the footsteps of Scripture, which calls the Son “the Word” already before creation and even from the ends of eternity—and between the perfect and full determination of the manner of begetting, which no one has said can be expressed by this way of speaking. Hilary, De Trinit., bk. 3, p. 29: “As the Father is indescribable in being unbegotten, so the Son cannot be described in being only-begotten, because He who was begotten is the image of the Unbegotten.” Athanasius, Contra Arian., sermon 3: “It is unseemly to ask how the Word is from God or how the splendor of God exists or how God begets or what the manner of the begetting of God is. He who would dare such things is crazy because with words he is trying to explain something indescribable, something proper to the divine nature and known only to God and His Son.”
 

Practical use.
 

§ 77. The practical use is consoling. Christ is true God. (1) Therefore He is a suitable mediator because of His kinship to God and man (Irenaeus, bk. 3, ch. 20). (2) Therefore He is the perfect Redeemer because of the infinite efficacy of His obedience and satisfaction that derives from the infinity of His person. (3) Therefore He is our utterly sufficient defender because of His divine power. (4) Therefore He is our utterly effectual intercessor because of His consubstantiality with the Father. John 11:42: “You always hear Me.” (5) Therefore He is the utterly complete Savior because of the salvation and life that belong to Him essentially. Irenaeus, Adv. haeres., bk. 4, ch. 59. p. 291: “How can the Ebionites be saved if the God who has worked their salvation on earth does not exist?” In that life, from that life, “from His fullness we can all receive” [cf. John 1:16], just as waters are drawn from a spring but in such a way that the spring always overflows with its waters. Our salvation has been set in His hands more firmly and more securely than the heavens and the earth that those hands created (Isa. 45:[12]). We have been written down in those hands from eternity (Isa. 49:16), and from them no one can snatch us or our salvation (John 10:29).
 



1  See On the Nature of God (1625 Exegesis, Commonplace II), §§ 28–46.
 

2  That is, unconditionally.
 

3  Read nolimus instead of velimus.
 

4  Read ac si with Cotta instead of ac sic.
 

5  This sentence is truncated in Preuss’s edition but whole in the Cotta and Frankfurt/Hamburg editions.
 

6  That is, the attribute of having all wisdom.
 

7  Read [image: ] instead of [image: ]; 5. [image: ].
 

8  That is to say, the definite article [image: ] (“the”).
 

9  Things are identically the same (or the same according to number) if they are the exact same thing, though place, size, and the like may differ. But things are the same according to species if they have the same species but are not identically the same. For example, Peter and Paul (two human beings) are the same according to species but are not identically the same.
 

10  That is, a circumstantial participle, without an article.
 

11  Read non with Cotta instead of nomen.
 

12  Read Dei Filius with Cotta instead of Dei.
 

13  Read [image: ] with Cotta instead of [image: ].
 

14  That These Words of Christ, ‘This Is My Body,’ Etc., Still Stand Firm Against the Fanatics (1527); cf. AE 37:61; WA 23:139.
 

15  Read [image: ] with Cotta instead of [image: ].
 

16  Read [image: ] with Cotta instead of [image: ].
 

17  Read [image: ] with Cotta instead of [image: ].
 

18  Read essentiae with Cotta instead of essentia.
 




  


CHAPTER VI: ON THE HUMAN NATURE OF CHRISF
 

§ 78. Thesis: In Christ there is a true, complete, and perfect human nature, and hence Christ also is a true, perfect, and natural man.
 

The explanation follows. By the “truth” of the human nature we understand that the Word did not assume an apparition or bare external appearance of a human nature, but became man in the truth of the fact. By the “completeness” of the human nature we understand that He assumed into the unity of His person all the essential parts of the human nature—not only the body but also the rational soul—because His flesh was [image: ], flesh endowed with soul. We do not merely say that He was man but that He still is man, because what He once assumed He never put away nor will He ever put it away. He is said to be “true, perfect, and natural man” with regard to His essential and natural parts, though with regard to its origin (namely, its conception by the Holy Spirit) and with regard to its subsistence (namely, its assumption into the Word), His flesh is different than our flesh.
 

§ 79. The one humanity of Christ is proved: (I) From titles, both proper and figurative. In the proper sense, He is called “human being” (1 Tim. 2:5; Luke 23:47), “the Son of Man” (Dan. 7:13; Matt. 8:20; 16:13; Rev. 1:13), “flesh” (John 1:14), “man” (Zech. 6:12; Acts 17:31), “boy” (Isa. 9:6; Acts 4:27), “Son of Abraham” and “Son of David” (Matt. 1:1), “son of Judah” and “Shiloh” (Gen. 49:10), “the Son of Mary” (Isa. 7:14), “the firstborn of Mary” (Luke 2:7), etc. In the figurative sense, He is called “the seed of the woman” (Gen. 3:15), “the seed of Abraham” (Gen. 22:18; Heb. 2:16), “the seed of Isaac” (Gen. 26:4), “the seed of Jacob” (Gen. 28:14), “the lion of the tribe of Judah” (Rev. 5:5), “the seed of David” (2 Sam. 7:[12]), “the fruit of the loins of David” (Acts 2:30), “the fruit of the belly of David” (Ps. 89:36; 132:11), “the rod and the branch from the root of Jesse” (Isa. 11:1), “zemach or Branch” (Zech. 6:12), “the branch of David” (Jer. 23:5;
 

33:15), etc.
 

(II) From the essential parts of man, which are the rational soul and the body. Regarding His rational soul, we have clear statements. Matt. 20:28: “to give His soul as a ransom.” Matt. 26:38: “My soul is very sorrowful.” Luke 23:46: “Into Your hands I commit My spirit.” John 10:[18]: “No one takes My soul from Me,” etc. Consequently, there are attributed to Him knowledge, intelligence, wisdom, and will, which are the properties of the rational soul (Isa. 7:15; Luke 2:40; John 5:21; etc.). The following statements bear witness of the body of Christ: “Take. This is My body” (Matt. 26:26); “She has anointed My body beforehand” (Mark 14:8); “He was speaking about the temple of His body” (John 2:21); “in the body of His flesh” (Col. 1:22), etc. About His flesh: Luke 24:39; John 6:54; Rom. 1:3. About His bones: Luke 24:39; John 19:33. About His blood:
 

Matt. 26:28; John 6:54; 19:34; Acts 20:28. In the Gospel account and in Rev. 1:15–16, etc., His hands, feet, eyes, head, face, ears, mouth, breast, side, etc., are mentioned.
 

(III) From the emotions that are proper to man, both those that befit the entire composite and those that belong to the individual parts of His soul and body. The Gospel bears witness that He was truly conceived and born; that He hungered, thirsted, became weary, walked from place to place, grew in age and wisdom, wept, was sad, exulted in the Spirit, etc.
 

** Some properties of the human nature are said according to itself [[image: ]], and these befit the entire thing always; some are toward another [[image: ]], and these are said to be proper to Him only comparatively and with respect to something else. Belonging to this type are eating, drinking, sleeping, being hungry, suffering, etc. You see, though these are not in themselves proper to humanity—though by them the divine and human natures are distinguished and they cannot be attributed to the divinity of itself and in itself—they are called properties according to another [[image: ]]. **
 

(IV) From the proper works and effects of man, because not only in His state of humiliation does He understand, will, speak, preach, eat, drink, etc. (Acts 10:38ff. and ch. 13), but also in His state of exaltation He understands, wills, converses with the blessed angels and humans in His heavenly glory, etc. Several things were noticeable in Him: (1) The operations of natural life, which are proper to the nutritive faculty:1 He would hunger, thirst, eat, drink. (2) The operations of animal life, which are in the sensitive faculty: He would see, hear, and touch; or in the locomotive faculty: He would walk, stand up, lie down; or in the faculty of wrath and desire: He would rejoice, be affected by sadness, be angry, grieve, weep. (3) The operations of intellectual2 life [[image: ]]: He would understand, reason, speak.
 

§ 80. In regard to the first class of arguments, observe: (I) Christ is called “the Son of Man”: (1) Because of the prophetic title (Dan. 7:[13]). As the title “Messiah,” taken from Daniel, was usual at that time, so also from the same prophet the Messiah was called “the Son of Man” by common custom. This Messiah was the one whom Daniel described in his prophetic vision.
 

(2) To prove His true humanity. Just as the only-Begotten was called “the Son of God” because He is true God, begotten of the Father from eternity, so also He is called “the Son of Man” and, indeed, “the firstborn” because in the fullness of time He, a true man, was born of the Virgin Mary.
 

(3) To prove His kinship with us. He could have been true man though not being a son of man, born from man, just as Adam was a true man, though he nevertheless was formed of the earth. Instead, He wanted to be born man of man and to become the Son of Man so that a bright testimony of His true humanity and of our kinship with Him might exist.
 

(4) Because of His emptying [exinanitio] and humiliation. Excellent men of outstanding authority are called [image: ] “the sons of a man [viri],” but commoners and obscure people are called [image: ] “the children of human beings [hominum].” Therefore such nomenclature leads us down to the humiliation of Christ, because of which, established as He was in the form of a servant, He calls Himself “the Son of Man [hominis].”
 

(5) Because of the administration of His office. Although the prophet Ezekiel was cast aside and despised in the eyes of the people of Israel, nevertheless he is always called “son of man” because of the prophetic office and ministry committed to him by God. So also in the days of His flesh, Christ calls Himself “the Son of Man” because He had been sent by God to man for man’s sake on account of the preaching of the Gospel and the redemption of the human race.
 

(6) To demonstrate His love. “His delight is with the sons of men” (Prov. 8:31). By this name, which is attributed to Him so often, He calls us back to consider His supreme love for mankind, because of which He wanted to become the “Son of Man.”
 

Some add: To indicate His birth from the Virgin. They say that He calls Himself “the Son of Man” (namely, of one in the singular), because He does not have a father on earth but only a mother. However, those, too, are called “the sons of man” who have been born of parents in the ordinary course of nature.
 

§ 81. (II) The word “flesh” in John 1:14 is synecdochic and signifies the whole and perfect human nature, that is, the flesh endowed with a soul. It is taken in this sense also in other passages of Scripture, including Gen. 6:12; Isa. 40:6; Joel 2:28; Matt. 24:22; Luke 3:6; Acts 2:17; Rom. 3:20; 1 Cor. 1:29. You see, from parallel passages that discuss the incarnation of the Son of God, we gather that it must be taken in this sense: (1) From the name “man,” which includes body and soul. (2) From the manner of our salvation, which required that Christ assume not only flesh but also a soul. (3) From the explicit mention of the rational soul, as we shall show more fully below.
 

The apostle wanted to use the word “flesh” in describing this mystery: (1) To show that the Word did not assume a person but a human nature, because the human nature that the Son of God assumed into the unity of His person was not previously a person subsisting of itself but was at the same time flesh, at the same time the flesh of the Word, at the same time flesh endowed with a soul.
 

(2) To teach that the Word did not assume an apparition or spiritual substance but the true human body consisting of flesh and bones, and therefore the true substance of the human nature, for in Luke 24:39 the spirit and the flesh are opposed to each other.
 

(3) To set forth for our consideration the immense love of the Son of God. Although by working without means He could have created for Himself a human nature far more happy and excellent than that which was in Adam before the fall, He preferred to assume a human nature that came from man, which, because of its frailty, wretchedness, and infirmities, is called “flesh,” yet without sin. (See Isa. 40:6; Ps. 78:39.)
 

(4) To set forth for our consideration the very intimate kinship and consanguinity by which the Son of God wished to be joined to us. This is usually described in Scripture in this way: “This is my bone and my flesh” (Gen. 2:23; 29:14; Judg. 9:2; 2 Sam. 5:1; Eph. 5:31; etc.).
 

[III] It should be noted that some of the names with which we prove the true humanity of Christ are abstract and some are concrete. The former express the nature; the latter, the person who is named from the human nature.3 The abstract names are that He is called “flesh” and “the woman’s seed”; the concrete, “man,” “the Son of Man,” “the Son of Mary.”
 

§ 82. Regarding the third class of arguments, observe: (I) One must distinguish between essential and accidental passions [[image: ]] or emotions. The former are said to be those that befit man of himself and essentially, but the latter are those that befit him accidentally.4 Christ still retains the former in His state of glory and in eternity, but the latter are mortal difficulties and frailties that He assumed temporarily in order to be able to suffer and die for the salvation of the human race. In His state of glory, however, He put these aside along with His form of a servant. Augustine, De civ. Dei, bk. 14, ch. 9: “For as there was in Him a true human body and a true human soul, so also the human affections were not false. As He became man when He wanted, so for the sake of the certain dispensation,5 when He wanted, He experienced those emotions in His human soul. We have these emotions because of the weakness of our human condition, but it was not so for the Lord Jesus, for even His weakness came from His power.”
 

(II) Sin must be removed from accidental emotions and weaknesses, for not even the least stain of sin had a place in Him (Isa. 53:9; Heb. 5:2; 7:26; 1 Pet. 2:22). He is called “holy” (Luke 1:35), “the holy of holies” (Dan. 9:24). When Paul says that “He was made sin for us” (2 Cor. 5:21), this must be taken not as being inherent, for Paul adds, “He knew no sin,” but as being imputed, because the Father “laid upon Him the iniquities of us all” (Isa. 53:6); and with respect to satisfaction, because by receiving the punishments for our sins upon Himself, He offered perfect satisfaction to God for our sins (Isa. 53:5).
 

(III) Christ wanted to take up human weaknesses and defects (which Evagrius, bk. 4, ch. 39, calls “natural and irreprehensible passions [[image: ]]”), nevertheless free of sin. He wanted to do so especially for three reasons: First, to make satisfaction for the sin of Adam and for the sins of all his descendants. Defects of this type—death, hunger, thirst—are the punishments for sin; but whoever has taken the punishment for sin upon himself has made satisfaction for our sins. Second, to establish more strongly in our minds the truth of the assumed human nature because human nature was not known to people except as being subject to those defects. Third, to demonstrate to us an example of patience and endurance in bearing those sufferings. Therefore He undertook them for our merit, as proof of His true humanity, and as our example. We can add others: Fourth, to expiate our sinful emotions through His pure and holy emotions. Fifth, to become more like us so that we might place greater confidence in Him (Heb. 4:15). He assumed those punishments not by the necessity of the condition but by the affection of pity, for He could have been true man without that, just as Adam was true man before the fall. Bernard, Sermon 1 de resurr.: “This was not of condition but of honor.” Augustine, Letter 142: “He became a partaker of our weakness but not of our iniquity, that through that common weakness He might unloose our iniquity.”
 

(IV) One must distinguish among the defects of human nature. You see, some are common to the whole species, and these are found commonly in all people after the fall. In this sense they are called “natural,” such as death, thirst, and hunger. Christ took those on, though without sin because He did not take on the proclivity to do evil and the difficulty toward doing good that developed from the sin of the first man and is common to all people. On the other hand, some are common only to certain individuals; therefore they are called “personal.” These do not occur to the entire human nature because of the sin of the first man but develop from certain particular causes, such as leprosy, epilepsy, and blindness. Christ did not take on those that spring from a defect of formative power or from a defect of man, from inordinate eating, etc. (See Thomas, [ST,] p. 3, q. 14, art. 4.)
 

§ 83. At this point we should set forth the sweet sayings of the fathers about the truth and completeness of the human nature in Christ. Irenaeus, bk. 5, ch. 13, p. 334: “If anyone should say according to this that the flesh of Christ was different from our flesh because the former flesh did not sin, but we are sinners, then he speaks correctly. But if he attaches a different substance of flesh to the Lord, the word of reconciliation will not be established for him.” (See also Irenaeus, bk. 3, ch. 32, p. 221.) Augustine, De civ. Dei, bk. 10, ch. 27: “Therefore He took up without sin the whole man that He might heal from the pestilence of sins the whole thing of which man consisted.” Damascenus, Orth. fid., bk. 3, ch. 6: “He in His fullness took up me in my fullness and was united whole to whole that He might in His grace bestow salvation on the whole man.” Fulgentius, Ad Trasymund., bk. 1, p. 251: “Just as the devil struck down the whole man by his deceiving, so God saved the whole man by taking him up.” Leo, Letter 11: “No one can boast in that Head, if he asserts that his own nature is not in Him.”
 

Antithesis.
 

§ 84. Some people undermine the true humanity of Christ directly, some indirectly. Those who do so directly are: (I) The apparitionists and Docetists [[image: ]], who taught: “The Son of God did not assume a true human nature but only an external apparition and appearance of a body.” Such false teachers existed immediately after apostolic times, and the Marcionites and Manichaeans later renewed their error. Irenaeus (bk. 1, ch. 22, p. 77) writes about Saturninus that “he showed an unknown and nonphysical Savior, without shape, putatively appearing as a man.” Concerning Basilides, Epiphanius (bk. 1, vol. 2, haeres. 24, p. 58) writes that he taught that “Christ was an apparition in that He appeared, but He was not a man nor did He take up flesh.” In several passages, Ignatius argues against those who imagined that “Christ assumed a [image: ] or apparition of human nature” and who said that He was a man not essentially but in appearance. Epiphanius (Haeres. 80) mentions that Leucippus and Milesius “claimed that He did all things according to His image and appearance and nothing according to reality but only in appearance.” In regard to the Cerdonians, Augustine (De haeres., ch. 21) mentions that “they taught that Christ Himself was not born of a woman nor had flesh, that He neither truly died nor suffered anything but only pretended His suffering.” Philaster (De haeres., ch. 45) relates about Marcion of Pontus that he strengthened the lie of his teacher Cerdo and taught that “Christ appeared putatively, that is, as if through a shadow, and that He suffered in a shadowy manner but not in true flesh.” With regard to the Manichaeans, Augustine writes (De haeres., ch. 46) that they taught that “Christ was not in true flesh but revealed a simulated appearance of flesh, making sport of the human senses, where He feigned not only death but even the resurrection.”
 

§ 85. These were their principal arguments: [A.] From the apparition of the angels who appeared in human bodies but who nevertheless were not true men. We respond. The manifestation of the Son of God in the flesh is one thing, and it is defined as “assumption and incarnation.” But the apparition of angels in human form is something else, and this is defined as “manifestation.” The angels by no means united human figures to themselves personally as the Word united the assumed human nature to Himself. Rather, they used the body only temporarily by reason of their ministry, and they were not giving form to that form but were present with it. “A spirit does not have flesh and bones as you see that I have” (Luke 24:39). Therefore He is teaching that He is not a specter or spirit but has true flesh and bones. It has never been said that an angel became flesh, took on the seed of Abraham, etc., as is said about the Son of God. Tertullian, De carn. Christi, p. 18: “Let those who set forth the flesh of Christ after the example of the angels and say that it was not born, that is, not fleshly, compare the reasons for which both Christ and the angels came into the flesh. No angel ever descended to be crucified, to experience death, to be raised again from the dead. If there never was a reason of this sort for the angels to take on bodies, we have a reason why they did not receive flesh by being born: they did not come to die. Therefore they did not come to be born. On the other hand, Christ was sent to die. Therefore He also had to be born in order to be able to die. For one does not die unless he has been born.” If you pay careful attention, you will discover that the incarnation of the Word and the manifestation of the angels differ with regard to all the causes: efficient, material, form, and end.
 

We can respond in almost the same way to the argument drawn from the appearance of the Holy Spirit in the form of a dove. You see, whatever that dove may have been—whether it was merely an appearance and likeness of a dove (which is claimed by Chrysostom, on Matthew, homily 11; Augustine, De Trinit., bk. 2, ch. 5; Ambrose, De sacram., bk. 1, ch. 5) or a true corporeal dove (as is claimed by Tertullian, De carn. Christi, ch. 3; the author of the book De agone Christi, which is contained among the works of Augustine, ch. 22; Thomas, [ST,] p. 3, q. 39, art. 7 ad 1; and which we think is the more true)—nevertheless one thing is certain: that the union by which the Holy Spirit appropriated the appearance of a dove to Himself is utterly distinct from the union of the divine and human natures in Christ: (1) With regard to its form, because the Holy Spirit appeared in that visible likeness only temporarily, but the Son of God joined the assumed nature to Himself with a constant and indissoluble bond, for which reason the former union can be called “symbolic,” while the latter is called “personal”; the former, “temporal,” but the latter, “perpetual and indissoluble.” (2) With regard to its end. The author of the book De agone Christi, loc. cit.: “The Holy Spirit did not come to deliver doves, but the Son of God put on the flesh to deliver flesh by flesh.”
 

§ 86. [B.] From the assertion of the apostle: “God sent His Son in the likeness of sinful flesh” (Rom. 8:3); “He was found in fashion as a man” (Phil. 2:[8]). We respond. (1) The apostle is not saying simply that God sent His Son “in the likeness of flesh” but that He sent Him “in the likeness of sinful flesh,” that is, flesh liable to punishment for sin. Therefore the sense is that the flesh of Christ was indeed like the sinful flesh but was not sinful. You see, the word “likeness” has to do not with the flesh but with the added determination “sinful.” It does not exclude the reality of the human nature but the hideousness of sin. For this reason, “in the flesh” is set at the end of the verse instead of “in the likeness of flesh” [Rom. 8:3]. Tertullian, De carne Christi: “He wants us to understand that He received the likeness of sinful flesh, not the likeness of flesh, as though it were the image of a body and not of reality. That nonsinful, true flesh of Christ was equal to that of him who had the sin.” Contra Marcionem, bk. 5: “The ‘likeness’ has to do with the word ‘sin’ and not to the feigning of substance.” Ambrose, De poenit., bk. 1, ch. 3, vol. 1, p. 153: “He does not say ‘likeness of flesh,’ because Christ took on the reality of human flesh, not the likeness thereof. He does not say ‘likeness of sin,’ because He did no sin, but became sin for us. Rather, ‘He came in the likeness of flesh of sin,’ that is, He took on the likeness of sinful flesh.” In his commentary on Romans 8, p. 80: “Therefore he said ‘like’ because from the same substance of flesh He did not have the same birth, because the body of the Lord was not subject to sin.”
 

(2) In the second passage, the word “fashion” [[image: ]] signifies outward behavior, the gestures and actions of all of life, in which Christ wanted to be like other people. For this reason, Paul says, “He was made in the likeness of men,” that is, according to the Hebrew expression, “He was made similar to men.” Consequently, in 1 Pet. 1:14 the word [image: ] is explained through anastrophe, since He could have shown His divine majesty in the assumed nature immediately from His birth, just as He did show it in His transfiguration. However, that “fashion” is not opposed to the reality or substance of flesh but to His later glorification. “He will change [[image: ]] our body” (Phil. 3:21), but nevertheless the substance of it will not be destroyed.
 

Therefore with the words “likeness” or “fashion” the apostle by no means overturns the reality of the flesh. Rather, he emphatically expresses the weaknesses to which Christ voluntarily subjected Himself and the emotions that He wished to endure in His state of humiliation no less than other people experience them. This is clear: First, from his aim. After all, the apostle’s intent was not to teach what sort of a human nature Christ had with regard to its essence, but what sort Christ had in His external behavior while He was in His state of emptying. Second, from the context. The apostle is encouraging the Philippians to humility with the example of Christ. But if Christ had not been true man and had not been obedient to the Father with true humility, surely the apostle would also be encouraging us to a feigned and pretended humility. Third, from the proper meaning of these words, for [image: ] [“fashion”] is taken for an agreement of qualities but not directly for the nature itself. (See Rom. 1:23; 6:5.) We pass the same judgment about the word [image: ] [“likeness”]. (See 1 Cor. 15:29.) Fourth, from the added word
[image: ]
[“form”], which is nowhere taken immediately for the essence itself or the substantial form but only for the external appearance or accidental form.
 

§ 87. (II) The heteroousiasts [[image: ], “of another essence”] [undermine the true humanity of Christ directly]. They were of the opinion that Christ did not have or still does not have flesh consubstantial with us, but another flesh. We can establish two classes of these. Some of them taught that at no time, not even from the first moment of His incarnation, did Christ have flesh consubstantial with us. However, some dreamed that, “at first, Christ indeed did have flesh consubstantial with us, but afterward, after His union or glorification, it was changed into the divine nature.”
 

To the prior class belong: (1) The Valentinians, about whom Irenaeus writes (Adv. haeres, bk. 1, ch. 1, p. 22): “They claimed that Christ passed through Mary just as water passes through a channel.” Against them Irenaeus sets forth this argument (bk. 3, ch. 32, p. 220): “If He did not receive from man the substance of flesh and was not made man nor the Son of Man, and if He did not become what we were, then He was not doing a great thing by suffering,” etc.
 

(2) The Apellites, whose leader, Apelles, taught: “Christ indeed did not take His flesh from heaven but received it from the elements of the earth, which He gave back to the earth when He rose up without the flesh and ascended into heaven” (Augustine, De haeres., ch. 23). (Irenaeus, bk. 3, ch. 23, and Epiphanius, Haeres. 56, mention about Apelles that he said, “The Son of God did not assume His flesh from the Virgin Mary but gathered His body for Himself from the four elements.”)
 

(3) Eutyches taught: “The body of the Lord is not consubstantial with us, nor was it conceived of the substance of the Virgin Mary, but it was brought down from heaven.” Theodoret, Epitom. [image: ]. [image: ].: “He rejected the assumption [of the body], for he said that God the Word took nothing human from the Virgin but that He changed unchangeably and became flesh.” Theodoret, Dial. 1, ch. 22: “Some have vomited up this wickedness, saying that the body is not more recent than the divinity of the Word but was always coeternal with Him.”
 

§ 88. In our time: (I) The Anabaptists embrace the opinion of the Valentinians about the flesh of Christ being brought down from heaven and passing through the womb of Mary like water through a channel. In the Colloquy of Emden, they said, “Jesus Christ is not of flesh and blood nor of the substance of Mary but of the Holy Spirit.” In his Fundam., Menno writes: “From top to bottom, inside and outside, visibly and invisibly, Jesus Christ is the firstborn and only-begotten Son, the incomprehensible and eternal Word through which all things were created.” Menno again, at the Colloquy of Wismar, said, “ ‘The Word became flesh’ just as the water was made wine and just as Lot’s wife was turned into a pillar of salt.” These, too, are the words of Menno: “The Father prepared a body for His Son not from impure human blood but from His own incorruptible seed by which Mary was impregnated through the Holy Spirit.” (See Wigand, Anabapt.; Urbanus Rhegius, Contra Anabapt.; etc.) Servetus, one of the Anabaptists, teaches (De Trinit., bk. 2): “The flesh of Christ is divine and heavenly and was born of the essence of the Father.” The Anabaptist Melchior Hoffman taught: “The Word was not flesh from the Virgin but of Himself.” He declared that “the flesh of Mary was cursed.”
 

(II) Schwenkfeld also claimed that the flesh of Christ was of a different substance from ours. In his Confess. magna, part 1, he writes: “The flesh of Christ does not have a creaturely beginning but a new and supernatural one from the seed of His Father, that is, from the Holy Spirit.” Part 3: “The human nature of Christ is not like the human nature of the Turks.”
 

(III) Thammerus said that “the flesh of Christ is not natural but divine, spiritual, and created in the beginning by God in Paradise, in its own integrity and perfection.” Aretius (Loc. Theolog., p. 1, locus 9, f. 119) lists and refutes his reasons.
 

(IV) The Methists6 of our time follow the Anabaptists and Schwenkfeldians.
 

(V) Akin to those in some way are the Photinians. Schmaltz, Exam. 157 error., error 18, p. 8:
 


We say that Christ was born as much from the blood of Mary as from the matter brought down from God to beget the body of Christ. Holy Writ bears witness that this is utterly true when it mentions the overshadowing of the Holy Spirit upon Mary and when it names Christ “the Son of God” because of that overshadowing. You see, He could not have been named “the Son of God” from the actual conception unless something had come on the part of God to establish Him. Rather, He would be only the Son of Mary because of His conception and birth, something that is absolutely ridiculous, though all the Trinitarians are forced to assert this.

 





Vorstius, who is close to the Photinians, vomits up from his blasphemous mouth: “The Holy Spirit took the place of the seed of man—and, in fact, of the man himself—in forming Christ as man. There was nothing lacking in the begetting of Christ except the action and seed of a man.” They invented this terrible error in order to flee in some way the path of the argument that “Christ is the proper, only-begotten, and natural Son of God and therefore is true God.”
 

Against him we set forth the following argument: The material that God brought to beget the body of Christ either was of the very essence of God (by which logic God would be established as corporeal and, as a consequence, could not be a spiritual, utterly simple, and infinite essence), or it will be distinct from His essence, and thus with respect to it [His body] Christ is not the Son of God, begotten of God.
 

(VI) The Flacians also introduce Christ as being of a substance different from us. You see, if sin is the very substance of man, then the Son of God did not assume a nature of the same substance with ours because He did not assume sin. They respond: “The human nature of Christ is of the same species with that nature which Adam had before the fall.” Yet they are begging the question in that they are claiming the natures in Adam before and after the fall were different. Flacius, Orth. confess., p. 186, and Solid. refut., ch. 3: “The humanity of Christ is not of completely the same species with our flesh in theology.” Irenaus, in his German writing that examines Article I of the Formula of Concord, letter Y: “Christ assumed a nature that, with the exception of sin, is of the same genus, species, and substance with ours. This is true speaking naturally, but not theologically and not literally according to Scripture.” Letter aa, 3: “According to His humanity, Christ was of similar rather than of the same substance with us.”
 

§ 89. To the second class belongs Eutyches, who is inconsistent. About him Evagrius writes, bk. 2, ch. 4: “Eutyches said, ‘I confess that our Lord was begotten of two natures before the union, but after the union I confess one nature.’ “ (Cf. Theodoret, Dial. 2; Damascenus, Orth. fid., bk. 3, ch. 3.) In De div. majest. humanitatis Christi, Schwenkfeld teaches: “The humanity of Christ after the ascension was not creational but supercreatural.” (See Nicephorus, bk. 14, ch. 47.)
 

§ 90. Against the errors of the heteroousiasts, observe: (1) Christ is said to have been born not only “in” the Virgin Mary (Matt. 1:20) but also “of Mary” (v. 16); “of a woman” (Gal. 4:4); “of the seed of David” (Rom. 1:3); and for this reason He is called “the fruit of his body” (Ps. 132:11), “the fruit of his loins” (Acts 2:30), etc. Tertullian rightly stresses this in his book De carne Christi.
 

(2) Descriptions of the divine nature must not be opposed to the reality of the human nature. From the fact that Christ is said to have “come down from heaven” (John 3:13) as “the second man from heaven” ([1 Cor. 15:47; cf.] John 6:62), it is not proved that God put a heavenly and celestial body in the womb of the Virgin but that the Word assumed the flesh.
 

(3) Scripture asserts both without contradiction—that Christ was born of the seed of David and that Christ was not conceived and born of the seed of a man. The first statement describes the origin and family of Christ according to the flesh; the second denies the common efficient cause and mode of human conception.
 

(4) Sin does not belong to the actual nature of man but is its depraved accident and the poison that adheres intimately to our flesh. Therefore though the Son of God assumed our flesh without sin, nevertheless He did not cease being consubstantial with us on that account.
 

(5) In the conception of Christ, one must consider two things: the efficient cause and the material. With respect to the efficient cause there is a difference between the conception of Christ and our conception, because the Holy Spirit cleansed the little drops of blood of which the body of Christ was formed from every stain of sin and washed the poison of sin from it, while we are conceived of an unclean seed (Ps. 51:7; Job 14:4). With respect to the material there is a point of agreement, because from the blood and substance of Mary, which is consubstantial with us, the Son of God assumed true flesh. Therefore we must distinguish between that which becomes something else (in this way the human nature of Christ did not become something essentially different from our nature, though it was conceived without the intercourse of male and female, lacked every sin, and was personally united with the divinity) and that which begins to exist in another way (which can be said about the human nature of Christ). Leo, Sermon 2 de nativ., col. 38: “His origin is different, but His nature is like ours. If you are looking for the truth, recognize the material of the human nature. If you are investigating the manner of His origin, confess that it was divine in power.”
 

(6) The personal actuality, which the human nature received from the absolutely pure and intimate union with the Word, does not remove the natural actuality that it has from its essential principles and parts. Consequently, it does not stop being a true human nature through that very great glory of the union.
 

(7) The glory given in the exaltation of Christ does not kill but completes; it does not take away but elevates.
 

§ 91. (III) The [image: ] [“without a soul”], who acknowledged a true body in Christ, [undermine the true humanity of Christ directly]. Those, too, came in two categories: (1) Some imagined that “Christ assumed a flesh that was without soul in every respect, lacking every sensitive and vegetative soul,” such as the Arians (according to Socrates, bk. 2, ch. 45), who claimed this that they might be able to refer the passions [[image: ]] attributed to Christ in the Scriptures to the Word, and thus be able to deny that Christ is true God.
 

(2) Some argue that “the Word assumed a living body, that is, one endowed with a sensitive and vegetative soul but lacking a rational soul, and that He had His divinity in place of a soul,” such as Apollinaris and his followers. (See Eusebius, Hist., bk. 11, ch. 20; Epiphanius, Haeres. 77.)
 

Against these errors of the [image: ] observe: (a) The word “flesh” in John 1:14 is taken synecdochically, as we showed earlier. (b) The faculties of the rational soul are attributed to Christ, namely, the intellect and will, distinct from the will of the Father
 

(Luke 2:52; 23:46; Matt. 26:39; John 5:30; 6:38). (c) Not only the body but also the rational soul belongs to the essential and constitutive parts of man. Therefore because Christ is true man (John 8:40; 1 Cor. 15:47; 1 Tim. 2:5), surely there must also be a truly human soul, that is, a rational one. (d) The manner of our salvation required the Word to assume not only flesh but also a soul. “What is not assumed is not healed,” as Nazianzen writes, Letter 2 ad Cledonium. But now, the Son of God wanted to heal our whole and entire human nature, and the soul was especially corrupted through sin. Therefore He surely assumed the entire nature.
 

The Monothelites, who attributed just one will to Christ, can be classified with the [image: ].
 

§ 92. The human nature of Christ is undermined indirectly by: (I) The [image: ] [“without suffering, impassible”], who thought that “the human nature in Christ, because of its personal union with the Word, was not susceptible to any sufferings. Rather, just as a spear passes through water without any sense of a wound, so Christ did not feel true pain in His sufferings” (Hilary, De Trinit., bk. 10). But with regard to him, Bonaventure writes (bk. 3, dist. 16, q. 1. art. 1, resp. to 1): “He retracted this opinion about impassibility.” The Emperor Justinian, in Evagrius, Hist. Eccles., bk. 4, ch. 38, also says that “Christ did not truly feel sadness, grief, and pains in His sufferings.” We cited similar statements from the ancients in our Harm. de pass., p. 56.
 

However, note: (1) The particle of emphatic assertion in Isa. 53:4:, [image: ]truly, surely He carried our weaknesses.” (2) The emphatic descriptions of the evangelists, which, no less than the very serious complaints, bloody sweat, and angelic consolation of Christ, teach that He pretended nothing here. (3) The absurd consequence: If Christ felt those pains not in truth but in pretense, our redemption also will not be true but only pretended. Compare the outstanding passage in Ambrose, on Luke 22, bk. 10, vol. 5, p. 154: “With confidence I call it ‘grief,’ because I preach the cross. He did not take up the appearance of incarnation but its reality.”
 

To the [image: ] belong the [image: ] [“incorruptible docetists”], who denied that Christ took up the infirmities of the human nature. (See Nicephorus, bk. 17, ch. 29, and Damascenus, bk. 3, ch. 28.) (Bellarmine, De Christo, bk. 4, ch. 8, denies that Christ felt the pangs of hell, and with this charge he strongly attacked Melanchthon and Brenz because they asserted that the wrath of God had been poured out upon Him and that there was an immense grief in Him. About this, see more in its own place.)
 

(II) The Papists, through the dogma of transubstantiation. (See our De gloria Dei, disp. 2, § 9.)
 

(III) The Calvinists, through their hypothesis regarding the rotting of the blood shed on the altar of the cross. (See our De gloria Dei, disp. 7, § 8.)
 

(IV) The Photinians: (1) Because they deny that Christ has flesh and blood in heaven. (See Ostorodus, Inst. German., ch. 38, p. 390; Schmaltzius, De div. Christi, p. 90; Contra Frantz., p. 407; Exam. 157 error., pp. 11 and 21.) (2) Because they claim that the essence of a man requires that he be a human person. From this it follows that Christ is not true man because the assumed human nature is not a person having individual existence but subsists in the Word Himself. Schmaltzius, Exam. 157 error., p. 5: “Neither logic nor Holy Writ allows him who is not a human person to be called a man.” Page 38: “That which is not a human person we must call a monster of a man. This has appeared to be true in all individual humans from the very beginning of the world. Would that truth have failed solely in the individual Christ? Therefore Christ at least will not be a man as other men were, are, or are going to be. Why, then, is He so often called ‘human,’ ‘Son of Man,’ ‘the man’?” We find similar words in the Catech. Racov., p. 55.
 

§ 93. Observe: (I) With regard to His conception by the Holy Spirit, which the Photinians attribute to Christ, one can infer in the same way: “In all human individuals from the very beginning of the world this has appeared to be true: that a virgin has been unable to give birth without intercourse with a man.” (II) The verity and integrity of the human nature depends on its essential and constitutive parts, namely, the soul and body united. Because these are whole and perfect in Christ, nothing is lost from the reality of His humanity, even if it is not a hypostasis on its own. There are many individual things that do not have a peculiar subsistence of their own. Thus a part exists in the whole, an arm in a body, etc., yet not of itself and through its own subsistence but through that of another, namely, of the whole. It is not subsistence but existence that bestows the complete perfection of a nature. To be sure, subsistence is a true, external completion with regard to actual existence because it does not enter its being. Consequently, a nature can be perfect whether subsistence as a mode flows from it or is added externally to it.
 

(III) One must distinguish between unhindered things that constitute a person (namely, where there are two unhindered things that constitute a person, there we have two persons) and hindered things, where two persons do not immediately arise. In Christ, there are two things constituting a person, but the one, the human nature, was hindered by its assumption into the Word from constituting its own person.
 

(IV) According to His human nature, Christ lacked a human personality not because of the failure of something that pertains to the perfection of the human nature but rather because of the addition of the more excellent personality or personal subsistence of the Word. Thomas puts it beautifully, [ST,] p. 3, q. 4, art. 2, ad 2: “The assumed nature does not lack its own personality because of a defect but because of the addition of something that is beyond the human nature, that is, its union with the divine person.” Question 2, art. 5, ad 2: “It does not follow because of this that the union of body and soul in Christ is of lesser efficacy than it is in us, because the joining together to something more noble does not take away power or dignity but increases them.”
 

Questions about the human nature of Christ.
 

§ 94. (I) The question arises: Is Christ consubstantial with us according to His human nature? This is asserted in clear language in the Athanasian Creed, and it is utterly clear from the confession of the whole Church and especially from the reality of the human nature in Christ and from the passage of the apostle, “We are of His flesh and of His bones” (Eph. 5:30). What shall we do, then, with the statements of the ancients who deny that in humans a son can be said to be consubstantial with his father and say that the august name “son” befits only the Son of God? One must distinguish among diverse meanings of this word. “Consubstantiality” [[image: ]] sometimes denotes a unity of essence only according to species. In this sense, in humans a son is consubstantial with his father. Consequently, in this sense Christ, too, is said to be consubstantial with us according to His human nature. But, on the other hand, the fathers of Antioch have denied that in this sense the Son is consubstantial with the Father in divine matters, as is evident from Athanasius, De decret. synod. Nicen. However, sometimes “consubstantiality” denotes the unity of essence according to number,7 and in this sense a son is not consubstantial [[image: ]] with his father among humans but only of similar substance [[image: ]]. Thus also in this sense, according to His human nature, Christ is not con-substantial with us. But, on the other hand, the fathers of Nicaea claimed that in this sense the Son is consubstantial with the Father according to the divine nature.
 

§ 95. (II) The question arises: Did the Son of God assume the human nature as a species [[image: ]] or as an individual [[image: ]], and is the human nature of Christ an individual? “Individual” is understood in two ways: (1) For one thing that is undivided in itself. (2) For that which subsists in and through itself. In the prior sense, the human nature of Christ is an individual, but not in the latter.
 

Damascenus argues about this matter elegantly in Orth. fid., bk. 3, ch. 11, where he says that human nature must be considered in three ways: (1) In terms of mere contemplation, where it is separated from all individuals and is viewed alone of itself. (2) As a species. (3) As an individual. He concludes here that Christ assumed the human nature not in the first or second sense but in the third.
 

However, here one must note that the individuality of the human nature can be considered in two ways: First, according as it has its own, proper existence [[image: ]]; in this way, human nature is in the rest of humans. Second, according as it has its subsistence in another; in this latter way, the human nature as individual was assumed by the Son of God into His own hypostasis. The Son of God took up the human nature, considered not in its own personality but in singularity. It was complete according to its essence and individual parts, a singular mass and distinct from the nature of other humans considered as individual rather than as species. It was suitable for receiving a subsistence, and it would have constituted its own person had it not been assumed into another hypostasis. Thomas, [ST,] p. 3, q. 4, art. 3: “The word ‘man’ signifies the human nature, just as ‘was born’ signifies ‘to be in the subject [suppositum].’ “
 

§ 96. (III) The question arises: Are we correct in saying that the Son of God assumed man? Bellarmine, De Christo, ch. 1, accuses Brenz of Nestorianism with this charge. He says, “You will note in the wording of Brenz those Nestorian phrases: ‘The Son of God is in the Son of Mary’ and ‘The Son of God assumed the Son of Man.’ “ However: (1) Among the ancients this expression occurs quite frequently, for the following speak in this way: Cyprian (Sermon de idolor. vanitate), Irenaeus (as cited by Theodoret), Origen (on Matthew, homily 23), Hilary (De Trinit., bk. 9), Athanasius (as cited in Vigilius Martyr, Exposit. Fidei), Ambrose (De fide, bk. 4, ch. 5), Augustine (De Trinit., bk. 1, ch. 7), the author of De agone Christi (ch. 11), and quite a few others.
 

(2) Thomas Aquinas (whom the Roman pontiff has placed among the saints) uses this expression in his Caten. aurea super evang. and [ST,] p. 3, q. 4, art. 3: “When the fathers say that the Son of God assumed man, then the word ‘man’ signifies the human nature, just as ‘was born’ signifies ‘to be in the subject [suppositum].’ “
 

(3) In his commentary on De civit. Dei, bk. 9, ch. 17, Ludovicus Vives bitterly attacks those who accuse others of Nestorianism because of their use of this expression. He says:
 


Augustine, Jerome, and the rest of the Latin writers of our religion say that God assumed man. The Greeks say that [image: ] [“man”] is in Christ. They knew almost no other way of speaking when they speak about the man that was assumed by the Son of God. The more recent theologians, in order to seem like they alone fell from heaven, having examined the entire divinity and humanity of Christ, have found that He did not assume man but humanity, and they say that this is the safest thing against heretics, as if we would not be very safe, fortified as we are by the authority of Augustine and Jerome. They ask: “But did they mean ‘humanity’ when they said ‘man’?” Rather, let these more recent men speak as did the former, and let them think in this way. But let those who are more skillful in languages and in the entire manner of speaking correctly polish up the uneducated and ignorant antiquity of the Latin and Greek languages.

 





(4) Bellarmine himself, toward the end of ch. 7 of the same book, excuses that expression in Augustine. He says, “In Enchirid., ch. 36; De praedest. sanct., ch. 15; and elsewhere, Augustine says quite frequently that the Son of God assumed man, where he takes the word ‘man’ to mean ‘humanity.’ “
 

(5) In the same way, when Brenz explained that expression, no charge of Nestorianism should have been brought against him because of it. Meanwhile, we willingly admit with Thomas ([ST,] p. 3, q. 4, art. 3) and Bonaventure (Sent., bk. 3, dist. 5, q. 4.) that that statement “is in some way improper and must be explained devoutly. We should not imitate it rashly nor extend it more broadly.” You see, the sense is that the Word assumed the human nature so that through it He would be a man, for it is one thing to speak about the assumption with respect to its happening but another with respect to its terminus or what has been assumed.
 

§ 97. (IV) The question arises: Is it correct for the human nature of Christ to be called an instrument of the Word? This is very frequent in the fathers who are regarding the work of the Mediator and the activities [[image: ]] of the office that Christ works in, with, and through the flesh. We must add necessarily that the flesh is not a separate instrument of the Word but is united personally and inseparably conjoined with Him, not idle and inactive but cooperating and active, as shall become more clear in its own place. Therefore we seriously disapprove of it when Bellarmine (who is close to the Nestorians) compares the humanity of Christ with a separate, passive instrument. In De Christo, bk. 3, ch. 10, § 12, he says: “Even if the deity did absolutely all things through the humanity and even if all the attributes were to remain in action, we still could not call His humanity ‘omnipotent,’ ‘all-wise,’ for adjectives of the principal cause do not befit an instrument. Otherwise when someone would write wisely and learnedly, we would call his pen ‘wise and learned.’ “
 

§ 98. (V) The question arises: Is Christ a creature according to His human nature? The Arians argued that the Word according to Himself and even without the assumption of the human nature was a creature made from nothing, by no means consubstantial with the Father. Because of the Arian deceits, therefore, the ancients rejected this proposition: “Christ is a creature.” But because of Schwenkfeld, who denied that Christ is a creature as far as His human nature is concerned, this phrase was used concerning Christ according to His human nature in the Smalcald Conference of 1537. They say, “We disapprove of the madness of Schwenkfeld and say that the human nature in Christ both remains and is a creature, as John says, ‘The Word became flesh’ [John 1:14].”
 

§ 99. (VI) The question arises: Is it correct to say that, because of His human nature, Christ is our fellow servant, even in His state of glory? Danaeus and some other Calvinists think so. However, we set forth against them this immovable syllogism: Whoever has put aside the form of a servant and has become the Lord of all things cannot be called “our fellow servant.” Christ has put aside the form of a servant and has become the Lord of all things (Phil. 2:9; Matt. 28:19; Acts 2:36) in such a way that human beings are His ministers (1 Cor. 4:2).
 

§ 100. The practical use is consoling. Christ is true man. Therefore He is: (1) Our true Mediator (1 Tim. 2:[5]). (2) Our Brother. (3) Our Kinsman, flesh of our flesh, bone of our bone. (4) Our [image: ] and Redeemer, having the properties of a redeemer perfectly, because He touches us with the nearness of His flesh and delivers us by putting forward a price. (5) Our Head, whose members we are in His mystical Body. (6) Our Helper, genuinely sympathizing with us (Heb. 4:15).
 



1  That is, the ability of an organism to sustain itself.
 

2  Read intellectiva instead of naturalis.
 

3  Read natura with Cotta instead of naturam.
 

4  That is, as an incidental property of humanity, not of its substance.
 

5  Read dispensationis with Cotta instead of dispensionis.
 

6  Followers of Ezekiel Meth (d. 1640) and of Esaias Stiefel (d. 1627). The sect had beliefs similar to the Quakers, Anabaptists, and Schwenkfeldians.
 

7  That is, having exactly the same substance. See Glossary, “same according to number.”
 




  


CHAPTER VII: ON THE PERSONAL UNION
 

§ 101. Concerning the personal union, let this be the first thesis. Thesis I: The two natures, divine and human, have been personally united in Christ, and for this reason that union is said to be hypostatic and personal.
 

In the union, two things must be considered: The act and the status. [1] The act of union is properly called “uniting,” “incarnation,” “assumption of the humanity into the deity,” as Athanasius defines it in his creed. It is the action by which the Son of God took a human nature, which was destitute of its own personality, into the unity of His person. [2] The status of the union is properly and specifically called a “union,” a “hypostatic oneness.” It is the most intimate interpenetration [[image: ]] of two distinct natures that are most present to each other in one person, an unmixed and unconfused mutual-indwelling because of which one nature is not outside the other nor can it be while preserving the unity of the person. We establish the following distinction between the status and the act of the union: The act is transitory, but the status is permanent. The act is that of a simple person (that is, of the Word, who before His incarnation was a simple person), namely, [an act] toward the human nature; but the status is between the two natures, divine and human, in the composite hypostasis. The act consists in the assumption of His humanity made at the first moment of His incarnation, but the status consists in the most intimate cohesion of the natures and lasts forever. For this reason, some statements are spoken about this mystery inchoatively, as John 10:36, and some inchoatively and terminatively, as Luke 1:35.
 

The efficient cause of the union.
 

§ 102. Thesis II: The efficient cause of the incarnation is, in diverse respects, both the entire Holy Trinity and the Son alone, or the Second Person of the Trinity.
 

The external impulsive cause [causa
[image: ]] is our extreme wretchedness; the internal impulsive cause [causa
[image: ]] is His ineffable mercy. Nemesius, De opif., ch. 42, p. 106: “The embodying of God for our sakes is a very divine and exceedingly incredible work of care and philanthropy.”
 

With regard to the efficient cause, note that the work of incarnation is considered in two ways: (1) Inchoatively, with regard to its beginning and effecting. (2) Terminatively, with regard to the formal relationship and termination. With respect to the former, it is attributed to the entire Trinity; but with respect to the latter, it is attributed to the Son alone or to the Second Person of the Trinity. Augustine, Enchir. ad Laurent., ch. 38: “The entire Trinity made the creature that was conceived and birthed by the Virgin Mary, though it belongs to the person of the Son alone, for the works of the Trinity are not separable.” De Trinit, bk. 2, ch. 10: “The invisible Trinity worked the visible nature that belongs to the Son alone.” With regard to the Father, He is said to have “sent His Son into the world” (John 10:36); “He raised up a righteous branch to David” (Jer. 23:5); “He sent forth His firstborn Son, born of a woman” (Gal. 4:4); “He sent His Son in the likeness of sinful flesh” (Rom. 8:3); “He prepared a body for His Son” or clothed Him with a body, as the Syriac explains (Heb. 10:5). With regard to the Spirit, it is said (Luke 1:35): “The Holy Spirit will come upon you,” where the “coming upon” denotes an extraordinary action and heavenly operation not according to the ordinary, common course of nature but done in a completely special manner.
 

Meanwhile, neither the Father nor the Holy Spirit but the Son alone assumed that mass of human nature conceived and shaped in the womb of the Virgin into the unity of His person. The following passages speak about this: “The power of the Most High will overshadow you” (Luke 1:35). “The Word became flesh and dwelt among us” (John 1:14). “I came down from heaven” (John 6:38, 41–42). “I came forth from the Father and I came into the world” (John 8:42; 16:28). “The whole fullness of the deity dwells in Him bodily” (Col. 2:9). “God was manifested in the flesh” (1 Tim. 3:16). “Because the children share in flesh and blood, He Himself likewise shared with them…. He assumed not angels but the seed of Abraham” (Heb. 2:14, 16). “As He came into the world He said, ‘You have prepared a body for Me’ “ (Heb. 10:5). “The Son of God appeared ([image: ])” (1 John 3:8). “Jesus Christ came in the flesh” (1 John 4:2). From these we conclude what we must respond to the following question.
 

Questions about the efficient cause of the incarnation.
 

§ 103. (I) The question arises: How is the work of incarnation attributed to the Father and the Holy Spirit, yet in such a way that only the Son is said to have become incarnate? Here one must distinguish: (1) Between the sanctification of that mass from which the body of Christ was formed, through which sanctification every stain of sin was wiped from it, and (2) the formation of the body of Christ made by divine power from that sanctified lump, both of which actions are common to the entire Trinity; and (3) the assumption of that body into the hypostasis of the Word, which assumption is proper to the Son of God. For this reason, the work of incarnation is said to be proper to the entire Trinity as far as the act is concerned but to the Son alone as far as the terminus is concerned, the assumed flesh that belongs to the hypostasis of the Word. It is called an essential and external work [opus ad extra], or common to the entire Trinity, as far as the acting or production is concerned; it is called a personal or internal work [opus ad intra], or proper to the Son, as far as its termination or relation is concerned. The act of assumption proceeds from the divine power common to the three persons; the terminus of the assumption is the hypostasis that belongs to the Son. The sixth Council of Toledo, art. 1: “Although the entire Trinity together worked the formation of the assumed man, because the works of the Trinity are inseparable, nevertheless only the Son took up the humanity in the singularity of His person.”
 

Some distinguish in this way: The works of the Trinity are threefold: (a) Internal, (b) External, (c) Mixed, which are internal with regard to their terminus, external with regard to their beginning [principium]. The first are personal; the second, essential; the third, personal and essential. Incarnation is a mixed work. It belongs to the three persons efficiently and inchoatively, to the Son alone formally and terminatively.
 

We draw this clear conclusion from the statements of Scripture that speak about the work of incarnation: The Father sent the Son into the world. The Holy Spirit came upon the drops of blood, sanctified them, and cleansed them from sin, and from those the body of Christ was formed. For that reason, what was born of Mary is holy. This was worked in the blessed Virgin by the power of God that she should conceive offspring outside the order of nature without the seed of a man. The Son came down from heaven, overshadowed the Virgin, came into the flesh, became flesh by partaking of it, by revealing Himself in it, by assuming it into the unity of His person, etc. Damascenus, Orth. fid., bk. 1, ch. 13: “Neither the Father nor the Spirit has shared in the incarnation of the Word in any manner, except with regard to favor and with regard to working the unspeakable miracle.” Book 3, at the end of ch. 11: “The Father and the Holy Spirit do not in any way share in the flesh of the Word except with regard to the miracles and with regard to favor and will.”
 

The devout ancients make this clear with some comparisons. Augustine, Sermon 3 de temp:
 


The soul is one thing; reason is another. Yet reason is within the soul, and the soul is one. However, the soul does one thing; reason does another. The soul lives; reason understands. Life pertains to the soul; wisdom pertains to reason. Because they are one, the soul alone produces life; reason alone produces wisdom. Yet the soul does not do this without reason, nor does reason do this without the soul. Thus, though the Father and the Son are one and there is one God, the flesh pertains to Christ alone, just as wisdom pertains to reason alone, though it does not depart from the soul. In the sun, heat and brightness are in a single ray, but the heat dries things out, while the brightness illumines them. The heat produces one thing, the brightness another. Although the heat and brightness cannot be separated from each other, the brightness produces illumination and not warming, while the heat produces warming but not illumination. They do one thing together, they do another individually, yet they are not separated from each other. So also the Son has taken up the flesh but has not deserted the Father nor separated Himself from the Father. The Son, I say, has taken the flesh in ownership, yet the Father and the Holy Spirit were not lacking in majesty. In the divinity of equality, only the property of the Son is in flesh, but at no time has the divinity of the Father and of the Holy Spirit departed from Him. Therefore since there is one deity, one divinity, the Father and the Holy Spirit indeed did fill the flesh of Christ, but by majesty, not by assumption. In the playing of a lute there are three things: skill, the hand, and the strings, yet we hear a single sound. Skill dictates, the hand touches, the strings resound. The three work together, but only the strings make the sound that we hear. Neither skill nor the hand makes the sound, but these work together equally with the strings. So also neither the Father nor the Holy Spirit has taken up the flesh, and yet they work together equally with the Son. Only the strings cast out the sound; only Christ receives the flesh; the working consists in the three. But as the rendering of the sound belongs to the strings alone, so also the assumption of the human flesh belongs to Christ alone.

 





Anselm, De incarnat., ch. 4, uses the comparison of a spring, stream, and lake, with the stream alone running through a pipe.
 

Weidner, Loc. fid. Christ. praecip., treatise 2, p. 184:
 


In the same way, in fire, which is a substance, there are always brightness and heat—for you will not find the substance of fire without brightness and heat, nor will you find brightness at the same time along with heat without the substance of fire. But at times heat comes to us without brightness. For if you take a piece of metal and heat it so that from it you could heat another body and you press yourself against it, indeed you will feel the heat but will not see the brightness. Nevertheless at times there will be brightness without heat. You see, after we light a candle, we see its brightness from a distance, but we do not feel its heat. Just as brightness sometimes comes forth without heat and heat without brightness, and yet these cannot be separated from fire, so also the Son took up the flesh without the Father and the Holy Spirit, yet by doing this He did not depart from them nor did He divide the divine substance, which is one and indivisible.

 





From the Scholastics, Luther uses a comparison of three girls who clothe one of themselves in a dress or place a crown on one. A comparison can also be made between the manifestations of God. The Father and the Son formed the dove in which the Holy Spirit appeared, and yet this was the peculiar symbol of the Holy Spirit. (Cf. Peter Lombard, Sent., bk. 3, dist. 2, letter C; and Thomas, [ST,] p. 3, q. 3, art. 4.)
 

§ 104. (II) The question arises: Why did the Son and not the Father nor the Holy Spirit assume the flesh? We respond. (1) On account of the re-creation, or second creation. In the beginning all things were created through the Son (John 1:3). Therefore it was fitting that as the creating and the shaping belong to Him, the re-creating and reshaping belong to Him (Justin, Exp. fid), and that what had been corrupted in the work of God be reformed through Him. Athanasius, Ad Epictet.: “The Son was sent that the re-creating might be the work of Him to whom belonged the creating. For that reason we are called ‘new creatures’ in Christ (Gal. 6:15).” Augustine, [image: ]. ex utroque test., q. 113: “It would be an insult to Him if the work made through Him were reformed through someone else.”
 

(2) On account of the restoration of the divine image. We had been created “after the image of God” (Gen. 1:27), “through the Son,” who is the substantial image of God (Col. 1:15; Heb. 1:3). However, man had lost this image through the fall (Eph. 4:24). Therefore it was fitting for the image of God to be renewed in us through Him who is the substantial image of the Father.
 

(3) Because of our adoption. We were “by nature the children of wrath” (Eph. 2:3). Therefore it was fitting that out of children of wrath we be made the children of grace and that we receive the adoption of sons through Him who is the natural and only-begotten Son of God (John 1:12; Gal 4:5).
 

(4) Because of reconciliation. We had to be reconciled to God from whom the human race had been separated through sin. This had to be done through Him who is the beloved Son.
 

(5) For the restoration of life. Through the fall, we had lost our spiritual and heavenly life, were “alienated from the life of God” (Eph. 4:18), and were all liable to the punishment of eternal death. Therefore it was fitting that life be restored to us through Him who is the Word of life (1 John 1:1), in whom the life of the first man existed (John 1:4).
 

(6) For the sake of communicating the knowledge of God. Through the fall, humans had become similar to the “animals without understanding” (Ps. 32:[9]; 49:[12]), because they had lost the light of the salutary knowledge of God. Therefore it was fitting that we be given the knowledge of God back again through Him who is the Word and the Wisdom of the Father (John 1:18; Matt. 11:[27]).
 

(7) Because of the condition of the Son. The Second Person of the Trinity is and is called the only-begotten Son of God. Therefore it was fitting that He who, according to the divine nature, was the Son of the Father become the Son of Man according to His human nature, that in this respect God and man would be one Son in the unity of the person and that the name “son” would not be attributed to another who is not the Son of the Father from eternity. Augustine, De eccles. dogmat., ch. 2: “Neither the Father nor the Holy Spirit assumed the flesh, but only the Son did, that He who was the Son of God in His divinity might become the Son of Man in His humanity, lest the name ‘son’ be transferred to another who was not the Son by eternal birth.”
 

(8) For the sake of mediation. The Son is the middle person between the Father and the Holy Spirit. Therefore that role of mediator between God and man was assigned to Him most fittingly.
 

§ 105. (III) The question arises: Why is the work of incarnation described by the angel as [image: ]
(“overshadowing”)? In Luke 1:35, the angel says to Mary, “The power of the Most High will overshadow you.” The devout ancients explain this in two ways. (1) Some take the word “power” essentially for the might and deity common to the three persons so that this indescribable miracle is described in such a way that each and every person of the deity was acting in this wonderful work. To this meaning the statements of Scripture can be applied in which “shading” and “overshadowing,” as they are attributed to God, denote a special divine operation, protection, and manner of presence. “God casts His shadow upon him” (Deut. 33:12). “He will cover you with His feathers” (Ps. 91:4). “You have overshadowed my head” (Ps. [140:7]). The Syriac rendered that with the word [image: ] (“covered,” “protected”). Therefore just as God said to Moses, “I shall cover you with My wings” (or, with My hand) “until I pass by” (Exod. 33:22)—that is, I shall protect you with My gracious presence lest the majesty of divinity destroy you—so also the power of the Most High overshadowed the Virgin, lest she be consumed by the majesty of the divinity present in her womb in a singular manner.
 

(2) Some take the word “power” personally. These, again, are of two kinds. Some refer it to the Holy Spirit, as being an explanation of the preceding words: “The Holy Spirit will come upon you and the power of the Most High,” that is, the Holy Spirit, who is the power of the Most High (He who proceeds from God the Father), “will overshadow you.” To this explanation Luke 24:49 can be applied, where the Holy Spirit is said to be “the power from on high,” because what is said in Acts 1:8 (“You will receive power when the Holy Spirit comes upon you”) is explained in the aforementioned passage in this way: “You will be clothed with power from on high.” Likewise, in the transfiguration of Christ “a bright cloud overshadowed them” (Matt. 17:5; Mark 9:7; Luke 9:34), and this bright cloud was the symbol of the Holy Spirit, who appeared at the transfiguration in a bright cloud just as He appeared at His Baptism in the form of a dove.
 

Some refer it to the Son, the Second Person of the Trinity, who took up the flesh into the unity of His person. Rufinus, Expos. symb.: “See the simple Trinity working together. The Holy Spirit is said to come, and the power of the Most High is said to overshadow. Who is the power of the Most High except Christ Himself, who is the power and might of God? Whose power is this? That of the Most High. Therefore the Most High is present, the power of the Most High is present, and the Holy Spirit is present.” Damascenus, bk. 3, ch. 2: “So, then, after the holy Virgin assented, she was overshadowed by God Most High’s wisdom and power subsisting in His own hypostasis [[image: ]], the Son of God, consubstantial with the Father, as the divine seed; and from her chaste and very pure blood He constructed flesh endowed with a soul.”
 

** Just as the shadow of an opaque object protects from the heat of the sun, so the power of God overshadowed the Virgin when she conceived, lest the heat of concupiscence that generally is stirred up in a natural way in women at the time of conception touch her. See Ambrose (De iis, qui init., ch. 3) and Augustine (Homiliar., bk. 50, homily 44). To this, the ancients apply the Hebrew statement: “God will come from the south and the Holy One from Mount Paran” (or “the shadowy mountain”) [Hab. 3:3]. **
 

Although these interpretations may not be in conflict with the analogy of faith nor with each other, as one can understand from Question I, a more fitting explanation to the text appears to be that “the power of the Most High” is taken as a reference to the Son, because immediately following it says, “Therefore that holy thing that will be born of you will be called ‘the Son of God,’ “ that is, because the substantial power of God will assume the flesh in and of you through a miraculous overshadowing, therefore also that which will be born of you will be called and will be the Son of God. To this meaning, we can apply the fact that the Son of God is called the “power of God” also in other passages of Scripture (1 Cor. 1:24); “the mighty God” (Isa. 9:6); and that the type of the personal indwelling of the Word in the assumed flesh, that is, God’s special presence in the tabernacle of the covenant, is described in this way in Exod. 40:[34–]35: “The cloud covered the tabernacle, and Moses was unable to enter the tabernacle, because the cloud was overshadowing it.” Regarding the column of cloud in the wilderness, Num. 9:22: “As the cloud continued to overshadow them.” Let all the Old Testament appearances be referred to this, in which God is said to have “appeared in a cloud,” for those were symbols of the incarnation of the Word that would follow in the fullness of time.
 

Therefore, the word “overshadow” leads us: (a) To the miraculous union of the divine and human natures in Christ. “A shadow is formed only with an object [corpus] and light. Therefore the power of the Most High is said to have overshadowed the Virgin because, in her womb, noncorporeal Light assumed a body [corpus]” (Gregory, Moral., bk. 33, ch. 3). “He is covered with a cloud of flesh, not that the sun of the divine light may be obscured but that it may be tempered” (Augustine, on John, tractate 34).
 

(b) To the appearance of the divine majesty and glory in Christ. In the Old Testament, when God wanted to reveal His majesty in a special manner so that mortals could endure it, He overshadowed it with the shadow of a cloud. So also in this supreme and singular manner of the presence and indwelling of the Word in the assumed flesh, an overshadowing occurred so that the union of the divine majesty and human nature into one person, which exceeded all comprehension, even of the angels, could occur. Chemnitz, Harm., ch. 4, p. 122.
 

(c) To the special working of the entire Trinity in this mystery. The Holy Spirit came upon the Virgin, and the power of the Most High overshadowed her, that is, the entire Holy Trinity in a special manner worked in the formation, preservation, and defense of that offspring against every stain of sin. Theophylact says, “This metaphor is taken from the incubation of birds, so that the meaning is ‘the power of the Most High will make you fertile.’ “
 

(d) To the fruit of the incarnation. God is a consuming fire, but the incarnate Son of God provides us a shade, lest we be consumed by the fire of divine wrath because of our sins. After their admission of sin, our first parents hid themselves under the trees, but they could not be hidden. Whoever wishes to hide from the wrath of God must flee under this shade. The Son of God went ahead of the Israelites in the wilderness in a pillar of cloud and fire (Exod. 13:21), thus He furnished them with a shade by day and a light by night. Thereby the usefulness of His incarnation is prefigured for us.
 

(e) To a serious warning against rash investigation. We cannot know perfectly nor ought we investigate rashly how the incarnation of the Word took place. Rather, let us remember that a cloud was interposed and spread across, a cloud through which we ought not burst. Just as the cherubim cast their shadow over the ark of the covenant (2 Chron. 5:8), lest someone want to look closely upon the [image: ], or “divinity,” dwelling over the mercy seat, and just as the seraphim were covering their faces (Isa. 6:2), so also the power of the Most High interposed its shadow, lest we inquire into the manner of the incarnation too curiously. Chrysostom, on John 1, homily 7: “Do not inquire into how God became man. It happened just as He knew it would happen.”
 

§ 106. (IV) The question arises: Why is the conception of Christ attributed especially to the Holy Spirit? (1) For a holy conception, it was required that the poison of sin be wiped away from those drops of blood from which the body of Christ would be formed and that the mass be sanctified, that is, that it be cleansed and sanctified from sin so that “what would be born would be holy” (Luke 1:35) and “separated from sin” (Heb. 7:26). But now, sanctification is especially attributed to the Holy Spirit, for which reason He is also called “the Spirit of sanctification” (Rom. [1]:4).
 

(2) The work of incarnation is a work of the singular goodness and love of God. But now, love is especially attributed to the Holy Spirit, for which reason He is called “the Spirit of love” (2 Tim. 1:7), just as power is attributed to the Father and wisdom to the Son. Alcuin, De Trinit., bk. 3, ch. 3: “Is this said about the Holy Spirit because He caused Him to be born of the Virgin? Because this entire miraculous work was done by the gift of God, and the gift is properly said to be the Holy Spirit’s.”
 

(3) In the incarnation the divine and human natures were personally united. This uniting is especially ascribed to the Holy Spirit, who Himself is “the indissoluble bond of love between the Father and the Son,” as Bernard says (Sermon 3 in fest. Pentecost., col. 164), and “the ineffable communion of the Father and the Son,” as Augustine says (De trinit., bk. 5, ch. 11).
 

(4) Because the Law was written by the finger of God, it was fitting that the “Finger of God,” who is the Holy Spirit (Matt. 12:[28]; Luke 11:20), form in the womb of the Virgin Him who was going to fulfill the Law for us.
 

(5) Just as in the first creation the Holy Spirit “brooded over the waters” and fostered them and made them fertile (Gen. 1:2), so in the second creation the Holy Spirit made the Virgin fertile to conceive the Savior.
 

§ 107. (V) The question arises: Is the Holy Spirit correctly called “the Father of Christ” because of His special work in the conception of Christ? Not at all, because none of those actions attributed to the Holy Spirit in this work confer upon Him the quality and title of “Father.” The pious ancients refer that action to three chief points. The first is the immediate work—that He gave the Virgin the capability to conceive offspring without the seed of a man, outside the order of nature. The second is the miraculous consecration—that He sanctified that mass from which the body of the Son of God was formed, that is, He cleansed it from sin. The third is the indescribable union—that He united the divine and human natures into one person. The Holy Spirit was cause of the conception, not the seminal cause, but (a) the creating [[image: ]], (b) sanctifying [[image: ]], and (c) perfecting [[image: ]] cause of it.
 

The pious ancients speak in this way about this threefold operation of the Holy Spirit, and even of the entire Trinity. Justin, Apol. 2. pro Christ., p. 58: “The power of God came upon the Virgin and overshadowed her. He caused her, being a virgin, to become pregnant.” And later: “The Spirit came upon the Virgin and overshadowed her not through intercourse; rather, through His power He made her to become pregnant.” In his Eκθ. π., p. 299: “The Word used the Virgin as an intermediary to carry out His ministration. He entered her womb as a divine seed and formed as a temple for Himself a whole man by taking a part of her nature, and by forming His temple He brought it into His substance. Clothed with this temple in the manner of the supreme union, the Son of God proceeded with both natures, for from it the Son is both God and man.”
 

Hilary, De Trinit., bk. 2, p. 20: “The Holy Spirit came upon the Virgin and sanctified her inner parts. He breathed upon them, for the Holy Spirit breathes wherever He wishes. He mixed Himself with the human nature of her flesh and by His might and power took to Himself what was alien to Himself. As the power of the Most High overshadowed the Virgin, lest anything be awry because of the weakness of her human body, He strengthened her weakness through the shadow that came down around her in order that the shadow of divine power might temper the bodily substance so that the Spirit’s sowing would be effectual.” (For that reason the body of Christ is called “a tent not made with hands, that is, not of this creation,” Heb. 9:11.)
 

Archbishop Proclus of Constantinople, Homily in nativ. Dom., p. 55: “The Virgin Mary is the intellectual [[image: ]] paradise of the Second Adam, the workshop of the union of the natures, the festivity of the saving exchange, the bridal chamber in which the Word married the flesh.” Page 56: “This Mary is the loom of that tremendous dispensation, on which, in an ineffable way, the tunic of that admirable union was woven. The Holy Spirit was the weaver; the ‘power of the Most High overshadowing’ was the wool-worker; the skin of the old Adam was the wool; the pure flesh of the Virgin was the woof; the limitless grace of the Bearer was the shuttle; and the craftsman was the Word, who flowed in through hearing.”
 

Damascenus, Orth. fid., bk. 3, ch. 2: “After the assent of the holy Virgin, the Holy Spirit came down upon her and purified her, giving her the power to receive the divinity of the Word and the power to procreate.”
 

However, the Holy Spirit cannot be called “the Father of Christ” for any of these operations, because the flesh of Christ was not begotten of the essence of the Holy Spirit but of the substance of the Virgin Mary. “Of the Spirit” [Matt. 1:18] does not indicate the material but the efficient cause and operation. When we say “of Mary,” it is an “of” of material. When we say “of the Holy Spirit,” it is an “of” of power. Justin, Εκθ.: “Not through intercourse but through power.” Athanasius, Disput. contra Arium, p. 51: “ ‘She was found to be with child of the Holy Spirit’ [Matt. 1:18]—not that we are to call the Holy Spirit ‘the Father of Christ,’ so as to believe that there are two Fathers. Rather, the same Holy Spirit is the co-worker with the Father and the Son, and He is of their one power.” Ambrose, De Spiritu s., bk. 2, ch. 5: “That which is of something is either of its substance or of its power. ‘Of the substance’ is like the Son, who says, ‘I came forth from the mouth of the Most High’ [Sirach 24:3]. ‘Of the power’ is like ‘there is one God from whom are all things’ [1 Cor. 8:6]. Therefore if Mary was with child of the substance of the Holy Spirit, then the Holy Spirit was changed into flesh and bone, and this is certainly not the case. But if the Virgin conceived from His work and power, who will deny that the Spirit is the Creator?” Augustine, De inquisit. Trinit., ch. 100: “Surely the Son of God was not born from Him (the Holy Spirit) in the same way as He was born of her (Mary, His mother). Since the Son of God was born of that holy Virgin as of a mother, He was not born in the same way from Him as father, lest we say that there be two Fathers in the Holy Trinity.” Enchir., ch. 37: “We must not concede that what is born from something is immediately called the son thereof; otherwise those who are born of water and of the Spirit will have to be called the children of water.” Damascenus, loc. cit.: “Christ was conceived by the Holy Spirit not seminally but according to creation.” Christ was born of His mother materially; He was conceived by the Holy Spirit effectively. Bishop Faustus, De rat. fidei, ch. 4: “Christ was conceived not from the substance of the Holy Spirit but from His power, not from generation but from command and blessing.” (Cf. blessed Luther, on Genesis 38.)
 

Antithesis.
 

§ 108. (I) The Ebionites, Cerinthians, Carpocratians, and similar monsters have taught that Christ was born of marital intercourse. Irenaeus, bk. 3, ch. 24: “The Ebionites say that Christ was fathered by Joseph.” Epiphanius, Haeres. 30: “He said that Christ was fathered by copulation and the seed of a man, that is, of Joseph.” Irenaeus (bk. 1, ch. 25) says that Cerinthus taught “that Jesus was not born of the Virgin, because this seemed to him to be impossible, and that He was the son of Mary and Joseph in the same way as all other human beings.” Tertullian, De praescript., ch. 48: “Cerinthus proposes Christ as born of the seed of Joseph and contends that He is only a man, without divinity.” Epiphanius, Haeres. 28, p. 53: “He taught that Christ was born of Mary and of the seed of Joseph.” With regard to Carpocrates, Irenaeus says, bk. 1, ch. 24, p. 79: “Carpocrates taught that Jesus was born of Joseph and was just like all other human beings.”
 

(II) The Photinians and Vorstius say that Christ was born of material brought forth by God, as we have seen earlier.
 

The material of the personal union.
 

§ 109. Thesis III. The place of the material in the union is held by the two natures: the divine nature of the Word and the human nature.
 

I say that they have “the place of the material,” for, properly and carefully speaking, the two natures in Christ cannot be called material: (1) Because inasmuch as the divine nature of the Word is a spiritual, infinite, omnipotent essence, it is pure actuality. (2) Because the divine nature of the Word in the incarnation is rather active, while the human nature is passive, namely, in a grammatical rather than in a physical sense, for the former assumes while the latter is assumed. (3) Because from material parts a third thing is constituted that is distinct from them in reality, which1 does not take place in the hypostatic union. As the pious ancients speak about the two natures, they are “those from which, those in which, and those which He is” [[image: ]]. Christ consists “of those” in the act of union; He subsists “in those” in the state of union; and “those,” personally united, are one Christ and man. Christ is not “something else from other things” [[image: ]], but the two natures, personally united, are one Christ.
 

Hence, when the two natures in Christ are said to be the material cause of the union, this must be taken: (a) Analogically, because in other types of union the things that have been united are called the material. (b) Relatively, because with respect to the form of the union, the two natures are a material cause of the union, the latter being like the formal cause. The Scholastics call them “two things that have the capability of being one” [duo unibilia], one of which—namely, the divine nature—is what assumes, while the other—namely, the human nature—is assumed. Some of our people call them [image: ], “the extremes.” You see, as the subject and predicate (which in philosophy are called “the extremes”) are connected in the predicate with a copulative, so also the divine and human natures in Christ are united very intimately in the union of the hypostasis.2 Earlier we proved the verity of both natures; here we had to discuss them according as they are considered in the union itself.
 

Antithesis.
 

§ 110. (I) The Patripassians taught that “the entire Trinity became incarnate, and the Father suffered too.”
 

(II) Origen (De princ., bk. 1, ch. 7) and Nemesius (Philosoph., bk. 2, ch. 6) claim that “the soul of Christ existed before its union with the body.” This was also the opinion of the Priscillianists and of Bishop John of Jerusalem, according to Jerome, Letter ad Pamm.
 

(III) Some of the Calvinists argue that the person of the Son, but not the divine nature (if we wish to speak literally), was incarnate, since the person is proper to the Son while the divine nature is common with the Father and the Holy Spirit. (See Beza, Resp. ad coll. Mompelg., part 1, p. 183; Danaeus, Exam. contra Chemnicium, ch. 4, p. 81; Zanchi, De incarnat. Filii, bk. 2, q. 1, p. 106; Sohnius, Exeg. Augustan. Confess., part 2, p. 192.)
 

(IV) On this point, Bellarmine (De Christo, bk. 3, ch. 8, § Tertia) connects himself with the Calvinists: “The union was made through the communication of that which is proper to the Son, not of that which is common with the other persons.”
 

To what end they argue in such a way becomes clear, namely, to be able with greater pretence to attack the communication of properties made to the flesh. However, observe: (1) When describing the personal union, Scripture mentions not only the person but also the divine nature. “In Christ dwells the entire fullness of the deity bodily” (Col. [1]:19). If the entire fullness of the deity dwells in His flesh, surely also the deity of the Word or the divine nature of the Son must be united to the flesh. After all, that which dwells in the flesh, and indeed bodily, is united with it. The entire fullness of the deity is not the bare subsistence without the deity of the Word. “God was manifested in the flesh” (1 Tim. 3:16). But now, “God” is not only the name of a person but also of the nature. (2) The deity of the Word and the person of the Word do not differ in reality; otherwise the Word really would be a composite of two things that are distinct in reality, and instead of the Trinity, a quaternity would be introduced. (3) In each person of the Trinity, there is the entire and perfect deity because of the infinity and simplicity of the divine essence; therefore by no means could the Second Person of the Trinity have become incarnate apart from His deity. (4) If the divine nature of the Word has not been united with the human nature, the Word, according as He is incarnate, will not be true God, for can He be God without deity? If the divine nature of the Word has not been united with the human nature, these personal propositions will be false: “God is man” and “man is God.” (5) The devout ancients make clear mention of the divine nature. Dionysius, Athanasius, and Cyril: “The divinity in one of its hypostases communed wholly with us.” Athanasius in his Creed defines the incarnation as “the assumption of the humanity into the divinity.” Augustine, De fide ad Petrum, ch. 2, says, “The divine nature was conceived and born.” Thomas explains this as follows ([ST,] p. 3, q. 35, art. 1): “Because of the identity that there is in God between the nature and the hypostasis, ‘nature’ is sometimes used instead of ‘person’ or ‘hypostasis.’ According to this, Augustine is saying that the divine nature is conceived and born, namely, because the person of the Son was conceived and born according to the human nature.” Damascenus, Orthod. fid., bk. 3, ch. 6: “In the incarnation of the Word of God, we say that in one of its hypostases the whole and complete nature of the divinity was united with the whole human nature, and not part united to part.” Ibid.: “When we speak of the nature of the Word, we mean the Word Himself, and the Word has both what is common of the essence and what is proper of the hypostasis.” In Disput. ann. 44 contra Scholasticos, Luther points out that hypostasis or “person in the Godhead is not a thing existing outside of and beyond the divine essence to which, afterward, the essence along with its essential properties has been communicated. Nor does the divine essence exist outside of or beyond the persons of the divinity, nor in a person of the Trinity do essence and hypostasis differ in reality or according to subject, though they may differ with regard to their respects.” (6) The Augsburg Confession, Art. III, states: “The two natures, divine and human, have been inseparably joined in the unity of the person.” But the Calvinists want to appear to be friends of the Augsburg Confession. (7) Therefore one must distinguish between the divine nature, in the common or absolute sense—as it is in the Father, Son, and Holy Spirit, in which way it is not said to have been united with the human nature because the incarnation is attributed terminatively to the Son alone—and the deity in a relative or determinate fashion, understood with a certain manner of existence and considered in the person of the Son alone, in which way it is called the deity of the Word, that is, united with the human nature. Polanus himself embraces this distinction (Syntagm., vol. 2, bk. 6, ch. 813), as does also Ursinus in Explicat. Catech., part 2, p. 274, and p. 184, where he says, “The divine essence is incarnate in the person of the Son alone.” On this basis we respond easily to the contrary arguments: “What is proper to the Son but not what is common to the Trinity has become incarnate.” Also: “If the divine nature has been united with the human, the Father, too, will have become incarnate.” You see, for the Father to be said to be incarnate it is not enough that the same divine nature that is in the Father be incarnate in the Son. In addition to this, it is required that the divine nature in the Father—and thus the person of the Father—be incarnate. (Cf. Peter Lombard, Sent., 3, dist. 5, letter F.) (8) Some of our people add that the substance of the Son of God is immediate but that the divine nature is mediate, namely, that it became incarnate by means of the hypostasis of the Word. (In Exeg., vol. 2, art. 3, p. 104, Sohnius also distinguishes between the immediate and mediate hypostatic union. The former he calls “the union of the person”; the latter, “the union of the nature of the Word with the human nature.”) However, because the hypostasis of the Word and the divine nature of the Word differ not really but only formally, this expression must be explained in a fitting way.
 

Questions about the material of the union.
 

§ 111. (I) The question arises: Was it necessary for the Word to become incarnate? We respond. Polanus (Thes. Theolog., part 3, p. 59), Zanchi (De incarnat., p. 92), Paraeus (Romans), Fridericus Broeckerus (Antidot. error. Vorstius, ch. 21, p. 68, col. b), and Sibrandus Lubbertus (Catal. error., p. 278) think that “God could have found another way for us to be reconciled to Him than through the death of His Son.” For this reason, on the basis of Peter Lombard and Thomas, they call the sending of the Son “hypothetical.”
 

What we should decide about this subject, however, can be given after being explained by certain distinctions. (1) One must distinguish between absolute and hypothetical necessity. The former is one of which the contrary is simply impossible; the latter has the necessity of a means with respect to a certain end. (2) One must distinguish between the incarnation of God and of the Son of God. It was necessary for God to become man not absolutely but hypothetically, namely, if the human race was to be redeemed from the slavery of sin, if divine wrath was to be satisfied, and if the goodness lost through the fall was to be restored—as the reasons prove because of which our Mediator had to be both God and man, as we showed earlier. It was necessary for the Son of God (or the Second Person of the Godhead) to become man neither absolutely nor hypothetically but as that befits divine wisdom, as the reasons prove because of which it was fitting for neither the Father nor the Holy Spirit but the Son to become flesh, as we showed earlier.
 

On the basis of this foundation we can easily explain the statements of the ancients, some of which assert that the incarnation of the Son of God was necessary, but some of which deny it. Cyril claims (Thesaur., bk. 5, ch. 7): “The incarnation and passion of Christ could have been the only means and remedy for our delivery.” Augustine, De Trinit., bk. 3, ch. 10: “God did not lack some other possible manner, but no more suitable means to heal our wretchedness did exist or could have existed.” Leo, Sermon 2 de nativ., col. 39: “Together with His mercy, though many things were at hand for Him to restore the human race in an indescribable manner, He selected especially this way of planning to use not the power of His might but the reckoning of justice to destroy the work of the devil.” We find similar statements in Bernard (Letter 100, col. 922), the author of the book De agone Christi (ch. 11), Thomas ([ST,] 3, q. 1., art. 2), Lombard (Sent., 2, dist. 44, § 3), etc.
 

§ 112. (II) The question arises: Is it correct to call the human nature of Christ “without hypostasis” [[image: ]]? “Without hypostasis” has a dual meaning. Something is said to be without hypostasis absolutely and simply if it subsists neither in its own nor in another hypostasis, if it has neither essence nor subsistence in itself nor in another, but is a negative nothing.3 We cannot say that the human nature of Christ is without hypostasis in this sense. Something is said to be without hypostasis relatively and in a certain respect if it indeed subsists not in its own hypostasis but in another’s, if it indeed has essence but not its own personality and subsistence, but subsists in another. In this sense the flesh of Christ is said to be without hypostasis, namely, because it is in a hypostasis [[image: ]], subsisting in the Word Himself. Therefore when some people claim that the starting point of the incarnation is the flesh’s lack of hypostasis [[image: ]]—which comes between the subsistence by which that mass from which the body of Christ was formed subsisted as a part of the Virgin, [though] not proper to the Virgin nor her very subsistence, and between the subsistence by which the human nature formed by the working of the Holy Spirit from that sanctified mass began to subsist in the first moment of the incarnation, the very subsistence of the Word having been communicated to it—this must not be taken as though the flesh of Christ was ever at any time without a hypostasis. Instead, in our thinking the flesh’s lack of hypostasis before its reception into the subsistence of the Word is claimed as previous not in the order of time but in the order of nature. This flesh and soul were not previously united into one person, but at the same time: the flesh was formed by the Holy Spirit from the segregated and sanctified lump; the shaped flesh was endowed with a soul; the shaped and soul-endowed flesh was assumed into the subsistence of the Word; and the formed, soul-endowed, and subsisting flesh was conceived in the womb of the Virgin. “At the same time flesh, at the same time flesh of the Word, at the same time soul-endowed flesh of the Word,” as Damascenus says (bk. 3, ch. 2). Damascenus again, same book, ch. 12: “Three things occurred at the same time: the assumption, the coming into existence, and the deification of the flesh by the Word.” Some claim this order, that there were four “acts,” so to speak, in the incarnation: (a) the conception of the flesh, (b) the assumption of the conceived flesh, (c) the union of the assumed flesh, (d) the bringing of the united flesh into the light. However, those people are taking the word “conception” strictly, namely, for the sanctification of that seminal and bloody mass from which the Son of God built a soul-endowed flesh for Himself and for the formation of His human nature in the womb of the Virgin. The rest count conception in the last place and include the entire act of the conception—that is, all the things that were done in the conception—under that title.
 

§ 113. (III) The question arises: Did the Holy Spirit shape all the parts of the body of Christ in an instant or successively? The first is asserted by Basil (Orat. de hum. Christi generat.), Leo the Great (Sermon 8 de natal.), and Fulgentius (De fide ad Petrum, ch. 8). Damascenus, De orth. fid., bk. 3, ch. 2: “The Son of God constructed for Himself flesh endowed with a soul by the Holy Spirit, not gradually with additions until the shape was filled but perfected at once.” The commentator of Damascenus proves this from these prophetic statements: “A woman will enclose a man” [Jer. 31:22]. “Behold the man; the Rising Sun is His name” [Zech. 6:12]. Others press the point that “otherwise the whole Word would not have been united immediately with the entire flesh.” Basil emphasizes that the angel does not say “what is impregnated” but “what is begotten” [cf. Luke 1:35]. From this he concludes, p. 232: “The formation did not come into being for the Lord according to the common nature of the flesh, for that with which she was pregnant was immediately complete in the flesh. It was not given form by modeling it little by little.”
 

However, let us remember that a shadow was brought over this conception, lest we investigate its manner too precisely nor define it rashly. (1) Scripture says, “He had to be made like His brothers in every respect” (Heb. 2:17). (2) “Just as children share in flesh and blood, so also He shared in them in the same manner” (v. 14). But it is evident that all other infants are shaped successively in the womb. (3) Just as after His nativity and His coming forth into the light He advanced to maturity without any change or increase of the personal union (Luke 2:52), so also He was able to increase in the womb. (4) Dr. Chemnitz sets forth this rule (Harm. evang., ch. 8, p. 173): “In his description of the birth of Christ, Luke used common, ordinary words to show that we must not look for extraordinary miracles in the birth of Christ outside of the testimonies of Scripture. Rather, the things that take place naturally in birth after the conception of the offspring should be thought of with regard to this birth.” We can say the same thing about the conception. If we should wish to establish a miracle here, we must distinguish between the formation of the members and the increase of the formed members, for the former was instantaneous but the latter, successive. The commentator of Damascenus finally comes to this opinion. He says: “In the very womb of the mother there was a growing of the mass and of the quantity of the body and members of our Lord over a period of days, just as also after His birth, so that those which at first were smaller then, through the coming of nourishment, gradually became larger. Nevertheless the formation of the parts according to shape and distinction happened at the very first moment of the sacred conception, and this was perfected by the power of the Holy Spirit, the accomplisher of this work.” (See the various opinions of the Scholastics about the instantaneous conception of Christ in Ferdinandus Vellosillus, bishop of Lucca, Advertentiae theologiae scholasticae, above vol. 9; and Augustine, Quaestio 2, pp. 487ff., 1601 Venice edition.)
 

§ 114. (IV) The question arises: What was the moment of conception in which the human nature of Christ was formed in the womb of the Virgin? Let us remember, also here, to mind in order to be of sound mind [[image: ]]. Among the ancients three opinions occur about the moment of conception. (1) Some think that Mary conceived during the very greeting that the angel made. They urge the word [image: ]
[“graced,” Luke 1:28], which they apply to Christ, the source of all grace, who had already been conceived in the womb of Mary.
 

(2) Some claim that as soon as the blessed Virgin heard the voice of the angel saying, “You will conceive,” she conceived in her womb. They urge the particle [image: ] [“behold,” Luke 1:31], which signifies present time. Nicephorus, bk. 1, ch. 8: “At the same time as the voice of Gabriel, the eternal Word who existed before the ages came down without moving and assumed our condition and nature.”
 

(3) Some claim that she conceived after she had given her assent to the message of the angel and said, “Behold the handmaid of the Lord” [Luke 1:38]. Therefore they think that the Virgin indeed did conceive at that hour when the angel told her, “You will conceive,” though not at the same moment, but after the angel had finished all his words and after Mary had said, “Let it be to me according to your word.” Damascenus, bk. 3, ch. 2: “After the assent of the holy Virgin, the Holy Spirit came upon her.” This opinion seems preferable to the rest: (a) Because the verb [image: ] [“will conceive”] is set in the future. (b) Because Mary had to be more fully instructed about the manner of her conception. (c) Because Luke says that the angel’s words, “And you will call His name Jesus,” which follow the verb “will conceive,” were stated before her conception (Luke 2:21). (d) Because just as in a spiritual conception and birth a trusting assent is required, so also in a physical conception the same thing undoubtedly happened. (Cf. Augustine, De peccat. merit. et remiss., bk. 1, ch. 20; Rupert, De operibus Spiritus s., ch. 9; Theophylact, on Luke 1; Casaubonus, Ad Baron., exercit. 1, ch. 27; Barradius, Harm.; etc.)
 

The form of the union.
 

§ 115. Thesis IV: The form of the union consists in the hypostasis of the Word becoming the hypostasis of the flesh, from which the union itself is called “hypostatic.”
 

The mode of this union is miraculously unique and uniquely miraculous, transcending the comprehension not only of all men but also of the angels. For this reason it is called “manifestly a great mystery” [1 Tim. 3:16]. “The assumption is beyond comprehension.” The Greeks call the economy the [image: ] [“the incarnate epiphany”] (from 2 Tim. 1:10 and 1 Tim. 3:16) and the [image: ] [“theophany,” “appearance of God”]. Damascenus calls it a [image: ] [“an utterly unmixed union”], etc. (bk. 3, ch. 17).
 

But in order that we may be able to reach some understanding of it: (1) We shall weigh the statements of Scripture that speak about the form of the union. (2) We shall remove the less congruous unions from the one that we are discussing by removal. (3) We shall explain the true manner of the union by affirmation. (4) We shall gather some corollaries from it.
 

(I) These are the more important passages of Scripture that speak about the union of the two natures in Christ: “The Word became flesh” (John 1:14). “In Christ the whole fullness of the deity dwells bodily” (Col. 2:9). “God was manifested in the flesh” (1 Tim. 3:16). “Because children have shared in flesh and blood, He likewise partook of these same things” (Heb. 2:14). “He assumed not angels but the seed of Abraham” (v. 16).
 

Because all these are parallel, they must perpetually be connected in explaining the union. John says that the Word was made flesh, but lest anyone think that the Word was made flesh in the same way as the water was made wine (John 2:9), Paul says that God—that is, the Son of God—was manifested in the flesh and that He communed [[image: ]] in flesh and blood. But now, a communion [[image: ]] is at least between two distinct things; otherwise it would be a change and a natural junction [[image: ]]. The apostle says that God was manifested in the flesh, but lest anyone think that this was the sort of manifestation as there was in the Old Testament when either God Himself or the angels appeared in external shapes, John says that the Word became flesh, that is, that He assumed the flesh into His hypostasis in such a way that He never again put it down. The Son of God is said to have assumed the seed of Abraham; however, lest anyone think that this was the sort of assumption as there was when the angels temporarily assumed physical forms, it says that just as children share in flesh and blood, so also He participated in the same. But it is evident that children share in flesh and blood in such a way that, by being born, flesh and blood or human nature is communicated to them from their parents. The apostle describes the union as the indwelling of the Word in the assumed flesh; but lest anyone think that the Son of God dwells in the assumed flesh in the same way as God dwells by grace in the hearts of believers, he explicitly adds that “all the fullness of the deity” dwells in the assumed flesh and, in fact, “bodily” (denoting the dwelling place) or “personally” (expressing the manner of the union), for both meanings of “body” can apply here.
 

§ 116. (II) There are various and diverse modes of union, and these must be removed from the mode of the personal union. You see, just as the devout ancients say that one can know and describe what God is not, better than what God is, so also with regard to that divine and supernatural union of the two natures in Christ we can declare in truth that one can say more easily what its mode is not than what it is.
 

Gregory of Nyssa, De opif. mundi, says that there are three ways that things are united: (1) by alteration, as the elements; (2) by mixing, as water and wine; (3) by apposition, as plank to plank. However, none of these modes fits Christ.
 

Athanasius, Tractat. de definit., ch. [image: ], vol. 2, p. 56, lists five kinds of union: one is of commixture, such as that of water and wine; another is divisive, such as that of a man to a man; another is habitual, as that of gold to gold; another is of putting together, where many things are compounded among themselves. The holy, hypostatic union of natures into one hypostasis in Christ must be distinguished from all these.
 

Bernard, De consid. ad Eugenium, bk. 5, col. 148, lists eight kinds of union: “There is the collective unity when many stones make a single pile. There is also a constitutive unity when many parts make a single body or many parts constitute one whole thing. There is also a conjugal unity by which it happens that two are no longer two but one flesh. There is also a native union by which soul and body are born as one human being. There is also a unity of power by which a man always tries to be found as a man not of unstable, not of unlike, power, but always as one with himself. There is a unity of agreement when, through the love of many people, there is one heart and one soul. And there is a unity of will, when the soul adheres to God with all its vows and is one spirit with Him.” But because none of these kinds can be accommodated to the hypostatic union, he finally adds: “There is also a unity of appropriateness [unitas dignativa] by which our dust has been assumed by the Word of God into His one person.” Bernard again, Parv. serm., sermon 44, vol. 1, p. 215: “There is a natural unity, a carnal unity, a virtual unity, a moral unity, a spiritual unity, a social unity, a principal unity, a personal unity. The natural unity is between the body and the soul; the carnal, between a husband and wife; the virtual is that which unites a man with himself, so that he does not flow out into diverse things but, with the prophet, asks one thing from God; the moral, which joins us to our neighbor; the spiritual, which joins us with God; the social, among the angels, all of whom will the same thing; the principal, which is also the substantial [unity] in the Trinity; the personal, which is in Christ.”
 

Some make their distinctions in this way: A union is either natural or supernatural, that is, theological-natural. Natural is: (1) A union of mixing, which happens by destruction or by change or by commingling. (2) A union of contact, which is of things, of persons, of wills. (3) A union of aggregation. (4) A union of composition. The supernatural is: (1) Essential (according to essence), in the Trinity. (2) Mystical (according to grace), of the faithful with Christ and with one another. (3) Conjugal. (4) Sacramental. (5) Hypostatic, of the two natures in Christ.
 

Alexander of Hales distinguishes between one through unity and one through union (p. 3, q. 2, membr. 3). He says that one through union happens in two ways: with the natures of both either preserved or changed. If the first, this happens in two ways, for either a third thing is made, as in a composite substance, or one thing is made from the other, as in the grafting of a branch. If the nature is changed, that happens in two ways: either in both, as when neither is predominant (as in the union of water and honey), or in one of the two, as when one is predominant (if a small amount of water is mixed with a large amount of wine). All of these modes are one simply and of themselves. Something is one by accident or is one in a certain way through the apposition of the one to the other, one of which draws from the other either: only its property, as a fruit communicates its fragrance to one’s hand; or only its name, as the clothing by which one is said to be “tunic-clad”; or neither, as a stone is set next to a stone; or both property and name, as an accident to its subject. Later he adds that “the union of the two natures in Christ is like a union through the mode of insertion.”
 

§ 117. We shall proceed in this way: (I) The union of the two natures in Christ is not a bare proximity such as exists between two planks that are nailed together or between two persons who stand next to each other. This is because: (1) Proximity scarcely deserves to be numbered among the kinds of unions. (2) No sharing arises from proximity. (3) No mystery occurs therein.
 

(II) That union is not essential. Two modes of an essential union can be established: (1) Supernatural, in the persons of the Trinity, which participate in the divine essence that is one in number. However, here we should note that a unity should be claimed in the case of the persons of the Trinity rather than a union, because a union properly is of things that at one time were not one and that are separable at least in thinking. The union of the two natures in Christ is not such a union, because in the Trinity there are three hypostases, but in Christ there is only one hypostasis; in the Deity there is one essence, but in Christ there are two natures or essences.
 

(2) Natural, when one essence is made from several, as, for example, from matter and form there is one composite, from body and soul there is one man. This kind of union in a certain manner comes close to that which is under discussion, for which reason in the Athanasian Creed, as a model, it is used as a sort of comparison. But it is not similar in every detail, much less the same.
 

You see, properly and carefully speaking, we cannot claim that the union of the two natures in Christ is either natural or essential. It is not natural: (a) Because in nature there are many examples of things that are united naturally. However, this union is unique and singular, and there is no example of it in the entire universe. (b) Things that are united naturally are such that neither of them is complete without the other. However, Christ is complete man and complete God, and the Word was a complete person before His incarnation. (c) Things that are united naturally are such that some third thing is constituted from them. However, this cannot be said about Christ, for He is not [image: ], a different thing from different things. (d) Things that are united naturally are separable from each other. However, the two natures in Christ are united inseparably.
 

It is not essential: (a) Because an essential union constitutes one essence. However, the two natures in Christ coalesce together in neither a simple nor a composite essence, since the human nature is not changed into the divine nor the divine into the human nor has a third species been composed from the two different natures. Leo, Letter 11: “The Word has not been changed into the flesh nor the flesh into the Word. Rather, both remain in one and one remains in both: not divided by diversity, not mingled together [confusus] by mixture; not one [person] from the Father and another from the mother, but the same [person], though in the one way from the Father and in the other way from the mother.” (b) Where there is one thing and another [[image: ]], there is no essential union. However, in Christ there is one thing and another. (c) Therefore the union is defined and named from the terminus of the uniting [terminus
[image: ]] in which the united things come together. But the terminus of the uniting of the two natures in Christ is not essence. (d) In essential composites no constituting origin preexists as a person. However, the divine nature of the Word existed as a person before His incarnation. (e) Things that are united essentially are not perfect in every way outside the union, and from them a third thing is constituted. Neither of these can be said with regard to the two natures in Christ. (f) If the union were essential, the communication of properties that arises from the union would also be essential; thus the human nature according to its essence would be omnipotent.
 

Cyril and Bernard call it “essential and natural”: (1) Not with respect to its mode but with respect to its terminus, and indeed not with respect to its ending point [terminus ad quem] but from its starting point [terminus a quo], as Damascenus explains: “We say the union is ‘essential,’ that is, true and not according to illusion. We say that it is essential not in the sense of two natures resulting in one compound nature, but in the sense of two natures having been united truly into one compound hypostasis [[image: ]]” (bk. 3, ch. 3). (2) They do not oppose “essential” and “natural” to “personal” but to “accidental,” so that it is the same as “real.”
 

§ 118. (III) It is not accidental (as Scotus seems to want, Sent., 3, dist. 1, q. 1) because: (1) An accidental union is between a substance and its accident or between a substance and a substance, but united accidentally so that they do not constitute some one thing of themselves. However, neither nature in Christ is an accident, nor were the two united with each other accidentally. An accidental union cannot cause “a compound hypostasis.” (2) The terminus of the uniting in Christ is not an accident but the hypostasis. (3) If the union were accidental, God must be man by accident and man must be God by accident. Then the communication of properties would also be accidental. (4) If the flesh were an adjunct of the Word, surely it would have to be predicated of the Word in an oblique case4 rather than a direct case5 and, in fact, contingently and accidentally. And thus the Word would not be able to be called “man,” but only “human.” (5) No species of accidental union befits the union of the two natures in Christ; therefore it also cannot be called “accidental.” The logical connection is clear, because what the genus befits, a species of the genus ought also to befit. We prove the antecedent from an enumeration of the species. An accidental union is either absolute or respective, since every accident is either absolute or related. The hypostatic union is not a respective accidental union (a relative union), because this opinion was condemned by the fathers of Ephesus already a long time ago in Nestorius, according to Cyril, Anathem. 3. Nor is it absolute, because it would be so according to quantity, and this would be: Either continuous through agglutination (as when two planks are joined with a nail, chain, or glue). Or discrete through aggregation, apposition, heaping together. (However, none of these species befits the hypostatic union unless we should wish to thrust the divine nature into the category of quantity.) Or according to quality through a oneness of mind, a unity of consensus. But in this manner there would not be one Christ but two persons.
 

§ 119. (IV) It is not a properly integral union: (1) Because the mode of that union is merely among quantitative parts. However, the Word is not quantitative, nor does it have a part outside of the part.6 Therefore it cannot constitute one whole thing [unum integrum] with man. (2) One integral part is not predicated of the other in the affirmative, for a hand is not a foot. But man is predicated of God and God of man in the person of Christ.
 

Here we can cite what Damascenus brings out from the Greek fathers concerning the mode of the union (Orth. fid., bk. 3, ch. 3). He says that the union did not take place: (a) According to paste or dough ([image: ]), as when a third thing is formed from flour and water, namely bread. (b) By pouring together ([image: ]), as when one powder is made from various kinds of aromatics. (c) By mixing together ([image: ]), as when mead is made from water and honey. (According to these three modes of union, or rather mixture, Eutyches and his followers imagined that the natures in Christ were mixed.) Nor did it happen: (d) By relationship ([image: ], through affection and friendship by which one heart is made out of two. (e) Nor according to dignity ([image: ]), as though the man [Jesus] received from the Word the dignity of being Savior along with Him. (f) Nor according to thinking alike, harmony, being of the same mind ([image: ], [image: ]), as though the will of this man was always in harmony with the will of God. (g) Nor according to a sameness of honor ([image: ]), that God the Word so exalted this man that He communicated all His honor to him. (h) Nor according to a sameness of name ([image: ]), as though God communicated His name to him. (i) Nor according to good pleasure ([image: ]), that in the assumed man the Word so pleases Himself and causes that man to please himself in the Word. (Nestorius imagined that the union in Christ occurred in these six modes.) In the Fifth Council, act. ult., canon 4: “If anyone says that the uniting to the flesh occurred according to grace or operation or dignity or equality of honor or relationship or affection or virtue, and not according to composition or according to the subsistence of the Word, let him be accursed.”
 

The fathers of the Council of Chalcedon (in Zonaras, Vita Marciani, part 3, p. 139; in Evagrius, bk. 2, ch. 4, p. 810; and in Nicephorus, bk. 15, ch. 6) claim, contrary to Eutyches and Nestorius, that the union of the two natures of Christ happened: (1) Without confusion or without mixture ([image: ]), because from those two natures a third nature or essence was not made by mixing together. (2) Without change ([image: ]), because the divine nature was not changed into the human nor was the human changed into the divine. (3) Without division ([image: ]), because after the incarnation took place, the Word cannot be separated from the flesh nor the flesh from the Word. (4) Without separation ([image: ]), because once the two natures have been united, they are never separated. Some of the ancients add that that union also took place without change [[image: ]], without dissolution [[image: ]], without interruption [[image: ]], without change [[image: ]], and without intermission [[image: ]]. (Cf. Damascenus, bk. 3, ch. 2.)
 

We can also compare the personal indwelling of the Word in the assumed flesh through the mode of removal7
with the universal presence by which God is present to all creatures, with the presence of grace by which He dwells in the saints, and with the presence of glory by which He reveals Himself in heaven to the blessed angels and to the elect. After all, more intimate than all these modes is that by which the whole fullness of the deity dwells in the assumed flesh, not by type (as formerly in the temple at Jerusalem) nor by activity only (as in creatures) nor by grace only (as in the saints) nor by glory (as in the blessed and the angels), but bodily and hypostatically. A comparison can also be established between the appearance of the Holy Spirit “in bodily form” as a dove [Luke 3:22], which is a symbolic and separable union, and the manifestation of the Son of God in the flesh, which is a hypostatic and inseparable union.
 

§ 120. (III) Now that we have removed all the modes and species of union, we say that the union of the two natures in Christ happened according to hypostasis because the terminus of the uniting is the hypostasis of the Word. Although this was the hypostasis of only the divine nature before the incarnation, it also became the hypostasis of the flesh after the incarnation. Damascenus, bk. 3, ch. 3: “We confess that the one hypostasis of the Son of God exists as a unit in two natures, and we say that the same hypostasis of the Incarnate One belongs to His divinity and His humanity.” Chapter 11: “ ‘The Word became flesh’ means ‘the same hypostasis of the Word unchangeably became the hypostasis of the flesh.’ “ For that reason, that union is called “hypostatic” and “personal.” In every union of disparate things, there is something that is like a bond or chain that connects them and through which they become one. The hypostasis is this sort of uniting bond that unites the disparate natures in Christ, for which reason it is called a hypostatic union.
 

However, when Damascenus (bk. 3, ch. 3) denies that it is a “personal union” [[image: ]], this must be explained suitably on the basis of the author’s aim and intent. After all, he is arguing against Nestorius, who claimed that the union in Christ was “personal” not with regard to its ending point but with regard to its starting point, namely, that it was a union that occurred not in the person of the Son of God from two natures but rather from two persons through consensus, love, sameness of thinking, etc. For that reason, Damascenus makes himself clear, removes the kinds of union that are out of place, and adds that the union of the natures in Christ occurred by synthesis, that is, according to hypostasis. It is a union of natures, but not a natural union; it is a personal union, but not of persons.
 

Among the devout ancients it is called a union “according to the economy or dispensation” [[image: ]] or even simply “economy” [[image: ]]. Ignatius and Justin (in Expositio fidei) call it [image: ] and [image: ] [“taking flesh” and “unifying”], the first of which denotes “the assumption of the flesh”; the latter, “the union of utterly disparate things” (p. 294). On p. 299 he calls it “the uniting of the Word to His body” and [image: ] [“the highest union”]. Gregory of Nyssa: [image: ] [“drawing near”]. Athanasius: [image: ] [“descent”], [image: ] [“manifestation in the flesh”], [image: ] [“embodied presence”], [image: ] [“embodiment”], [image: ] [“joining”]. Nazianzen: [image: ] [“coming together”]. Damascenus: [image: ] [“coming together into one”] and [image: ]
[image: ] [“joining of natures”]. Commonly they call it [image: ] and [image: ] [“incarnation”], etc. Proclus (Homily in nat. Dom., p. 74) says, “Do not divide the union, lest you be divided from God.”
 

However, Irenaeus (bk. 3, ch. 21) calls it “a commingling.” Nazianzen, Letter 1 ad Cledon.: “mixture and commixture.” Gregory of Nyssa: “mixing in and intermingling.” ** Luther, on John 14, German edition of Jena, vol. 7, fol. 91: “Both natures are mixed in the person.”8 ** This must be explained suitably, lest this be applied to the Eutychian confusion. In his creed, Athanasius defines this as “the assumption of the humanity into the divinity”; Epiphanius, as [image: ] [“co-uniting”]. Damascenus explains it as [image: ] [“interpenetration”]. Tertullian and Ambrose call it “incarnation, embodiment, pinning together, coupling.” Cyprian, Sermon de Bapt.: “the unity of Christ, the falling of the Word upon the Virgin, the coming together of the eternal divinity and the temporal humanity.” Origen: “confederation.” Augustine: “the assumption of the form of a servant.” Hilary, De Trinit., bk. 2: “a fellowship of mixture.” Jerome (on Isaiah 61) and Cyril (De rect. fid.): “the dispensation,” etc. Augustine, De civitat. Dei, bk. 10, ch. 29: “The Son of God put on man.” De civit. Dei, bk. 11, ch. 2: “After assuming man but not consuming God, the Son of God founded the faith.” Leo, Sermon 3 de nativit., p. 42: “The creature is being connected to the Creator.” Damascenus, Orat. 1 de imag. ex synod. Chalcedon., fol. 702: “Just as the Word became flesh without having its nature changed but remaining what He was, so also the flesh became the Word while not losing anything from what it is, instead having become identical with the Word according to hypostasis,” that is, made the same as far as the person is concerned.
 

§ 121. (IV) The corollaries that express that form of the union quite richly and clearly are as follows: (1) Because in the incarnation the hypostasis of the Word became the hypostasis of the flesh, therefore after the incarnation it is a composite hypostasis [[image: ]]. Damascenus, bk. 3, ch. 3, on the basis of Nazianzen, Athanasius, etc.: “His natures are joined together by hypostasis, having one composite hypostasis.” Chapter 4: “We know that there is one composite hypostasis from both natures.” Also: “The hypostasis composited from the natures.” The hypostasis is called “composite” not because it became composite, having suffered in and of itself some change and destruction of its simplicity, but because after the incarnation it is the hypostasis of two natures, though before it had been only the hypostasis of the divine nature. Before the incarnation, the person of the Word was in itself utterly complete and simple; the hypostasis subsisted only in the divine nature. Through the incarnation it became a composite hypostasis consisting of the divine and human natures at the same time. Thus not only the divine but also the assumed human nature now belong to the integrity of the person of Christ now incarnate. Thomas speaks correctly ([ST,] p. 3, q. 2, [art]. 4): “It is called the composition of person from the natures not with regard to parts but rather with regard to number, just as that whole thing in which two things come together can be called the composite of them, to the extent that one thing subsists in two.” Therefore understand “composite” to mean not a subjective composition, not essential, not of contact, but personal, by which the same hypostasis that previously was naturally and essentially the hypostasis only of the Word (and remains the hypostasis of the same perpetually), in the incarnation became communicatively and personally the hypostasis of the flesh. Because the hypostasis of the Son of God after the incarnation is composite, therefore both natures belong to the person of the Son of God, and one does not subsist without or outside the other.
 

(2) Because the hypostasis of the Word became the hypostasis of the flesh, the hypostasis of the Word was communicated to the flesh. The Word has that hypostasis as proper within Himself, while the flesh has it as communicated through the union. (The hypostasis of the Word is the hypostasis of both natures: of the divine primarily and naturally, of the human secondarily and hypostatically.) Because the hypostasis of the Word does not befit the flesh through its nature or essence, or essentially from the principles of nature and the constituents of essence, therefore it had to be communicated to it. We proceed in this way: The flesh of Christ either is completely without hypostasis [[image: ]] or it subsists in the hypostasis of the Word, for it does not have its own subsistence. Yet it is false to think that it is completely without hypostasis. Therefore it subsists in the hypostasis of the Word, which has to be communicated to it.
 

(3) Because the hypostasis of the Word became the hypostasis of the flesh, therefore the flesh of Christ subsists in a hypostasis [[image: ]]. You see, it does not have its own hypostasis nor is it self-existent, having its own subsistence; nor is it without hypostasis, having no subsistence whatsoever. Surely, then, it is in a hypostasis and subsists in the Word Himself. It is said to subsist in a hypostasis not by any kind of sustenance or carrying in the Word nor by a bare presence with the Word, but by the fullest communication of the hypostasis of the Word, since “the whole fullness of the deity” dwells in it (Col. 2:9). It subsists in a hypostasis not accidentally, as an accident in a subject, nor partially, as a part is in its whole, but personally and uniquely, as a nature in a person.
 

To the philosophers, [image: ] signifies: (a) “Universal,” namely, that which does not subsist according to itself but has subsistence in persons or hypostases. Thus the species or nature of humans does not have its own hypostasis but is something in the hypostasis of Peter, Paul, and John. (b) It signifies a “part,” even the most important part. Thus the human body is not a hypostasis nor is the soul a hypostasis, but both are [image: ]. The meaning with which it is being used here comes closer to the second than to the first.
 

Augustine, De fid. ad Petrum, ch. 17: “The Word-made-flesh has one person of the divinity and of His own flesh.” Damascenus, bk. 3, ch. 2: “The Word was united, according to hypostasis, to flesh endowed with a soul, which flesh also obtained being in Him.” Chapter 7: “And thus the hypostasis in the flesh is called the hypostasis of God the Word.” Chapter 9: “Because the hypostasis of the Word has become the hypostasis of both natures, it is neither possible that one of them is without hypostasis nor can it be conceded that they have hypostases that differ from each other.” And later: “The flesh of God the Word did not subsist independently nor did there arise another hypostasis besides the hypostasis of God the Word. Rather, it subsisted in the same hypostasis.” Chapter 11: “The same hypostasis of God the Word became the hypostasis for the flesh.”
 

(4) Because the hypostasis of the Word became the hypostasis also of the flesh, after the incarnation there is an intimate interpenetration [[image: ]] or “passing-into” of the united natures.
 

(There are some who establish the very form [of the union] in this interpenetration, for they make this distinction: A union is considered in two ways, according to root and according to form. The root or foundation of the union is subsistence or personation, but the form is immanence or permeation. However, interpenetration is more correctly established as a consequence rather than as the form of the union.)
 

After all, how would there be one hypostasis of those natures without such interpenetration? How would the whole fullness of the deity dwell in the assumed flesh without it? In fact, as there is an essential interpenetration among the persons of the Trinity because of the unity of essence, so there is a personal interpenetration between the two natures united in Christ because of the unity of person. Damascenus (bk. 3, ch. 4) calls it “the interpenetration of the natures into each other.” The interpreter rendered it as “the immanence and sitting of the natures in each other.” Chapter 5: “If they interpenetrate each other, then they do not permit a change or mutation of one into the other.” In ch. 7 he adds: “One must know that if we say that the natures of the Lord interpenetrate each other, we still know that the interpenetration comes from the divine nature.” (The interpreter has rendered this: “the passing-into comes forth.”) “Moreover, that is what reaches through all things, just as He wills, and nothing penetrates through it.” “Immanence,” then, according to Damascenus, is common to both natures, but “passing-into” is proper to the divine nature. Galatinus rendered it “circumcessio” [“coming around”] (De arcan., bk. 3, ch. 2). Some define it as “an unmixed unifying, wholly complete in all respects,” that is, “an utterly intimate passing-into, but unmixed,” because that immanence requires an utterly close and intimate presence from which it flows forth.
 

(5) Because the hypostasis of the Word became the hypostasis of the flesh, therefore these two natures are supremely present to each other. You see, a part was not united with a part, but the entire Word was united to the entire flesh, and the entire flesh was united to the entire Word. Therefore because of the sameness of the hypostasis and the interpenetration of the natures to each other, the Word is so present to the flesh and the flesh is so present to the Word that the Word is not outside the flesh nor is the flesh outside the Word. Rather, wherever the Word is, there He has the flesh supremely present to Himself; and wherever the flesh is, there it has the Word supremely present to itself. In fact, it is assumed into His hypostasis. Just as the Word is not outside His own deity, of which He is the hypostasis, so also His essence is not outside His own flesh, which indeed is finite, yet personally subsists in the Word. For as His own deity is proper to the Word through His eternal begetting by the Father, so also the flesh has become proper to the same Word through the personal union. Therefore just as the essential interpenetration in the persons of the Trinity and the one deity common to the three persons causes one person not to be outside another, but rather the Father to be in the Son, the Son in the Father, and the Holy Spirit in both, so also the personal interpenetration and one hypostasis common to the two natures causes the one nature in Christ not to be outside the other, but rather the whole Word to be in His own flesh and the entire flesh to be in the Word. And just as the unity of essence is undermined if you say that the Son is outside the Father and the Father outside the Son (in whatever manner and respect you may want that to be interpreted), so also the unity of person will be undermined if you wish to say that the Word is outside the flesh and the flesh is outside the Word (in whatever manner and respect you may want that to be interpreted).
 

Therefore this interpenetration requires a presence that is not only general, gracious, and glorious, which is common to the assumed flesh along with other creatures, but a presence that is unique, intimate, and supremely close, so that the one nature cannot be outside the other that is united to it. Otherwise it would not be interpenetration [[image: ]] but side-by-side penetration [[image: ]], because interpenetration requires not a partial presence but a total one so that the whole Word is present to the whole flesh and the whole flesh is present to the whole Word. It requires not a temporary and dissoluble presence but an eternal and indissoluble one. Justin, Εκθ. [image: ]., p. 305: “As we affirm that the indivisible Word is inseparably present in His own temple, and as we confess that the whole fullness of the deity is dwelling there, we also say that He Himself is present to all, but in a very similar fashion.”
 

(6) Because the hypostasis of the Word became the hypostasis of the flesh, therefore there is one subsisting thing [[image: ]], one person, in Christ. There are and indeed remain two natures in Christ, but there is one person, because those two natures are united to constitute a single subsisting thing through the unity of the hypostasis that is common to both. For this reason He is called “one Lord” (1 Cor. 8:6; Eph. 4:6); “one human being” (1 Tim. 2:5); “one man” (2 Cor. 11:2); one Christ (2 Cor. 5:14). Leontius of Jerusalem writes beautifully in a disputation against those who used to say that our Lord Jesus Christ is one composite nature, as recorded in Justin, Exposit. rect. fid., p. 302: “There is one sun but two natures: the one of light but the other of the solar body. So also here, there is indeed one Son, the Lord Christ, the only-begotten, but two natures: the one above us, the other ours ([image: ]).” Athanasius, Desanct. Trinit., dial. 5: “Christ is one composite person from God and from humanity.” Nazianzen, Ad Cledon: “Those things from which the Savior is are one thing and another, not one person and another—by no means!” Vincent of Lérins, Advers. prof. vocum novit., bk. 4: “In God there is one substance but three persons; in Christ there are two substances but one person. In the Trinity it is one person and another, but not one thing and another; in the Savior it is one thing and another, but not one person and another. The substance of the divinity is one thing; the substance of the humanity is another. Nevertheless the deity and the humanity are not one person and another. Rather, there is one and the same Christ, one and the same Son of God, just as in man the flesh is one thing, the soul another, but the soul and flesh are one and the same man.” In the Council of Chalcedon, the fathers, who numbered 630, exclaimed: “Accursed be he who divides and confounds” (namely, the one who divides the person and who confounds the natures), “because the natures are united without confounding, that they may be distinguished inseparably.” Galatinus, De arcan., bk. 3, ch. 2: “It is a union without confounding because of the duality of natures, and a distinction without division because of the unity of the person.” “Just as the three divine hypostases are one God, so these three—divinity, soul, and body—constitute one Christ” (Galatinus, loc. cit.).
 

(7) Because the hypostasis of the Word became the hypostasis of the flesh, therefore the flesh was allotted a nonlocal mode of subsisting. The human nature subsists in the Word Himself either locally or nonlocally. It is not the former, because otherwise the union would be local. Therefore it is the latter, and as a consequence it received from it a nonlocal, supernatural, and most sublime mode of presence in the Word Himself. This mode is personal, and for this reason the Word is nowhere and at no place where He does not have His flesh supremely present with Himself and, indeed, personally united with Himself. Therefore, though the incarnation occurred solely in the womb of His mother, the Virgin Mary, and the body of Christ at the time of its conception and gestation was not outside the womb of His mother according to natural place and local nearness, nevertheless because the terminus of the assuming and uniting is not a place but the very hypostasis of the Word—because He is nonlocal and transcends most highly all the extensions of places—therefore, in and through this union, the flesh of Christ was allotted a nonlocal mode of subsisting. You see, the human nature—according as it, having been united, does not have its own existence in a place but in the Word, and the Word has the flesh present to Himself not with respect to this or that place but in His hypostasis itself—the human nature, I say, was exalted. Otherwise the union would be local and changeable. It obtained its hypostatic being in the Word Himself, therefore it also obtained His peculiar mode of subsisting and personal actuality.
 

And because the hypostasis of the Word became the hypostasis of the flesh in such a way that it did not cease to be what it was—namely, the human nature—from this there arises the distinction between natural and personal actuality. You see, some things are predicated of Christ the man according to natural actuality, namely, those things that stem from the constitutive principles of human nature and that He has in common with all men. And some things are predicated according to personal actuality, namely, those that befit Him by reason of the personal union. The former befit Him naturally according to His essence; the latter, personally according to His existence. You see, what some people argue is false: that something cannot be said personally except about the person. But “subsisting in the Word” is predicated of the assumed flesh not essentially and not accidentally. Therefore it is predicated personally.
 

(8) Because the hypostasis of the Word became the hypostasis of the flesh, therefore the Word with His own flesh is the Second Person of the Trinity. Because the assumed nature does not exist separately nor does it constitute its own person but was exalted into the unity of the person of the Word (who subsists in both natures and is the Second Person of the Trinity), therefore it is very devout to believe and very correct to say that the assumed human nature belongs to the Trinity personally because it belongs personally to the Word, who is the Second Person of the Trinity. Also, as the human nature is not personally outside the hypostasis of the Word, so also it is not personally outside the Trinity. Ambrose, De resurrect.: “We must not despise the nature of human flesh, which deserved to enter into the consortium of the Holy Trinity through our Lord Christ,” that is, personally. Augustine, De dono persev., ch. 24: “He who assumed and what He assumed are one person in the Trinity.” (Cf. Dr. Chemnitz, De duabus natur., ch. 27.)
 

Of course, Beza argues (Volum. 2, fol. 275): “The assumed nature remains in the union outside of the Trinity,” and reproaches our churches with Schwenkfeldianism. We respond, however, that it became internal to the Trinity not essentially but personally. Whoever separates the assumed flesh from sharing in the Trinity separates the same from sharing in the Word.
 

Antithesis.
 

§ 122. Here we must be careful of falling into two errors: the Eutychian confounding of the two natures and the Nestorian tearing apart of the person. The Timotheans inclined toward the former. They used to teach that “the union took place by the conversion of the deity into humanity.” Whoever followed Eutyches also inclined toward the former. Paul of Samosata inclined toward the latter. He taught that “the divine Word dwelt in the man just as in any other prophet.” Whoever followed Nestorius also inclined toward the latter. (See Schroeder’s book, De Eutychianismo et Nestorianismo; the disputations of Runge in De Eutychianismo et Nestorianismo; etc.) However, we shall pass over the errors of the ancients and list the false teachings of our time regarding this point of doctrine.
 

The false teaching of the Papists.
 

(I) With regard to the form of the union, the Papists depart from the path of the truth: (1) When they take the communication of the hypostasis exclusively so as to oppose it to the communication of natures and of properties. Bellarmine, De Christo, bk. 3, ch. 8, § His igitur: “The hypostatic union consists in the communication of the subsistence of the Word, not in the communication of the attributes of the deity.” And later, § 3: “The union occurred through the communication of that which is proper to the Son, not of that which is common to the other persons. But only the subsistence is proper to the Son; all the essential attributes are common to all three persons. Therefore the hypostatic union occurred through the communication of the subsistence alone.” We find similar things in Busaeus, Contra Gerlachium, ch. 4, thesis 35, where he calls it a “union according to subsistence, not because one subsistence was made out of two natures but because this union attributes nothing other than subsistence to the united humanity.” On the contrary: (a) In Christ there is said to “dwell the whole fullness of the deity” (Col. 2:9), and “all the riches of wisdom and knowledge” are said “to be hidden” in Him (v. 3). Therefore not [only] was the nature of the subsistence alone secluded, [but] also the communication in the divine attributes occurred. (b) A proper and immediate effect ought not be opposed to its cause. Yet the communication of attributes is related to the communication of the hypostasis as the proper and immediate effect to its own cause, as we shall show later. (c) The hypostasis of the Word is not something really diverse from the divine nature of the Word and the essential properties thereof. (d) If the hypostasis of the Word is communicated to the flesh but the divine attributes are not, the consequence is that the hypostasis of the Word and His attributes are opposites, because opposites are not in one [thing]. (e) We can satisfy Bellarmine’s argument through the distinction given earlier between the divine nature considered absolutely or commonly and that nature considered relatively or determinately with a mode of existence.
 

(2) They depart from the path of truth when they define the union as bare sustenance. Bellarmine writes (De incarn., bk. 3, toward the end of ch. 8 and at the end of ch. 17): “Although the Word may be somewhere where the humanity is not, nevertheless even there the Word is man, because the Word, existing there, sustains the humanity as His own, proper humanity, though it exists elsewhere.” Therefore as the form of the union, they set forth the sustenance of the human nature in the Son of God. Luther already refuted this Thomistic error in the Wittenberg edition, vol. 2, fol. 228, in his Major. Confess. and in his book De conciliis.
 

(3) They depart from the way of truth when they declare the mystery of the personal union with comparisons that leave it completely empty. Salmeron, tome 16, disput. 2 on 1 John, p. 155, teaches that the hypostatic union can be conceived of in seven ways: “(a) As a thing attracted in something that attracts, as iron in a magnet, by His Spirit as intermediate. (b) As it is subjected in the subject, as a sensitive thing in an intellective thing, and as a triangle in a quadrangle. (c) As the greatest polygon in a circle, because it is carried off into another kind, and not through itself. (d) As the thing united in the unifying thing. (e) As two trees inserted in a circle. (f) As a river in the sea to which it is brought and which receives it. (g) As voice in a word and voice on a page, physics in Aristotle, a craftsman in an image, and as the son of a French father and a Spanish mother.”
 

Bellarmine had written (De Christo, bk. 3, ch. 8): “The flesh exists in the Word like an arm in a body,” but he deleted this in later editions. In the same work he compares the propositions “God is dead” and “the philosopher is dead,” and he compares this mystery to “a tree into which a branch of another species is engrafted.” However, though he may say that both of these lack similarity, nevertheless, because he writes in the explanation of the latter comparison: “Just as the tree after the engrafting sustains that branch which otherwise would be existing of itself, so also in like manner the divine Word like a great tree has received that little branch of the human nature miraculously engrafted therein,” and especially because he stubbornly denies the proper and immediate effect of the union (namely, the communication of properties), therefore, I say, because of these comparisons, we are right to charge him with the Nestorian “proximity” [[image: ]].
 

Both of these comparisons are faulty in many ways. The first is faulty on this account: (a) Because philosophy and death are two accidents, neither of which pertain to the subsistences of man. (b) In the subject of the proposition “the philosopher is dead,” the name of the subject [suppositum] is not posited. (c) Nor is philosophy united personally with the nature that dies.
 

The second comparison is faulty: (a) Because the branch grafted onto the tree is not a complete tree but merely a part of a tree. (b) Before the branch was engrafted, it had its own subsistence, neither of which statements can be said about the assumed nature. (c) The branch becomes one with the tree onto which it is grafted through natural junction and fusing together, not through hypostatic union. (d) This comparison does not explain the personal actuality of the human nature but merely the effect of a union.
 

What Bellarmine says in the same book, ch. 4, belongs to this point. He explains the proposition “The Word was made flesh” with the following propositions: “Aaron was made a priest by God” and “David was made king.” In ch. 15 he compares the Word’s assuming of the human nature with a king who puts on his purple robe. In ch. 17 he compares the union of the two natures in Christ with the union of the sun and its orbit. If one observes all these closely, it will readily appear that what our blessed Luther declared was absolutely true: that “there are many Nestorians in the papacy” (De conciliis, vol. 7, Jena edition, p. 251). (See our De gloria Dei, disput. 2, § 11.) However, Alexander of Hales writes far more correctly and moderately: “It does not belong to a human being to define what sort of communication this is, by which the human nature is communicated to the Word” (part 3, q. 2, membr. 3). And Biel writes (Sent., 1, dist. 30, q. 4): “The union of the human nature with the Word is not only indescribable but is also incomprehensible according to that state of [our] intellect.”
 

The false teaching of the Calvinists.
 

§ 123. (II) The Calvinists: (1) Define the union as “adjunction.” Danaeus, Exam. cont. Chemnicium, p. 84: “In that union only the nature was adjoined to the already existing person who was fully subsisting of Himself.” Polanus (Logic.) and Goclenius (Problem. log., q. 40): “The flesh is an adjunct of the Word.” Martinius (Exam. Spic. contra D. Mentz., p. 49) asserts that “it is an accidental union.” (Against this, let the propositions cited above be urged.) To affirm this opinion, they set forth an argument of this sort: “Whatever is added to a being existing in actuality, that is its accident. The flesh was added to the Word, a being existing in actuality. Therefore it is an accident of Him.” Passing over the other parts of our response, we respond here to the major premise by objecting. The soul, divinely breathed into man, was added to a being existing in actuality (Gen. 2:7). Nevertheless it cannot be called its adjunct or accident. Therefore the major premise must be limited. Whatever is added to a being existing in actuality in such a way that it does not constitute with it one subsisting thing, that is its accident.
 

(2) They define it as a bare sustenance and carrying of the flesh in the hypostasis of the Word. Beza, Coll. Mompelg., p. 245: “We say that the humanity receives only sustentation from the Word.” Martyr, Dial., fol. 10, Pseudostereoma, letter h h h 1: “In Christ, the two natures are united in such a way that there is one subsisting thing, that is, that the human nature is carried by the Word so that the natures are inseparable in all eternity and that the human nature would be reduced to nothing unless it be sustained in this way.” On the contrary: (a) “Carrying” and “sustenance” are merely external works, but the union, with regard to its terminus, is an internal work. (b) “Carrying” is merely a secondary actuality,9 but we must define the form of the personal union as a primary actuality.10 (c) “Carrying” is common to the assumed nature along with all other creatures (Acts 17:28; Heb. 1:9). Therefore it does not express the sublimity of this mystery. (d) Bare carrying does not create a composite hypostasis. (e) “Carrying” is an action common to the entire Trinity, but the hypostatic union occurred solely in the person of the Son of God in which His human nature subsists, not in the person of the Father or of the Holy Spirit. (Cf. our commonplace On the Person of Christ [1610 Loci Theologici, locus 7], § 34; De gloria Dei, disput. 7.)
 

(3) They say that Christ is “all whole ([image: ]), constituted of two natures as of integral parts, just as a foot and a man constitute one whole thing” (Keckermann, System. logic., pp. 197–98). Against this: (a) Nothing is all whole in its own integral part, for a man is not in his feet. However, the Word is said to have been manifested in the flesh. Therefore the Word and man do not constitute one whole integral thing. (b) No foot, no stomach can be said to have become man. However, the Son of God became man, and man became the Son of God. Therefore the assumed man and the Word do not constitute a whole integral thing. (c) The whole man is not totally in the feet, but the entire Word is in the entire assumed flesh and the whole flesh is in the whole Word. Damascenus, bk. 3, ch. 6: “In His wholeness He took up the whole Me and My wholeness was united with His wholeness.”
 

(4) They claim that the two natures are one essential thing (Keckermann, ibid.). Against this, let the foundations set forth above be urged, by which we proved that that union is not according to essence.
 

(5) They deny that the union occurred to establish one subsisting thing. (See Danaeus, Contra Chemnicium, p. 83.) We proved the contrary in the aforementioned disputation, § 11.
 

(6) They deny the communication of the hypostasis. (See Grabius, Contra Hunnium de persona Christi, p. 49.) Alsted writes (Theolog. polem., p. 155): “Accurately speaking, the hypostasis of the Word was not communicated to the flesh, that is, it was not poured into it. Rather, through appropriation the latter subsists in the former, just as a branch subsists in a tree.”
 

** Wendelinus, Christ. theolog., bk. 1, ch. 16, p. 259: “Because the assumption of the human nature to the hypostasis of the Word can stand without the communication of the hypostasis, the hypostatic or personal sustenance of the human nature is enough for the hypostasis of the Word to be man through it.” (See also pp. 260–61.) **
 

However, they use the following argument against the communication of the hypostasis: “Subsistence does not differ in reality from essence. If, then, the infinite subsistence of the Word is communicated to the flesh, surely the flesh will be infinite by reason of its essence.” We respond. This holds with regard to one’s own personal subsistence but not with regard to the personal subsistence communicated by another. The personal subsistence by which the flesh subsists in the Word is not proper to it but has merely been communicated to it. Therefore it does differ from the essence of the flesh in reality. (See the aforementioned disputation, § 13.)
 

** Polanus himself (Syntagm., bk. 6, ch. 16) “proves the communication of the hypostasis with several arguments and removes the objections of the heretics.” Damascenus, De orth. fid., bk. 3, ch. 2: “The Word Himself, having become the hypostasis for the flesh ….” “Whatever has its own hypostasis of itself and naturally is a person. Whatever has a hypostasis communicated to it from another is indeed not a person but rather in a hypostasis and personated.” **
 

(7) They deny that the human nature was assumed into the divinity, and they say that the person and not the nature of the Word is incarnate. Earlier we showed the contrary.
 

(8) They assert that the entire Word is in the flesh in such a way that the whole Word is also outside the flesh. With regard to this assertion, they go off into two classes. Some say that both the nature and the hypostasis of the Word are in the flesh in such a way that they nevertheless are also outside the flesh. Zanchi, De nat. Dei, 2, ch. 6, p. 157: “The entire divine nature is in the human nature, and the entire divine nature is also outside the human nature.” Herbornensis, Spicil., p. 78: “The entire hypostasis of the Word is somewhere where the flesh does not exist.” Francis Junius, Defens. 1. Cathol. doctrina de trinit. contra Samosat., fol. 20: “The hypostasis of the Son is completely and totally in the body united with Himself, as is the Spirit. It is also outside the body united with Himself, just as totally as it is in the body, as it is infinite. Otherwise its infinity would take away its spiritual property—something that no man, not even a philosopher, will hold if he thinks about it.”
 

Some concede that the “hypostasis of the Word is not outside His own flesh.” Meanwhile, they say that “the divine nature of the Word is outside His own flesh because of its infinity.” Sohnius, Exeg. August. Confess., vol. 2, p. 207: “The Word is not outside the human nature nor is the human nature outside the Word, because there is one hypostasis of the assuming Word and of the assumed human nature. However, the divine nature of the Word is outside its own flesh because of its infinity. If the question, however, does not involve the essence and nature of both—of the assuming Word and the assumed nature—then the same Word is wholly within and outside His own body, for the divine essence of the Son is utterly simple and infinite.”
 

** Wendelinus, Christ. theol., bk. 1, ch. 16, p. 258: “The divine nature of Christ is not within the assumed flesh in such a way that it is not outside it at the same time.” **
 

To the question “Is the Word outside His own flesh after the union has occurred?” Wetzelius responds (Disput. 9, thesis 12): “As there are two presences—one of the humanity to the Word and of the Word to the flesh, and the other of Christ to creatures—so also there are two ‘outsides.’ The first presence is not outside the flesh, but the second is outside the flesh, and this does not take away the union.” Indeed, he is correct in claiming that in the mutual union of the natures and in the personal interpenetration we must reject that Nestorian “outside.” But he is incorrect in his thinking about the presence of Christ, the God-man, among His creatures. You see, if that “outside” conflicts by itself with the personal union, it cannot be changed with any respect to creatures because no creature can tear apart the personal union, nor can any creature be closer or nearer to the Word than His own flesh.
 

Against that Nestorian “outside” [extra] we set forth: (a) The definition of the hypostatic union given by the apostle: that the whole fullness of the deity dwells in the assumed flesh [Col. 2:9]. But if the entire Word is in the flesh in such a way that it is also entirely outside the flesh, we shall no longer be able to say that the whole fullness of the deity dwells in the flesh. (b) The designation of the Word outside the flesh. What is outside the flesh is not incarnate; it is not in the flesh. Therefore to the extent that one imagines that the Word after the incarnation is outside the flesh, He will not be in the flesh and will be not incarnate. He will not be a composite person but a simple one. Therefore He will also not be man. (c) A comparison with the body endowed with a soul. Just as, so long as the union of body and soul in a human being endures, the soul is not outside its body nor the body outside its soul, but the body is endowed with soul and the soul is embodied, so also, as long as the union of the divine and human natures in Christ endures, the Word is not outside the flesh nor the flesh outside the Word. Cyril, Letter 10: “The Word became flesh not as He dwells in the saints, but He makes for Himself the sort of indwelling such as the soul of a man is believed to have with its own body.” (d) The absurd consequence. If the Word were outside the flesh, the whole Word would be outside the flesh because it is indivisible. But if the whole Word were outside the flesh, the union would be dissolved because “the whole fullness of the deity dwells therein.” If the hypostasis of the Word is not outside the flesh because of the personal union, and if the divine nature of the Word is outside the flesh because of its infinity, it would follow that between the person of the Son of God and His humanity there is a personal union, and between the divine nature of the Word and the human nature there is no union. If the Word is in some places outside His own flesh, we shall have two Words: incarnate and not incarnate, in the flesh and outside the flesh. If we shall have to say that the nature of the Word is outside the flesh because of the infinity of the divine essence, we shall have to affirm the same thing about His person, because that, too, is infinite. Or if it is correct to say that the hypostasis of the Word—its infinity notwithstanding—is not outside the flesh, the consequence will be that the divine nature of the Word, too, is not outside the flesh, or we shall have to say that it is finite. Keckermann (System. theolog., p. 81) seeks a response to this argument and falls into the absurdity of denying that the person is infinite. (e) Parity. As the Word, after the incarnation, is not outside His own deity, so also He is not outside His assumed humanity. The reason is that the hypostasis is not of only one nature but of both, and the deity and humanity, united in it personally, subsist indivisibly and inseparably. (Cf. our commonplace On the Person of Christ [1610 Loci Theologici, locus 7], § 43, and De gloria
 

Dei, disput. 7, § 14.)
 

(9) They explain the union with the sort of comparisons that leave the mystery completely empty: a planet attached to its orbit, a gem set in a ring, a nail attached to a wheel, Antwerp adjacent to the sea, a line touching a circle at a single point, the head and feet united, the trunk and root of a tree, a writing pen and a writer. Fridericus Petri has collected several such comparisons in his Nestorianismus, p. 166. On the contrary: Whatever union is not of a whole with a whole, that union is not suited to represent the personal union by which, indeed, the entire Word has united to Himself the whole assumed humanity. However, in the examples cited there is not a union of a whole with a whole, but of a whole with a part; consequently, the union is partial and accidental, not personal according to hypostasis. (Cf. our commonplace On the Person of Christ [1610 Loci Theologici, locus 7], § 53, and our aforementioned disputat., § 18.) In his commentary on Colossians 2, Musculus uses the comparison of a demon and a demoniac. He says: “We use this adverb ‘bodily’ in a similar sense when we say that the devil is bodily in this man, for we are wanting to signify that he about whom we are speaking is completely diabolical, though the devil is noncorporeal in species. This is how the apostle speaks about Christ, that in Him dwells all the fullness of the Godhead bodily, that is, that He is not only a man but is very God, having all the fullness of the deity within Himself.” This comparison is quite close to blasphemy, though it is not unfamiliar to us. Athanasius, vol. 2, p. 363, compares the union of the two natures in Christ with the union of the serpent and the devil in Gen. 3:1.
 

(10) They deny that a communication of natures and properties follows from the union, as will become clear below. Therefore they are taking away the proper consequence of the union. Nestorius steadfastly denied that he took away the unity of the person, as is clear from Conc., vol. 2, p. 664, and Augustine, Letters 95 and 96. Nevertheless he was condemned by the fathers of Ephesus because he denied the communication of the natures and properties. Therefore the fathers were looking not so much at the words of Nestorius as at what is gathered from his teaching as a necessary consequence.
 

(11) They deny that the human nature of Christ was exalted in the very hypostasis of the Word above and outside of every place, and they claim that through the union and in the very hypostasis of the Word it has no other manner of existing than a local and natural manner, which any other man has in his own personality. Sadeel, Oper. theolog., p. 148, claims: “The human nature does not subsist in the Word Himself, because it exists only locally in a place.” Pezelius repeats the same thing in Contra Hunn., p. 279. See the refutation opposed to him in our aforementioned disputation, §§ 15–17.
 

(12) Some of them say that “Christ is not the Son of God personally according to His humanity or through the personal union” (Piscator, Not. ad collat. Vorst., p. 191; Paraeus, Iren., ch. 28, art. 11). See our aforementioned disputation, § 22.
 

The false teaching of Vorstius.
 

§ 124. (III) Vorstius plays along with both the Calvinists and Photinians. Consequently, we place him in the middle place. In his Exeg. apologet., ch. 17, p. 88, he thinks: “There is no error if someone should think that the divine hypostasis of the Word was communicated to the assumed humanity through some sort of arcane inflowing.” On the contrary: (1) Such an inflowing is merely a secondary actuality. (2) It brings in no communication of natures and properties. (3) It does not make the person composite. (4) On account of it, we cannot say that God became man or that man became God, because God communicates Himself to the saints, too, through this arcane inflowing, yet they are not God.
 

The false teaching of the Photinians.
 

§ 125. (IV) The Photinians laugh blasphemously at the union of the two natures in Christ, and for this reason they twist, with horrible audacity, the passages of Scripture that speak about the mystery of the union into a foreign meaning:
 

John 1:14: “The Word became flesh.”
 

(I) “The Word became flesh” (John 1:14). They offer the following distortion of this passage: “That Word was flesh, that is, He through whom God revealed His will to us and who consequently is called ‘the Word’ was man, liable to all miseries and pains, because human frailty is expressed with the word ‘flesh’ in Gen. 6:3 and 1 Pet. 1:24.” (See Socinus, Contra Bellarmin. et Wiek., ch. 5, p. 328; Franciscus Davidis, Colloq. Transsylv. act., day 9, letter G; Catech Racov., p. 107; Schmaltzius, Contra disp. 3. Frantz., p. 64.)
 

We respond: (1) We do not deny that the verb [image: ] [“became”] at times is translated as “was” or “existed,” yet in such a way that it presupposes “became” (John 1:6; Luke 24:19). From this, however, one cannot infer that it must be taken in this passage in that sense, because in other passages of Scripture it means “to become” (John 1:3; 2:9; etc.). (2) Therefore our adversaries ought to prove that it ought to be translated that way in this passage as well, something that they cannot prove. We prove the contrary from other passages of Scripture that are parallel to this one. Thus, in Gal. 4:4, the Son of God is said to have been [image: ], “become or born of a woman.” This happened to Him not simply by receiving the source of being from and in her (because according to the divine nature He existed before Mary from eternity), but by assuming the human nature in her. Because this was assumed into the very hypostasis of the Word, the Son of God is truly said to have been born of Mary. In Rom. 1:3, the Son of God is said to have been [image: ] [“become of the seed of David according to the flesh”]. (3) We do not deny that in Holy Writ “flesh” at times means frailty and infirmity, but we deny that it must be taken in that sense at all times, for at times it signifies the human nature by synecdoche, as we have shown earlier. (4) We concede that also in this passage it includes human frailty consequently and secondarily, namely, that the Son of God received not only His human nature but also our infirmities, but without sin. (The Photinians ineptly refer Gen. 6:3 to this, where the discussion is not about human frailty but human perversity.) We deny, however, that John is speaking in this passage about that frailty immediately and primarily, much less uniquely and solitarily. (5) You see, the evangelist adds that the Word became flesh in such a way that He “dwelt among men who have seen His glory,” not a common glory, but “as of the only-begotten of the Father” [John 1:14], and this term denotes the eternal Son of God. He revealed His glory before that profound humiliation, even to death on the cross (Phil. 2:[8]). (6) In the subject of this proposition, one must repeat the preceding parts of the description. That Word who “was in the beginning with God,” who is true God with the Father, “through whom all things were made,” in the fullness of time “became flesh,” that is, true man consisting of soul and body. (7) It is clear from parallel passages of Scripture that describe the mystery of this union (1 Tim. 3:16; Heb. 2:14, 16) that this is the true, proper, and genuine meaning of this passage. (8) After the evangelist had said, “The Word became flesh,” he no longer calls our Savior “the Word” in the entire Gospel, but “Jesus” or “Christ” or “the Son of Man” so that we would understand that with the name “Word” he wanted to express Him according as He was the Word even before the incarnation and not only because He revealed the will of the heavenly Father to us in time. (See our commonplace On God the Father and the Son [1610 Loci Theologici, locus 5], § 30.)
 

Colossians 2:9: “The whole fullness of the deity dwells in Christ.”
 

§ 126. (II) To the apostolic passage “In Christ dwells all the fullness of the Godhead bodily” (Col. 2:9), they provide this interpretation: “In the teaching of Christ, the will of God has been revealed to us fully and completely.” Schmaltzius (Contra Frantz., p. 67), the Catech. Racov. (p. 154), and Ostorodus (Disput. contra Tradelium, part 2, ch. 11, p. 195) urge the context of the passage, because the preceding verses deal with Christ’s teaching, and to them this statement is added so as to show the cause. (Cf. Eph. 4:20 and Heb. 13:8–9.)
 

We respond: (1) The context of the passage is not undermined through our interpretation. The Son of God fully revealed to us the plan and will of the Father regarding our salvation because He is “in the bosom of the Father” (John 1:18); because He is the true Son of God who “alone knows the Father” (Matt. 11:27); who is the true God, in whom the whole fullness of the Godhead dwells according to His human nature. (2) “All the fullness of the Godhead” is not the revealed will of God, because here “we know in part” (1 Cor. 13:9). Rather, it signifies the utterly perfect essence of God. Eniedinus sees that it is very difficult to understand “the fullness of the Godhead” with regard to the revelation of the divine will. Therefore, without any argument, he imagines that, “because of the carelessness of the scribes, [image: ] [“Godhead, deity”] was written instead of [image: ] [“godliness”].11 (3) To the doctrines and teachings of men there is opposed not only the teaching of Christ (which one is compelled to accept under the name “Christ”) but also Christ Himself, who indeed is our Head, the source of all salutary wisdom necessary for eternal life, from whom all the streams of divine knowledge flow into the Church. (4) The apostle adds carefully that in Christ dwells all the fullness of the Godhead “bodily” in order to express either the dwelling place or the manner of indwelling. (See our locus On God the Father and the Son [1610 Loci Theologici, locus 5], § 75.)
 

1 Timothy 3:16: “God was manifested in the flesh.”
 

§ 127. (III) “God was manifested in the flesh” (1 Tim. 3:16). To this passage, they give this meaning: “The Father manifested Himself in Christ as Christ manifested Himself to the apostles, who were flesh.” Ostorodus (Contra Tradel., part 2, ch. 5, p. 109), the Catech. Racov. (p. 112), and Schmaltzius (Contra Frantz., disp. 3, de pers. Christi, p. 65) try to prove this from the fact that “the Vulgate translation does not have the word ‘God.’ “ (See Eniedinus, in his interpretation of this passage, p. 367.)
 

We respond: (1) The Greek codices, which the Photinians acknowledge with us as authentic, uniformly read [image: ] [“God”]. (2) John carefully explains the subject of this proposition as referring to the Son of God: “The Son of God appeared for this …” (1 John 3:8). (3) “Manifestation in flesh” cannot be explained with regard to object as a reference to the manifestation made to mortal men who are subject to various calamities, because in this way God had already manifested Himself to people in the Old Testament (Heb. 1:1), and [it says] not that He was manifested “to flesh” but “in flesh.” (4) The expressions “to be in flesh,” “to come in flesh,” “to be manifested in flesh” are nowhere in Scripture attributed to God the Father, but rather to the Son, who took the flesh into the unity of His person, about whom it is stated in other passages of Scripture that He “became flesh” (John 1:14), that He “became a partaker of flesh and blood” (Heb. 2:14), that He “came in the flesh” (1 John 4:2), that He “was sent in the likeness of sinful flesh” (Rom. 8:3), that “He suffered in the flesh” (1 Pet. 4:1), that “having been made flesh, He manifested His glory” (John 1:14; 2:11), etc. (5) The apostle is speaking about the sort of manifestation that is “without controversy, a great mystery” [1 Tim. 3:16]. Yet in the way in which the Photinians set this forth, God had already revealed His will previously through the prophets. (6) The apostle says of the same one who was manifested in the flesh that “He was justified in the Spirit,” something he explains in Rom. 1:4: “Christ the Son of God was demonstrated in power according to the Spirit of holiness by His resurrection from the dead.” (7) It is said about the same one who was manifested in the flesh that He was “seen by the angels” [1 Tim. 3:16]. Here it deals not with the audible appearance or manifestation but with the visible, by which the Son of God, manifested in the flesh, was seen by angels and human beings. Instead of “God,” the Photinians substitute “the will of God,” and they explain that as follows: “The will of God regarding the salvation of man first became known to the angels.” (8) The apostle says about Him that “He was preached among the nations and was believed in the world.” It is clear from 1 Cor. 1:23 that we must take this as a reference to Christ. (9) He says about the same one that “He was taken up in glory”; this expression in the Scriptures usually describes the act of the Lord’s ascension (Mark 16:19; Luke 24:51; Acts 1:11). (The proper meaning of the word is “to be received on high.” See our Harm. de resurr., last chapter.) This was glorious, as we conclude from His subsequent sitting at the right hand of God. (10) All these ideas moved Franciscus Davidis to confess that this passage must be understood to refer to Christ (Disp. Albana, act. 3. diei), for which reason he uses another distortion: that “Christ, who is God manifested in flesh, was taken into glory.” However, the very text destroys this distortion, for the apostle does not say, “Christ is God manifested in the flesh.” Rather, he writes the word “God” as the subject.
 

Hebrews 2:16: “He assumed not angels but the seed of Abraham.”
 

§ 128. (IV) “He assumed not angels but the seed of Abraham” (Heb. 2:16). Of this text, they offer this paraphrase: “Christ assumed not angels but the spiritual seed of Abraham, that is, He took those who came to Him into grace, Gal. 3:29.” This is the rationale they offer for their explanation: that the text does not say that the Son of God “assumed” but “assumes the seed of Abraham.” (See Franciscus Davidis, Coll. Transsylv.; Catech. Racov., p. 107; Schmaltzius, Contra Frantz., disp. 3, p. 66.)
 

We respond: (1) We urge the meaning of the verb [image: ], which, placed by itself and absolutely without any limitation, does not mean “to take into grace” but simply “to receive,” “to take up,” “to assume.” In Luke 1:13, the verb [image: ] is used concerning a taking into grace.
 

(2) We urge the context. After the apostle had said in v. 14, “The Son of God became a partaker of flesh and blood,” he declares in v. 16 from whose posterity or from whose race He received flesh, namely, of the seed of Abraham.
 

(3) The mystery of the incarnation is expressed with three emphatic words. The Son of God is said to [image: ] [“share in flesh and blood”]. Here [image: ] is not taken in a transitive sense, that is, “to make common among many,” but intransitively or correlatively, “to receive fellowship or association,” so to speak, just as children share in flesh and blood.
 

(Socinus, Defens. animadv., p. 19, thinks: “It deals with the sufferings, afflictions, and violent death to which Christ’s faithful are exposed, rather than simply the human nature, because this precedes: ‘It was fitting that He be perfected through sufferings.’ “ However, v. 14 does not refer back to the more remote v. 10 but to the nearer v. [11]: “He who sanctifies and those who are sanctified are all from one.” Nor is the apostle declaring the sharing of sufferings but that of the human nature in Christ and believers. Moreover, nowhere in Scripture does “share in flesh and blood” mean sufferings, afflictions, and death.)
 

He is said to [image: ] (“become a partaker in flesh and blood”) not effectively, the way believers become partakers of Christ (Heb. 3:14) and of the Holy Spirit (Heb. 6:4), but substantially, as do children, to whose substance flesh and blood belong.
 

He is said to [image: ] the seed of Abraham, which means “most firmly to lay hold on, keep, not dismiss, not put aside,” because what the Word once assumed, He never puts aside.
 

(4) All these taken together support the following argument: Whoever is said to assume the seed of Abraham in such a way that through this assumption he becomes a partaker of flesh and blood, just as children share in flesh and blood, that he becomes a brother of that seed, that is, of the descendants of Abraham, and similar to his brothers in every respect except for sin alone, this one is said to assume the seed of Abraham in such a way that he becomes true man through that assumption. The apostle declares this about the Son of God. Therefore.
 

(5) We compare parallel passages. Gen. 22:18: “All nations will be blessed in the seed of Abraham,” that is, in the Messiah who is to be born from the seed of Abraham. Rom. 1:3: “The Son of God became” (or “was born”) “of the seed of David according to the flesh,” hence also from the seed of Abraham, who is the Son of Abraham and the Son of David (Matt. 1:1). Rom. 9:5: “Christ is of the fathers” (and thus also of Abraham) “according to the flesh.” Heb. 7:14: “It is evident that our Lord sprang from Judah,” the great-grandson of Abraham, and thus also from Abraham.
 

(6) According to the interpretation of the Photinians, we could also say about the Father that He became a partaker of flesh and blood, that He was made like men except without sin, that He became the brother of the Seed of Abraham, because He Himself received the seed of Abraham into grace.
 

(7) The fact that the verb [image: ] [“takes on”] is set in the present tense is not opposed to our interpretation. After all, who does not know that a change of tense is frequent in the Scriptures? We can also give the following paraphrase: “Nowhere (namely, in Scripture) does He assume angels”; that is, nowhere does Scripture testify that the Son of God would assume or had assumed an angelic nature. Thus Melchizedek is said to be “without genealogy, without father, without mother” (Heb. 7:3), namely, because in Scripture his parents and family are not mentioned.
 

1 John 4:2: “Jesus Christ came in the flesh.”
 

§ 129. (V) “Jesus Christ came in the flesh” (1 John 4:2). Of this passage, they give the following paraphrase: “Christ administered His office on earth without worldly splendor, and His infirmity was seen on the cross.” (See the Catech. Racov., p. 115; Socinus, Defens. animadv., p. 16.)
 

We respond: (1) Christ came in the flesh because the Word became flesh and God was manifested in the flesh. (2) The expression “come in the flesh” is never used as a reference to mere man who, by being born, takes the flesh and by taking the flesh is born and who has real subsistence before his birth. Therefore, because that phrase is taken in a special sense as a reference to the incarnate Son of God, it shows that He was a truly subsisting person before His incarnation. (3) We discussed the difference between the expressions “to come into the flesh” and “to come in flesh” in our Praelectio de Photinianismo. (4) “To come in flesh” is indeed the same thing as “to come with flesh”; meanwhile, it presupposes “to come into the flesh,” as the parallel passages of Scripture show. (5) The apostle establishes that the mark of the Antichrist is “denying that Christ has came in the flesh.” But who of the heretics ever denied that Christ administered His office free of human splendor and in very great weakness? However, what many have denied, and what the Photinians and their followers still deny, is this: that Jesus Christ is the true and eternal Son of God, who assumed the human nature into the unity of His person and came in the flesh. (6) Socinus presses the apostle’s expressions “to walk in the flesh,” “to live in the flesh,” “to remain in the flesh,” which are attributed also to other men (2 Cor. 10:3; Gal. 2:20; Phil. 1:24), but this is a confusion of distinct expressions. For “coming in flesh” is one thing, but “walking, living, remaining in the flesh” are something else entirely. The former befits no man except Christ Himself, who assumed flesh, that is, who first was a person, truly and really subsisting, before He was begotten as man. The latter is common to human beings who only begin to subsist when they are begotten.
 

Questions about the form of the union.
 

§ 130. (I) Here, the question arises: What does “hypostasis” in this mystery mean properly, and how is it distinguished from “essence”? We respond. The word “hypostasis” is taken in three ways: (1) Most generally for [image: ], in which regard it means the same thing as “existence.” In this sense, some of the ancients acknowledge in Christ two “hypostases,” that is, two “natures” in Christ. (2) More strictly and specifically, for suppositum or [image: ], in which sense it signifies an individual subsisting of itself, distinct from other individuals either of the same or of a different species, and attributed to inanimate as well as animate things, to beasts as well as to rational persons. (3) Most specifically and strictly, to signify an individual substance, intelligent, incommunicable to another hypostasis, not dependent on another nor existing as a part in a whole, but subsisting of itself as a perfect whole and absolute in its own genus.
 

Damascenus (Dial., ch. 42) indicates that the word “hypostasis” has two meanings: “Sometimes [it means] simply the existence [[image: ]], according to which ‘substance’ and ‘hypostasis’ signify the same thing, and for this reason some of the holy fathers used to call the natures ‘hypostases’; but at other times [it means] an essence consisting by itself and properly, according to which what is signified shows an individual differing in number.”
 

In order to disguise the error of their teacher, the disciples of Nestorius said, “In Christ there is indeed one person but yet two subjects [supposita] or hypostases.” Thomas ([ST,] p. 3, q. 2, art. 3 and 6, in the conclusion) notes this from Lombard (Sent., bk. 3, dist. 6). Nestorius himself does the same thing, as we gather from the words of Justinian’s Edict. fidei, which we find in Concil., vol. 2, p. 497, col. 1, where he says, “The Council of Ephesus correctly condemned Nestorius because he affirmed that in Christ there was one person but not one subsistence.” From the distinction brought forth it is obvious what one must decide about this subject.
 

Furthermore, one must note carefully the difference between the hypostasis, properly speaking, and the essence, because, according to Damascenus, Orth. fid., bk. 3, ch. 2: “This is what causes the heretics to go astray, that they say that the nature and the hypostasis are the same thing.” Athanasius, vol. 2, treatise De defin., p. 53, sets forth the following difference: “ ‘Nature’ and ‘essence’ are called ‘general’ because they comprehend many persons or individuals; but ‘hypostasis’ is called ‘specific’ or ‘partial,’ which has a part of essence.” (This can be said with respect to the human nature compared with other individuals but not with respect to the divine nature, for according to it Christ does not have a part of the essence but the entire, infinite, and perfect divine essence.) Maxentius, Dial. 1. cont. Nestor.: “ ‘Person’ signifies one individual thing of nature. But we know that ‘nature’ declares a common material of which many persons can subsist. Therefore every person contains at the same time nature, but not every nature equally includes a person.” Cyril of Alexandria, Exposit. fidei: “The essence or nature characterizes that which is common, but the hypostasis or person characterizes what is proper to each.” Damascenus, Orth. fid., bk. 3, ch. 3: “We say that there is one nature of very many and different hypostases.” Chapter 6: “Essence is common as being a species, but hypostasis is specific. It is specific not as if it had part of the nature and had not the rest, but specific in a numerical sense as an individual. For it is in number and not in nature that hypostases are said to be different.” Chapter 11: “ ‘Deity’ signifies the nature and ‘Father,’ the hypostasis, just as ‘humanity’ also means the nature and ‘Peter,’ the hypostasis.”
 

To subsist is to exist of oneself. Therefore subsistence is “existing of oneself.” An opposite of this is “existing in something else that completes or determines it.” Therefore subsistence befits that substantial nature which is not in another as the terminus of its own existence but rather has a complete existence of itself. For this reason, among rational beings “subsistence” and “person” are spoken of, but among the rest, “subject” [suppositum] is spoken of. However, because the human nature [in Christ] does not have its own subsistence but subsists in the Word Himself, therefore it is not a person and something that subsists of itself but is only like a part of that person in which it exists.
 

§ 131. (II) The question arises: Is Christ, according to what is man, a “subject” [suppositum]? We respond. Bonaventure, Sentent., 3, dist. 10, q. 3, art. 2: “ ‘Subject’ is twofold: ‘in which’ and ‘of which.’ “ If “subject” is taken to mean “of which,” something else is predicated that is subjected to something superior. Then the proposition is true. Christ as man is a “subject.” If “subject” is understood to mean “in which,” as that in which the whole being is established and based, then the proposition is false.
 

§ 132. (III) The question arises: Do the person of Christ and the two natures of Christ differ? We respond. In reality, not at all, because as Damascenus says (bk. 3, ch. 3): “We do not offer as our dogma that Christ is of one compound nature or that He is one thing from other things, as a man is made of soul and body or as a body is made of the four elements. Rather, He is ‘from other things the same things’ [[image: ]]. For we confess that from deity and humanity He is and is said to be perfect God and perfect man, the same both of two natures and in two natures.” Meanwhile, we must note that the word “person” sometimes means [image: ] (“subsisting things”) or the natures that subsist. Sometimes it means [image: ] (“the subsistence itself”) or the personality through which the natures subsist. Sometimes it means both the subsistence and the subsisting natures, that is, all that subsists [totum [image: ]], the whole Christ, one subsistence subsisting in two natures. In the first way, the person differs from the natures neither really nor formally; but in the second and third ways, only formally, not in reality. When we say that the two natures concur to establish that which subsists [[image: ]] in Christ, then we take the words “that which subsists” for the subsistence itself. You see, if it is taken for the thing that subsists, Christ and the [image: ] are one. (Cf. Dr. Balduin, Disp. 4. in Artic. Visitat., § 137.) Roughly similar things occur in Runge, De Calvin., disp. 2, thesis 16. “Hypostasis” denotes either precisely the very subsistence or personality, which specifically and formally is called the “hypostasis,” as when I say, “The two natures are united in one person,” or it denotes the subsistence along with the subsisting things, which meaning is expressed by the word [image: ], as when I say, “The two natures are nothing other than the person.” 
§ 133. (IV) The question arises: In what sense is the union called “personal”? We respond. It is not because person has been united with person, as Nestorius used to claim, nor because the divine and human natures in Christ constitute one person in the same way as soul and body constitute one man. For neither body nor soul existed of itself before the union and constituted a person in the way that the Word has existed from eternity of Himself and constituted a person before He assumed the flesh. Rather, it is because those two natures are united in such a way that there is one and the same hypostasis, and in this way Christ is only one person.
 

§ 134. (V) The question arises: Is it correct to define the union as “coupling” or “conjunction”? We respond. One must distinguish between the Nestorian meaning of the word and the orthodox meaning. If “coupling” or “conjunction” are used in the Nestorian sense for mere proximity [[image: ]] without any communication, it is not correct to define the union as coupling, as Cyril says (Epistol. Synod. ad Nestor.): “The word ‘conjunction’ (as also ‘coupling’) is a word we avoid as not suitable to signify the secret of the unity.” You see, between things that are coupled there is not a mutual communication, as is clear from the example of planks fastened together. These only stick together lightly and can easily be pulled apart, and there is not an intimate interpenetration between them. Between the two natures in Christ, however, there is a mutual communication, an indissoluble union, and an intimate interpenetration. For this reason, Scripture, too, describes this mystery as “coming into being,” “sharing in,” “being made manifest,” “partaking of,” “assuming,” and “indwelling.” When the Augsburg Confession, Art. III, and the orthodox theologians who followed it describe the union with the word “conjunction,” they do this in the orthodox sense, so that by the word “conjunction” we understand the most intimate and indissoluble union connected with mutual interpenetration and communication. For this reason, the Augsburg Confession adds clearly that “the two natures, divine and human, have been inseparably conjoined in the unity of the person.”
 

§ 135. (VI) The question arises: Is there an interval between the assumption of the flesh into the hypostasis of the Word and the union of the flesh with the divine nature of the Word? We respond. Damascenus, bk. 3, ch. 11, writes: “ ‘Unifying’ “ (that is, in its general meaning) “is one thing, but ‘incarnation’ is something else, for ‘unifying’ signifies only the union but not that with respect to which the union occurs. But ‘incarnation’ “ (which is the same as saying “putting on humanity”) “signifies the union with flesh or with man, just as ‘the heating of iron’ signifies its union with the fire.” And later: “That the divinity became man or became flesh or put on the nature of man—that we have never heard. But we have learned that the divinity was united with the humanity in one of its hypostases.” The word “union” is more general and can refer to the conjunction of any things. But the word “incarnation” expresses the flesh or the human nature that the Son of God personally united with Himself.
 

Although there is not a real interval between the assumption of the flesh into the hypostasis of the Word and the union of the flesh with the divine nature of the Word (because, by assuming the flesh, the Word united it to Himself, and by uniting it to Himself personally, He assumed the same flesh), nevertheless we do notice here a formal distinction: (1) It is correct to say that the person of the Word assumed the nature, but it is not fitting to say that the person of the Word was united with the human nature because this is not a union of person and nature but a union of two natures. (2) The union is reciprocal because the divine nature of the Word is united with the human nature and the human nature is united with the divine. However, the assumption is not reciprocal, for we say that the Word assumes but the flesh is assumed, not that the flesh assumes and the Word is assumed.
 

§ 136. (VII) The question arises: Did the Word assume soul and body at one and the same time, or did He assume the soul immediately and the body mediately? We respond. The latter is affirmed by Origen ([image: ], bk. 2, ch. 6) and Nazianzen (Sermon de Pasch., p. 254; Sermon 1 de Filio, p. 282). Damascenus follows them and writes (bk. 3, ch. 6): “The Word of God was united to the flesh through the medium of the mind, which mediates between the purity of God and the dullness of flesh. For the mind has authority over soul and flesh. While the mind is the purest sort of animating force, God is the purest sort of mind.” The Scholastics follow Damascenus. Lombard, Sent., bk. 3, dist. 1, letter B: “The divine nature is of such great subtlety and simplicity that it did not befit it to be united with a body that was formed out of the mud of the earth, unless the rational soul or essence had been the means.” The same thing is claimed by Thomas ([ST,] part 3, q. 6, art. 2) and Bonaventure (Sent., 3, dist. 2). Of the more recent writers, Zanchi (De incarn., bk. 2, ch. 3, q. 7) and Martinius (De persona Christi contra Ubiquit., p. 579) affirm the same.
 

We have just doubts, however, about this “medium of congruence,” as they call it: (1) Because of the silence of Scripture. We ought to venerate and wonder at this mystery; we should not explore it beyond the limits of Scripture. But now, nothing has been revealed in Scripture about this medium. (2) Because of the restraint of the devout ancients, who taught that the incarnation of the Word and the union itself occurred at one and the same time and who have testified that they did not know the mode and medium. (See Justin, Expos. fid.; Ambrose, De incarnat. Dominicae sacram., ch. 7; Cyril, De vera fide ad Theodos.; etc.) (3) Because of the absurd consequence. You see, the soul would be established, in part, as that which assumes and as nearer and more present to the Word than the body is, and the union between the soul and the Word would be even more intimate than between the Word and the body.
 

Akin to this question is the question of the Scholastics: Does the personal union, by which the human nature is united with the Word, require a habit or a perfection poured into the human nature, through which the assumed nature12 would obtain a special relation to the Word, through which it would be said to be united with the Word? Biel affirms this (Sent., bk. 1, dist. 30, q. 4), but Gregory of Rimini is more correct in denying it (Sent., bk. 1, dist. 28, q. 2, in solution 17): “In order to have the union, an entity other than the Word and humanity is neither required nor useful. But just as the rational soul and the flesh are one man without a middle entity, so God and man are one Christ without any entity binding them together, and I think that it would be naturally incomprehensible to any pilgrim what sort of thing that entity might be.”
 

§ 137. (VIII) The question arises: Does the form of the union consist in the communication of properties? Bellarmine (De Christo, bk. 3, ch. 8) attributes that opinion to us. However, he is deceived and deceives, for we claim that the communication of properties, properly and accurately speaking, is not the form, but the consequence and effect. When some of our people mention the communication of attributes in the actual definition of the union, they do this because Holy Scripture describes this very great mystery of the personal union a posteriori through the communication of attributes, because we are unable to understand it a priori and scientifically in the weakness of this life. Justin, Expos. fidei, p. 299: “Let no one interrogate me about the mode of the union, for I am not ashamed to confess my ignorance. In fact, on the contrary, I shall rather boast that I have faith in the secrets that are not at all to be divulged and that I am a priest and teacher of these sacred matters, and because of their debility, my reason and mind are too weak to perceive them.” Chrysostom, on John 1, homily 7: “I know that the Word became flesh, but I do not know how that happened. Are you surprised that I do not know? Every creature is ignorant thereof.” Therefore we describe this union through the communication: (1) Because something whose specific difference is hidden from us is often described through its effects. (2) Scripture itself precedes us (John 1:14; 3:35; Col. 1:19; 2:9). (3) Orthodox antiquity does the same thing, and it has this rule: “The union itself unites the two natures into one person.”
 

§ 138. (IX) The question arises: Can the assumption of the human nature be compared to the putting on of clothes? We respond. The devout ancients quite often use this comparison, and for this reason they say that the Word “put on our body” and that our body is “the garment of the Deity.” (See Cyprian, Sermon de nativ.; Cyril, bk. 11 on John 14; Athanasius, Contra Arianos; etc.) Augustine, Letter 56, col. 262: “The Word of God is clothed with man.” From Sedulius, the Church sings: “The blessed Creator of the world has put on the body as of a servant.”13 In fact, Scripture itself seems to lead us to that comparison: “He will wash His garments in wine and His vesture in the blood of grapes” (Gen. 49:11), that is, He will wash His flesh that the Deity has put on, as if soaking His clothing in His own very precious blood, which is the most excellent wine for refreshing Christians, as Chytraeus comments on this passage. Some apply to this what is read in Rev. 1:13: Christ, “clothed in a long robe,” appears to John. But that ankle-length robe properly indicates the priesthood of Christ. For the sake of comparison, one could mention here that Christ calls His own body “the temple” (John 2:19), that the apostles call it “a tent” (John 1:14; Heb. 9:11) and “the curtain” (Heb. 10:20). Therefore by no means can this comparison or way of speaking simply be rejected.
 

Meanwhile, one should note that this does not describe the mode of the union, as if union between the assuming Word and the assumed flesh were accidental, such as there is between a king clad in purple and his purple garb. It is in this sense that Bellarmine applies this comparison (De Christo, bk. 3, ch. 15): “The comparison of the purple garb of the king is suitable, for when the king puts on his purple robe and sits on his throne, he exalts the purple robe to that throne—not in such a way that the purple is said to sit and rule but that it is called the clothing of the one who sits and rules,” etc. Luther, vol. 1, Wittenberg edition, p. 415,14 thinks that in this sense “one can say nothing more heretical than that the human nature is, properly speaking, the clothing of the divinity,” because the clothing and body do not constitute one person in the way that God and man are one person in Christ. Between the clothing and the body the union is merely accidental and separable because the clothing is not assumed to the being of the subject [suppositum], but between the Word and the flesh there is a personal and inseparable union.
 

We can note here also many other points of difference, but the comparison of the clothing is used: (1) To demonstrate the Word’s own personality. Just as man is a perfect and complete person before he puts on a garment, so the Word was a perfect and complete person before He assumed the flesh. (2) To demonstrate the immutability of the Word. Just as clothes fit the body and not the other way around, and just as clothes are changed while the body remains unchangeable, so the Word assumed the flesh, not the flesh the Word, and the assumed flesh was in itself susceptible to suffering and mortal, while the Word remained unchangeable. (3) To signify the invisibility of the Word in visible15 flesh. Just as the body is not seen immediately when it is covered with clothes but is seen mediately by means of the clothing, so the invisible divinity and majesty of the Word lie concealed under the assumed flesh as being under a covering. However, just as sometimes a man is recognized from his clothes, so also in that visible,16 assumed nature, God, who is invisible, became visible to us. Therefore Bellarmine applies and explains this comparison more correctly in the same book, ch. 7: “The humanity is called the clothing of the Word, not because the Word is not truly and substantially man but because of the similarity that exists between clothing and His humanity. You see, as people are recognized through their clothing, so God is recognized through His humanity. Just as when we put on our clothes, the clothes fit the figure of our body, and just as clothes are changed but not the man, so also when the Word became flesh, the humanity was changed and the Word remained immutable.”
 

§ 139. (X) The question arises: What is to be decided about the rest of the comparisons that the devout ancients apply to this mystery? There are three chief comparisons of this kind: (1) From the body endowed with soul. (2) From red-hot iron. (3) From the original light and the body of the sun. Dr. Chemnitz treats the explanations and applications of these in his golden book De duabus naturis in Christo, ch. 6. However, we should note what Justin says about all comparisons in general in his Εκθ. [image: ]., p. 300: “The paradigm (taken from the union of the soul with the body) is fitting, if not in every detail, at least in some way.” Consequently, he demonstrates in this example not only the similarity but also the dissimilarity. Aslacus (Dissert. theolog. 3, § 22) explains the similarity and dissimilarity of the union between soul and body and of the hypostatic union between the divine and human natures.
 

(Beza, Resp. ad Coll., part 1, p. 128, establishes two kinds of hypostatic union: one in any man at all, the other in Christ—God and man—and he sets forth one common definition for both. “Hypostatic union” is the conjoining through which two natures, remaining distinct in themselves, along with their properties by which they are discerned from all other natures, come together to constitute some one person subsisting in actuality. Yet the hypostatic union of the two natures in Christ differs from the essential union of soul and body in man.)
 

The purpose of the incarnation.
 

§ 140. Thesis V: The proximate and immediate end of the incarnation is the redemption of the human race; the supreme and mediate end is the manifestation of God’s glory.
 

These passages of Scripture speak about the first end: “The woman’s seed will bruise the head of the serpent” (Gen. 3:15), that is, the Son of God will be born of a virgin mother as true man, to be able to destroy the power and rule of the devil and to ransom the fallen human race. “The Son of Man did not come to have Himself be served but to serve and to give His life as a ransom for many” (Matt. 20:28). “The Son of Man came to seek that which had been lost” (Luke 19:10). “There is one mediator of God and man, who gave Himself as the price of redemption for all” (1 Tim. 2:5). “Because the children have shared in flesh and blood, so also He Himself partook of the same things in order to destroy through death him who had the power of death, that is, the devil” (Heb. 2:14). “The Son of God appeared for this: to destroy the works of the devil” (1 John 3:8). The redemption of the human race includes not only privative goodness—that Christ freed us from sin, from the wrath of God, from death and hell—but also positive goodness: that He brought to us perfect righteousness, the grace of God, the gift of the Holy Spirit, and eternal life. In bk. 3, ch. 7, Damascenus says beautifully that the birth of Christ from the Virgin occurred “for our sake, like us, and above us. For our sake, because it was for our salvation. Like us, because He was born man of woman at the time of pregnancy.17 Above us, because it was not by seed but from the Holy Spirit and the holy Virgin, above the law of pregnancy.”18
 

The angels bear witness to the second end of the incarnation as they sing when Christ was born into the world, “Glory to God in the highest” (Luke 2:14). The devout ancients show how the glory of God was revealed in the work of incarnation in very sweet language. Gregory of Nyssa (Orat. de nativ., p. 75) and, from him, Damascenus (bk. 3, ch. 1) say:
 


In this work are shown at once the goodness and wisdom and justice and power of God. His goodness is revealed because He did not despise the weakness of His own handiwork and creation but had compassion on His creation when he fell and reached out His hand to him. His justice is revealed because when man was overcome, He caused the tyrant to be conquered by none other than man, nor did He snatch man from death by violence, but in His goodness and justice He made him who had become the slave of death through his sins again a conqueror and restored like by like, which was needed. His wisdom is revealed because He found the most fitting solution of a matter that was quite difficult and dubious. The perfect Son of God, being God, became perfect man, and this work was fulfilled, which was the newest of all new things, the only new thing under the sun through which the infinite might of God appeared. After all, what greater thing is there than for God to become man?

 





Antithesis.
 

§ 141. As regards the end or purpose of the incarnation, those who err are: (I) The Photinians, for they expressly deny that the Son of God became man in order to offer satisfaction for the sins of the human race and to redeem us.
 

(II) The Papists, when: (1) They deny that Christ is the mediator according to both natures, for in this way they undermine the end of the incarnation obliquely. (2) When they still demand our own satisfactions. (3) When they add associates and co-workers to Christ in the office of mediator. (4) When they claim that Christ became incarnate in order to merit something for Himself too.
 

(III) The Calvinists: (1) When they restrict the benefits of the incarnation to a few people who have been elected by an absolute decree of God and when they deny that the Son of God became flesh in order to make satisfaction for the sins of all people. (2) When some of them teach along with the Papists that Christ became incarnate to merit something for Himself. We shall say more about all these matters in their own place.
 

[Questions.]
 

§ 142. (I) Here the question arises: Would the Son of God have become incarnate even if man had not sinned? This is affirmed by: (1) Some of the ancients. Rupert of Deutz,19
De Trinit., bk. 3, ch. 20: “Even if Adam had not sinned, Christ still would have come, but in a flesh incapable of suffering and immortal.”
 

(2) Some of the Scholastics. Richard of Middleton and Biel (Sent., 3, dist. 1, q. 1, dub. 3) claim: “It could be defended with probability that even if sin had not occurred, nonetheless Christ would have come by force of some other decree by which God then would have preordained it for other reasons.” The following hold the same opinion: Scotus (Sent., 3, dist. 7, q. 3; dist. 19, q. 1), Alexander of Hales (part 3, q. 2, membr. 13), Albertus Magnus (Sent., 3, dist. 20, art. 4), Hugo de Prato (Serm. 1, letter H). They argue that “Christ would have come in a flesh that was incapable of suffering.”
 

(3) Osiander, in the disputation delivered on October 24, 1550.
 

(4) Some of the Calvinists: Zanchi (Hexaëm., part 3, bk. 3, ch. 2), Guilielmus Bucanus (Instit. theol., art. 10, p. 61), Andreas Willetus (bk. 1, De statu hominis, p. 29), Conrad Mylius (Meletem. catechet., p. 70).
 

(5) Some of the Papists: Tanner (in Thom., p. 3, disp. 1) cites Viguerius, Albertus, Pighius, and Fonseca for the affirmative side of the question. Didacus Stella makes the same claim in his commentary on Luke 15. (See also Ambrosius Catharinus, De eximia praedestinatione Christi.)
 

(6) The Photinians. Socinus, Praelect. Theol., printed at Racovia in 1609, ch. 10, p. 37; Disput. contra Puccium, p. 277:
 


Because it is certain that before the creation of the world God had made a decree about the sending of Christ—lest anyone conclude from this that the sins of men had been foreseen—it should be known that after men had sinned, Christ came to wipe away their sins. However, He still would have come, even if men had not sinned, because He was going to come to give us immortality, something that man lacked from the very beginning of creation. This immortality can by no means exist together with the fear of sins or with sins themselves. Therefore it is rightly said that the Son of God appeared to destroy the works of the devil, that is, to take away the fear of sins and sins themselves.

 





Schmaltzius, Contra Frantz., disp. 4, de justif., p. 124:
 


He ought to have known that the Messiah was predestined before the foundation of the world. Even if no man had ever sinned, nevertheless He was going to be sent, not to mend that injury which undoubtedly had occurred, but to lead man, whom God had decided to create as mortal from dirt, to the perfection that God intended in His counsel, that is, to immortality. Furthermore, it is not necessary that we give an account of all the actions of God.

 





They use especially the following arguments: (a) From the immutability of the divine decree. From eternity, God had decreed the sending of His Son. The decrees of God, however, are immutable. Therefore this decree could have been fulfilled even if man had not fallen. (b) From the usefulness of the incarnation. Whatever was necessary for perfect blessedness to have happened to man, that would not have been refused, since he was created for perfect blessedness. Yet in his state of integrity, man could not have aspired to perfect blessedness without the incarnation, as is clear from those things that are required for the perfection of blessedness, which are: confirmation in goodness, the exaltation of human nature, and the vision of the human nature assumed by the Word, none of which could have happened without the incarnation. (c) From the consequent absurdity. If the Son of God had not become flesh, the glory of God—that is, His goodness, wisdom, justice, and power—would not have been revealed so clearly, the suitability of the human nature for the hypostatic union with the divine nature would not have been brought into actuality, and, finally, marriage would not have signified the union of the two natures in Christ.
 

§ 143. The following accept the negative side of the question: (1) Almost all the ancients. Athanasius, Contra Arian., sermon 3: “When the Son of God is made man, then a reason is substituted because of which He had to wear flesh. In fact, the necessity and need of mankind is prior to His nativity. If that need had been removed, He would not have put on the flesh. After all, the Son of God appeared for this purpose: to destroy the works of the devil [1 John 3:8].” Nazianzen, Orat. 4. de Theol.: “What reason was there for God to take on humanity? Surely to prepare salvation for us. What other cause could be offered?” Augustine, Sermon 9 de verb. Dom.: “Christ our Lord had no reason for coming except to save sinners. Take away illnesses, take away wounds, and there is no reason for medicine.” Sermon 8 de verb. Apost.: “If man had not perished, the Son of Man would not have come. Man had perished through his free will; the God-man came through liberating grace.” We find similar things in Origen (on Numbers, homily 24), Hilary (De Trinit., bk. 2), Basil (De nativ. Christ.), Athanasius (Contra Arian., orat. 5, and in his book De incarnat.), Nazianzen (Orat. de Christi nativ., and in Orat. 2 de pasch., as recorded in Gregory of Nyssa, Orat. Catech., ch. 15), Chrysostom (on John 1, homily 10), Cyril of Alexandria (De incarnat. unigenit., ch. 1), Ambrose (De Dom. incarnat. sacram., ch. 6), Gregory the Great (Moral., bk. 3, ch. 11; Registri, bk. 4, ch. 3; and in the Bened. cerei paschal.20), Leo (Sermon 3 Pentec.), Damascenus (De orth. fid., bk. 3, ch. 18), etc.
 

(2) Some of the Scholastics, such as Thomas ([ST,] part 3, q. 1, art. 2), Bonaventure (Sent., 3, dist. 1, art. 2, q. 1), Thomas of Strasbourg (Sent., 3, dist. 1, q. 1, art. 4), Capreolus (Sent., 3, dist. 1, q. 1, conclus. 1).
 

(3) Many of the Papists, though with hesitation, such as Gregorius de Valentia, Comm. theolog. in Thom., vol. 4, disput. 1, q. 1, point 7, p. 74: “He says that this thing is not sufficiently certain, but I have nevertheless concluded quite fittingly, quite probably, and quite wisely that Christ would not have come.” Bellarmine, De Christo, bk. 5, ch. 10: “Had Adam not sinned, the Son of God perhaps would not have assumed the flesh.” Maldonatus, on Matt. 18:31: “This is a great argument to refute the opinion of those who are accustomed to teach that Christ would have come even if men had not sinned.” In the corollaries placed under his Disputatio de vocatione ministrorum at Vienna in 1616, Becanus omits the doubting adverb “perhaps” and simply claims: “If Adam had not fallen through sin,21 Christ would not have become incarnate.”
 

(4) All of our people.
 

§ 144. They take their arguments: (1) From passages of Scripture, which: (a) Claim everywhere that the end or purpose of His incarnation and coming was the redemption of the human race and the restoration of that which had been lost (Matt. 18:11; 20:28); the destruction of the works and kingdom of the devil (Gen. 3:15; 1 John 3:5); the vanquishing of death and Satan (Heb. 2:16–17); the illumination of those who were sitting in darkness (Isa. 9:[2]; Luke 1:[79]); satisfaction for sins (John 1:29); reconciliation with God (2 Cor. 5:19); freedom from the condemnation of the Law (Gal. 4:5); the salvation of sinners (1 Tim. 1:15); etc. “The Son of Man came to save what had been lost” (Luke 19:10). “I have come that they may have life” (John 10:10). Yet if Adam had not fallen, none of these would have been necessary. Augustine, De peccat. merit. et remiss., bk. 1, ch. 26: “From the Scriptures it appears quite clear that our Lord Jesus Christ came in the flesh, accepted the form of a servant, and was obedient even to the death of the cross [Phil. 2:8] for no other reason but that, by this dispensation of His most merciful grace, He might vivify all to whom—constituted as members in His body—He is head, that they might reach the kingdom of heaven and that He might save them.” Thomas, loc. cit.: “The things that depend solely on the will of God and overcome every debt of the creature cannot be understood and learned except from Scripture, through which the divine will becomes known to us. For that reason, because Scripture everywhere indicates the sin of the first man as the reason for the incarnation, it is more fitting to say that it was as the remedy for sin.” (b) Contrast Adam as the source of sin and death to Christ as the source of righteousness and life (Rom. 5:12; 1 Cor. 15:45, 47). (c) Represent this very thing with types, parables, and comparisons. If there had not been a flood, the ark would not have been built (Genesis 6). If the fiery serpents had not struck the Israelites because of their sin, the bronze serpent would not have been lifted up (Numbers 21). If the storm had not developed on the sea, Jonah would not have been hurled off the ship (Jonah 1). If the servants of the king had not been rejected, the son would not have been sent (Matthew 21). If the sheep and the coin had not been lost, the lamp would not have been lit to look for the coin nor would the shepherd have gone off to look for the wandering sheep (Luke 15).
 

(2) From rational arguments. On the basis of this hypothesis, the hideousness of sin, the horribleness of divine wrath, and the immense goodness of God shine forth all the more.
 

The contrary arguments can be satisfied by observing the following rules: (a) The decree regarding the sending of the Son presupposes a foreknowledge of the fall of Adam and is not simply absolute but was determined for the condition of the fall. (b) The principal and primary end of the incarnation is the redemption of the human race; the secondary end is the exaltation of human nature. (c) Just as for the angels, so also for human beings there was no need for a God-man mediator in order to confirm goodness, if they had wished to persist in their concreated integrity. (d) The perfection of blessedness and of glory resulting from the vision of the humanity of Christ is greater than the perfection of blessedness and glory resulting from the vision of the divine essence, not intensively and essentially but extensively and accidentally. (e) The manifestation of divine glory through the incarnation was not simply necessary but hypothetically necessary.22(f) Just as human nature would not have been restored had it not fallen, though it was restorable, so it would not have been united with the Word had man persisted in his state of integrity, though it was unifiable. The philosophers teach that not every potentiality is immediately in vain if it is not led to actuality. (g) Even if the affirming part of the question were more pleasing to reason, nevertheless in the mysteries we must stand on the authority of Scripture rather than on the probability of reason. Bonaventure says: “The former opinion is more representative of the judgment of reason, but the latter is more in harmony with the authorities of Scripture and of the saints and with the piety of faith. But we are to say nothing besides those things that are clear from the sacred words.”
 

§ 145. (II) The question arises: Why was the work of incarnation put off so long, and why did it not follow immediately after the fall of the first-created? Just as the Son became flesh because He wished, so He also became flesh when He wished. The devout ancients provide these reasons for the delay: so that people might acknowledge their wretchedness and desire the coming of the Messiah more ardently; so that they might consider the benefit awaited so long to be all the more precious and exercise themselves all the more carefully in faith in the promise. Leo, Sermon 3 de nativ., says, “To produce a more steadfast faith within us.” (Cf. Gregory of Nyssa, Orat. de Christi nativ.)
 

§ 146. The practical use is: (I) Consoling. The personal union of the two natures in Christ is the splendid union for our salvation and the very precious pearl divinely prepared for us as an effective antidote against the poison of sin and death. (1) The principal fruit of the incarnation is the healing of our nature. Just as pearls [uniones] produced in sea oysters from the dew of the sky23 comfort the heart and drive the poison out of it, so Christ, born by the conception of the Holy Spirit in the womb of Mary, takes away the poison of sin and salutarily strengthens our soul. Bernard writes very beautifully: “From God and man a bandage was made to heal all our infirmities, and the Holy Spirit like a pestle sweetly mixes together (conjoins) these drugs in the womb of Mary.” No other medicine could heal the lethal wounds of our soul. Our first parents were seduced through the serpent (Gen. 3:2). He was not just a natural serpent, but in him hid the serpent of hell who injected the lethal poison of sin in them. They spread that into all their descendants and into the entire human race. The expulsion of this poison and the healing of our corrupt nature did not require a common nature but the sort to be prepared for us from the divine and human natures in Christ. Through his extreme malice the devil had infected the nature of man; therefore God wished to show us His immense goodness in healing us. The devil had expended all his craft in seducing man; therefore God applied His greatest wisdom to prepare a medicine for our fall. The poison of the fall introduced into us not only temporal death but also eternal death; therefore help could be prepared for us not through a worldly medicine but through a heavenly and life-giving medicine. The poison was from hell; therefore the antidote had to come from heaven. With his poison, the basilisk of hell had infected the entire human nature in our first parents; therefore the Son of God assumed the whole and perfect human nature to deliver the whole man from this poison. He whom the serpent has wounded fatally cannot prepare a medicine for himself. Thus we could not have prepared a cure for ourselves after we were struck by the infernal serpent. However, in the womb of Mary, God prepared the most precious medicine against those stings by uniting personally, through the operation of the Holy Spirit, the divine and human natures in Christ so that He would be our physician and our medicine, healing the wounds of our soul, soothing our pains, restoring our health. Just as a rational physician mixes various drugs when the illnesses are complicated, so because the illnesses of our soul were many and varied, He prepared a medicine for us from the divine and human natures. Just as very expensive medicines made of bezoar, gold, jewels, unicorn, etc., are used in very dangerous illnesses, so also nothing more precious or effective has been found in heaven or on earth through which the wounds of our soul could be cured than the Son of God, born as pure man of the Virgin. Archbishop Proclus of Constantinople, Homily in nativ. Domin., p. 61: “O belly, in which the promissory note of common liberty was completed! O womb, in which the weapons against death were made! O field, from which the Husbandman of nature came up without a seed! O temple, in which God was priest, not changing nature, but in which the Word became flesh!”
 

(2) Our reconciliation and union with God. Through the fall of our first parents our nature was severed and separated from God (Isa. 59:2). “We were by nature the children of wrath” (Eph. 2:3) and subject to eternal death. Just as a body becomes a stinking and abominable cadaver after the soul has been separated from the body, so the soul is wretched, hateful, and dead in God’s sight when the soul has been separated from the spiritual life that is in God. However, because God wished out of His immense mercy to turn our disgrace and misery away from us, to join us to Himself again, and to restore to our possession the goodness that was lost, He used this manner and means: that He personally united His Son with our nature that we might in turn be joined with God through Him who touches us by kinship and nearness of the human nature. Irenaeus, bk. 3, ch. 11, p. 181: “The Son of God became the Son of Man for this, that man, too, might become the son of God.” Book 4, ch. 37, p. 267: “The Word of God, our Lord Jesus Christ, became man among men in the last days to unite the end with the beginning, that is, man with God.” Book 5, ch. 1: “Because of His immense love, the Son of God became what we are, to perfect us to be what He is. He became a partaker of our nature to make us sharers in the divine nature.” Chapter 14: “The Word of God became man, assimilating Himself to man and man to Himself that, through the likeness that belongs to the Son, man might become precious to the Father.” Augustine, De civit. Dei, bk. 9, ch. 15: “The blessed and beatific God became a partaker of our humanity and provided us with the profit of participating in His divinity.” Book 1, ch. 15: “The Son of God, unique in His nature, became the Son of Man in His mercy for our sake, that we who by nature are sons of man might become sons of God by grace through Him.” Therefore in the incarnation of the Son of God, a type of Jacob’s ladder was fulfilled (Genesis 28 and John 1:51). You see, because Christ is consubstantial with the Father according to His divinity and with us according to His humanity, therefore in Him the highest is united with the lowest, heaven with earth, man with God. Through this mysterious and intimate union, He descended to us from heaven by assuming flesh, that we might be able to ascend into heaven to Him by clinging to Him by faith.
 

§ 147. (II) Exhorting us: (1) To acknowledge the goodness of God. What greater love could there have been than that God gave His Son to us? (See John 3:16.) How would He not have given us all things with Him? (See Rom. 8:32.) What goodness could have been more abundant, what love for mankind more intimate than that the highest majesty and sublimity were united with our dust and mud? What greater grace could there have been than that the richest became poor for our sake, the highest became humble, the holiest took on our sins? (2) To place our confidence in Christ. In the blessed union of the divine and human natures in Christ, everything has been restored again to the human race. Only this is required: that we be united with Him by true faith, that we cling to Him by faith and become “one spirit with Him” (1 Cor. 6:17), just as He became flesh for our sake. (3) To imitate His humility and love. What greater example of humility is there than that the Most High came down and assumed our mud into the unity of His person? Thereby He confounds all our arrogance. Augustine, Sermon 39 de verbo Dom.: “Deign to be humble for God’s sake, because God deigned to be humble for your sake. Blush, earth and ashes! God humiliates Himself, and you exalt yourself!” (See Bernard, Homily 2 super Missus est, col. 17.)
 



1  Read realiter ab illis distinctum, quod with Cotta and the Frankfurt/Hamburg editions, instead of with Preuss, who omits these words.
 

2  Read hypostaseos instead of hypostaseon.
 

3   “Negative nothing” (nihil negativum), or “negation,” is the absence of something in a subject that is inept for receiving it, for example, the absence of vision in a stone. A “negative nothing” is distinguished from a “privative nothing,” or “privation,” which is the absence of something in a subject to which it is due, for example, blindness in the eye of Peter.
 

4   That is, not in the nominative case. E.g., “the flesh of the Word” or “the flesh that belongs to the Word.”
 

5   That is, in the nominative case. E.g., “The Word became flesh” or “God is man.”
 

6   That is, being God, the Word is simple, not compounded like creatures.
 

7   That is, the uniqueness of the personal indwelling of the Word in the flesh can be contrasted to other forms of God’s presence.
 

8   Das 14. und 15. Kapitel S. Johannes durch D. M. Luther gepredigt und ausgelegt (1537–38), WA 45:465–733; AE 24.
 

9   That is, a work or operation.
 

10   That is, the form and integrity of a thing.
 

11   The Greek word [image: ] has a broader meaning than [image: ] (“divinity, deity”). While it could mean “divinity” or “deity,” it could also be used as a title of address for a Roman emperor, or even more generally as “sacred character.”
 

12   Read natura with Cotta instead of naturam.
 

13   From the Christmas hymn A solis ortus cardine, by Coelius Sedulius, ca. AD 450. Cf. Lutheran Service Book, 385.
 

14   Disputatio de divinitate et humanitate Christi [Disputation on the Divinity and Humanity of Christ] (1540), WA 39/2:93–121.
 

15   Read in visibili with Cotta instead of invisibili.
 

16   Read in visibili with Cotta instead of invisibili.
 

17   Read [image: ] instead of [image: ].
 

18   Read [image: ] instead of [image: ].
 

19   Read Tuiciensis instead of Turciencis.
 

20   That is, the “Exsultet” of the Easter Vigil liturgy, part of which reads: “O marvelous dignity of Your kindness toward us! O inestimable love of charity: to redeem a slave, You handed over Your Son. O certainly necessary sin of Adam, which was wiped out by Christ’s death! O happy fault, that merited having such and so great a Redeemer!” See Missale Gothicum, CCSL 159D, p. 438, lines 27–31; Philip H. Pfatteicher, Commentary on the Lutheran Book of Worship (Minneapolis: Augsburg Fortress, 1990), 269.
 

21  Read per peccatum non lapso with Cotta instead of per peccatum lapso.
 

22   That is, necessary given man’s fall into sin and necessary for the purpose of redeeming mankind, but not necessary in and of itself.
 

23   The ancient theory was that oysters “conceive” pearls by means of the dew and that the quality of the dew affects the color of the pearl that is produced. See Pliny, Natural History, 9.54 (35).
 




  


CHAPTER VIII: ON THE COMMUNICATION OF THE NATURES
 

§ 148. Thesis: From the personal union arises the communication of natures, because of which the concrete1 of one nature is predicated of the concrete of the other nature.
 

Explanation: We have said that the communication that arose from the personal union is dual: both of natures and of those things that follow the natures, namely, of the natural properties and of the operations. Here we are discussing the first. We shall discuss the second in later chapters. Some add a communication of hypostasis by which the Word, by assuming the human nature, communicated His own person to it so that He subsists in and through it. We certainly do not deny this communication of hypostasis, but we claim that it pertains to the form rather than to the consequence of the union. You see, because “the Word became flesh” is the same as the hypostasis of the Word having become the hypostasis of the flesh—but the hypostasis of the Word did not cease to be the Word’s own hypostasis nor did the Word transfuse His hypostasis into the flesh essentially—it remains that the hypostasis of the Word became the hypostasis of the flesh through communication. Consequently, it is not wrong for one to suppose that the form of the union consists in that communication of the hypostasis.
 

The communication of natures in the person of Christ is the utterly close and intimate communion and coupling of the divine nature of the Word and His assumed human nature. Through this, the Word assumes the human nature personally; unites to Himself what He has assumed; permeates, perfects, and dwells therein with an intimate and utterly profound interpenetration; and appropriates it for Himself, so that from each, communicating with the other, He becomes one incommunicable thing—namely, one person—and so that predications result, through which the concrete of one nature is truly and really said about the concrete of the other nature.
 

§ 149. We demonstrate this communication of the natures in Christ: (I) From passages of Scripture. Col. 2:9: “In Christ dwells the whole fullness of the Godhead bodily.” In whatever the whole fullness of the Godhead dwells, between it and the divine nature there is a communication. The whole fullness of the Godhead dwells in the flesh of Christ or in His assumed human nature. Therefore between the assumed human nature of the Word and His divine nature there is a communication. The major premise is clear: (1) If something dwells within another in such a way that it brings that other into actuality, the dwelling place also has a communication with it. (2) The dwelling of God in the saints, both in this life as well as in the life to come, is not without a communion. All the more, therefore, will the indwelling of the Word in the flesh not be without a communication. (3) Because the whole fullness of the Godhead is purest actuality, it cannot dwell in another without true and real communication. (4) If the fullness of the Godhead dwells in anything, that possesses (so to speak) the Godhead through personal indwelling.
 

We prove the minor premise: (1) From the word “bodily,” which expresses that dwelling place in which the whole fullness of the Godhead lives, and that is the body or the assumed human nature that John 2:21 calls “the temple.” Jerome, in his commentary [on Col. 2:9]: “All the fullness of His divine nature dwells in His flesh.” This is explained in the same way by Athanasius (Contra Arianos, orat. 4), Cyril (bk. 4, on John, ch. 23; and Ad Reginas, bk. 2), Leo (De incarnat., sermon 10, and Homily 7 de Epiph.), Augustine (Letter 53: “in His body, or in the temple”), Cyril (bk. 12, on John, ch. 15: “The body of Christ truly is a temple, for in it the whole fullness of the Godhead wanted to dwell bodily”), Damascenus (bk. 3, ch. 6: “ ‘bodily,’ that is, in His flesh”). (2) Unless the fullness of the Godhead is said to dwell in Christ in such a way that it dwells in His flesh, the distinction is removed between the one who indwells and the dwelling place, and the divinity will be said to dwell within itself. (3) All things in God are essential, or in the essence. Therefore, with respect to that, the one who indwells cannot be distinguished from the dwelling place. (4) Whatever is predicated of Christ is predicated of Him according to His divine nature alone or according to His human nature alone or according to both natures. “The whole fullness of the Godhead dwelling in Him” cannot be understood of the divine nature alone, for nothing dwells in it. Rather, the divine nature is the same as all things that are in it. Also, it cannot be understood of both natures. Therefore we must take it as referring to the human nature, in this sense: that the assumed human nature is the divine nature’s own dwelling place. (5) The aim of the apostle is to compare Christ as man with other saints, showing that the fullness of the Godhead dwells in Him in a far different way than in the rest of the saints, that is, personally. (6) As the fruit of that indwelling, the apostle establishes this: that, according to His human nature, Christ is the Head of the Church. Surely, then, He establishes the human nature of Christ as the dwelling place.
 

Therefore the conclusion stands: there is a communication between the divine nature of the Word and the assumed human nature. “Just as children communicate in flesh and blood, He Himself likewise partook of the same” (Heb. 2:14). These words describe the personal union. Meanwhile, we can conclude from these with the best logic that that union did not happen without [image: ] [“communion”]. You see, just as there is a communion between flesh and blood, that is, between the body and the soul in man, so also is there a communion between the divine and human natures in Christ. Chrysostom, Theophylactus, and Cyril add the words of John 1:14: “The Word became flesh and dwelt [[image: ]] among us.” They think2 that the latter part was added to guard against a confounding of the natures3 and to show their distinction. They interpret it in this way: that the Word dwells personally in the assumed flesh, just as the soul is said to dwell in its own body as its tent (2 Cor. 5:6). However, it is easier to take this as a reference to His presence among men at the time of His humiliation and to apply here the economic meaning of “tent” [[image: ]], by which it is taken for the tents in which the patriarchs and Israelites used to dwell, as also in the military and camp sense, because it is taken for the tents in which soldiers, opposed to their foes, live.
 

§ 150. (II) From rational arguments: (1) From what is equal. If the hypostasis of the Word is truly and really communicated to the assumed flesh, surely there is also a true and real communication between the divine nature of the Word and the assumed human nature. The logic of the connection is that the hypostasis of the Word and the divine nature of the Word do not differ in reality. However, we have shown before that the hypostasis of the Word has been communicated to the flesh. Therefore. If the properties of the Word have been communicated to the assumed flesh, surely there has also been a communication of the divine nature to it, because this is nothing other than the divine properties are. But the former is true, as we shall demonstrate in its own place.
 

**Can “becoming flesh” be attributed to the Word really, yet in such a way that there is no true communion between the essence of the Word and the flesh? Or will the whole fullness of the Godhead dwell in the humanity of Christ without any communion at all?**
 

(2) From what is lesser. If a communion arises from the spiritual union of believers with Christ and of the devout with God, all the more will a communion arise from the personal union of the divine and human natures in Christ, which is far closer and more intimate than the former one. But the former is true. In 2 Pet. 1:4 and Acts 9:4 the devout are called “partakers [[image: ]] of the divine nature.”
 

(3) From what follows. The mode of predicating follows the mode of being, and for something to be said about something, it is required that it be in it. If, in the person of Christ, God truly and really is and is said to be man, and man truly and really is and is said to be God, surely there is a communion between the divine and human4 natures in Christ. You see, nothing can truly and really be named from another if it does not have a communication with it. Therefore just as the Son of God is called “the Son of Man” because He communicated His hypostasis in reality with the assumed humanity, and just as the Son of Man is called “the Son of God” because the assumed human nature in reality became a partaker of the hypostasis of the Son of God, so God in truth and in reality is man because He truly communicated His own nature with the assumed humanity, and the man in truth and in reality is God because the human nature in reality became a partaker of the divine nature.
 

(4) From the absurd. If there is no real communication of the natures: The Son of God will not be truly and really a man. The attributes of humanity will not be able to be attributed to the Son of God. The proper works of the Word will not be able to be predicated truly and really of the assumed humanity, etc. It will be false to say that through the death of the Son we are reconciled to God or that the blood of Christ cleanses us from sin.
 

(5) From the nature of things that are united. Whatever things are united are constituted in such a way that one of them is like “actuality” [[image: ]],5 but the other is like “potentiality” [[image: ]].6 These are not united without some communication. But the two natures that have been united in Christ are such that one of them, the divine, is like the “actuality,” but the human is like the “potentiality.” Therefore.
 

(6) From mutual interpenetration. Whatever things are united in such a way that an interpenetration takes place between them by which they remain within each other most deeply and intimately, there is a communion between them. But between the divine nature of the Word and the assumed human nature there is a mutual interpenetration, as we showed earlier. Therefore.
 

§ 151. (III) From similar things. The soul and body acquire a communion through their mutual union, because of which the soul is said to be “embodied” and the body is said to be “animated” or “endowed with soul” because the soul (as the actuality [[image: ]]) perfects the body (as the potentiality [[image: ]]), dwells in it, and communicates its nature with it in such a way that with the body it constitutes one composite and subject [suppositum], that is, man. In the same way, the divine and human natures in Christ through the personal union partake of the sort of communion that the divine nature of the Word dwells in the human nature, perfects it, appropriates it to itself, and with it constitutes a single person that is and is called “Christ.”
 

Iron and fire are united in such a manner that a communion develops between them, because of which the iron is said to be “fiery.” In the same way, because of the union of the divine and human natures in Christ, the man is called “God” and God is called “man.” (Cf. Sigwartus, Contra iren. Paraei, p. 542.)
 

(IV) From the statements of the fathers. Irenaeus, bk. 4, ch. 34: “Through the union, a communion of God and man has taken place.” Athanasius (Ad Epictet.) calls the union “a communion of the Word to the flesh.” Basil, Homily de nat. Christi: “Just as the Son of God became a partaker of flesh and blood, so also the human flesh of the Lord became a partaker of deity.” The Council of Ephesus, canon 5: “If anyone dares to call the man Christ ‘God-bearer’ and will not rather have called Him ‘God’ truthfully as the Son by nature, according to the fact that the Word became flesh and communicated in the same way as we partake in flesh and blood, let him be accursed.”
 

Antithesis.
 

§ 152. Antithesis: (I) Suidas (f. 737) mentions that Paul of Samosata taught that “the two natures in Christ are completely separate and incommunicable toward each other, so that Christ Himself is one thing and the Word of God dwelling in Him is something else.”
 

(II) In the same way, the Jesuits also deny the communication of the natures. Busaeus, Disp. de pers. Christi, thesis 14: “Not only the Catholics but even some Calvinists teach clearly that the natures and their properties in Christ neither were communicated nor could have been communicated, neither in reality nor in name.” Bellarmine, De Christo, bk. 3, ch. 9, § Secunda: “The communication of properties that followed from the hypostatic union is not real with respect to the natures themselves, as the Lutherans want, nor is it completely verbal, as Beza and Martyr want. Rather, it is real with respect to the hypostasis of both natures but not with respect to the natures themselves.” Yet if there is a real communication with respect to the hypostasis, surely there is one also with respect to the natures themselves, because there is one hypostasis of both natures, and the divine nature does not differ in reality from its hypostasis. Moreover, what Bellarmine infers does not follow: “The divinity did not become passible. Therefore there is no real communication with respect to the natures.” This does not follow, because for a real communication of the natures, it is enough for the concrete of one nature to be predicated truly and really about the concrete of the other nature, though in the abstract the natures are not predicated about each other.
 

(III) The Calvinists overturn the communication of the natures. Beza, Colloq. Mompelg., p. 203: “Admitting the communication, that is, the union of the natures, in which each nature continues to remain distinct by itself in its properties, even in the union, without any other communication.” The Admonitio Neostad.: “The predication of human things to God and of divine things to man as far as the natures are concerned is merely verbal.”
 

** Chamier asserts (Panstrat. Cath., vol. 2, bk. 4, ch. 2, p. 56): “It is in harmony with the truth to say that the communion with respect to the natures is said to be completely verbal.” **
 

The Medulla Catech., published at Marburg in 1606, q. 45; Herborn., Spic., p. 25, find it reprehensible for anyone to say, “The incarnate Word really has flesh and blood.” Danaeus, Exam. lib. Chemnic., p. 290: “The communication of the Word and the human nature is only in name or a verbal communication of honor because of that indissoluble nexus of the united natures.” Paraeus tries to ward off this weapon from himself and his associates in his Irenicum, p. 264: “Christ the man is God not verbally but really, in fact, utterly really, because the union of the divine and human natures in the person of Christ is not verbal but real, in fact, utterly real, and moreover, if they wish, utterly substantial.” But besides the fact that he speaks inappropriately when he calls the union “substantial, in fact, utterly substantial,” though it is personal, he is having fun with the mere juggling of words and is trying to impose this on the incautious. You see, in explaining his intention more fully, he immediately adds: “Really and substantially, Christ the man is God with His deity, and Christ our God is man with His humanity. What more do they want? That we should say that Christ the man is God with His humanity and that Christ our God is man with His humanity too? Let the Eutychians be accursed.” But if the man is not God with His humanity (personally), how will the real communication of natures7stand? How will the Son of God be said to have communicated His hypostasis to the flesh in reality? How will Mary be the God-bearer [[image: ]]? How will the name that is above every name be given to the man Christ? And what need is there of more? Those people will not be able to protect the orthodoxy about the true and real communication of the natures in Christ who: (1) Deny the communication of the hypostasis and do not think correctly about the personal union. (2) Pervert the personal propositions with explanations that are out of place. (3) Deny the communication of properties. That the Calvinists do this is evident partly on the basis of what has been said and partly will become more clear from what we are going to say.
 

§ 153. The question arises here: Ought or can it be said, because of the real communication of the natures, that the divine nature is human and that the human nature is divine? The Jesuits and Calvinists have so persuaded themselves that, because the divinity cannot be predicated in the abstract of the humanity nor the humanity of the divinity, they deny the real communication of the natures. But they do this very ignorantly. You see: (1) An essential change or conversion is one thing, but a real communication is another. If the divinity has been changed and converted essentially into humanity, or if the humanity has been absorbed by the divinity, then finally it would be right and true to say, “The divinity is the humanity, and the humanity is the deity.” However, because we claim not a conversion of natures, not a change of essence, not the abolition of one or the other nature but the real communication of the natures resulting from the personal union, therefore we say that God is man and that the man is God.
 

(2) Whatever is communicated with one of the two according to the union is predicated of it not in the abstract but in the concrete and by a derived name [[image: ]]. (See Regius, Disp. Logic. de praedicat., bk. 1, p. 260.) Therefore because that communication of natures (which we claim is in Christ) has occurred [image: ] (“through and because of the personal union”), we do not say in the abstract, “The divinity is the humanity,” but in the concrete, “God is man.”
 

(3) Because of the communication of the hypostasis, I say that the human nature of Christ is “in a hypostasis,” “subsisting in the Word Himself” and, as the devout ancients say, “endowed with Word” [[image: ]], “divinized” [[image: ]], and, as the Scholastics say, “personated.” But I do not say that it is the actual hypostasis of the Word. In the same way, because of the communication of the natures, I do not say that the human nature is divine and that the divine nature is human, but that God is man and that the man is God.
 

(4) Because of the union of iron and fire according to coupling, I do not say that the iron is fire but that the iron is fiery. And because of the union of body and soul, I do not say that the soul is body and the body is soul, but that the body is “endowed with soul” and the soul is “embodied.” In the same way, because of the personal union of the Word and the flesh, I do not say that “the humanity is the deity and the deity is the humanity,” but: “the man is God,” that is, not essentially but hypostatically; the human nature has been deified, anointed with deity; the body is deified, filled with deity ([image: ]); the flesh is deified ([image: ]); etc. You see, all these forms of speaking occur among the devout ancients.
 

Practical use.
 

§ 154. The practical use is consoling. The very mystery of human redemption and the foundation of our salvation depends on the true and real communication of the natures in Christ. Between the assuming Word and the assumed human nature there is a true and real communication, and for that reason the seed of the woman could crush the head of the serpent (Gen. 3:[15]). For that reason, the Son of Man could give His own flesh for the life of the world (John 6:51). For that reason, He could shed His blood for the remission of sins (Matt. 26:28). For that reason, the blood of Christ can cleanse us from our sins (1 John 1:7). On the other hand, if there is no real communication of the natures: The woman’s seed could not have bruised the serpent’s head. The flesh of Christ could not have been given for the life of the world. His blood could not have been shed for the remission of sins. This is because the blood of the human nature that is not God in essence and that does not have a real communion with God cannot be shed for the forgiveness of sins, and the flesh of the human nature that is not God in essence and that does not have a real communion with the divine nature cannot be given for the life of the world, because it lacks that infinite might and efficacy that is required to provide satisfaction to the justice of God.
 



1 The “concrete” of a nature is that which denotes one of the natures in Christ, but with the connotation of the hypostasis, for example, “God,” or “Man.”
 

2 Read putant with Cotta instead of putat.
 

3 Read naturarum with Cotta instead of naturae.
 

4 Read divinam & humanam with Cotta instead of divinam humanam.
 

5 Or “primary actuality” or “essential form” or “perfection.” That which gives being and actuality to a material. For Aristotle, the term could be used for the soul, which was considered as that which gives life to a natural, organic body that has the potential for life.
 

6 Or “passive potential” or “material.” That which is given being by its form.
 

7 Read naturarum with Cotta instead of naturae.
 




  


CHAPTER IX: ON THE PERSONAL PROPOSITIONS
 

§ 155. Thesis: From the union and communication of the natures, there result personal propositions that are predications in which the concrete of one nature is predicated about the concrete of the other nature, such as “God is man” and “the man is God.”
 

It could appear right to someone that we should refer to the personal propositions also those in which the whole person is described from one or from both natures. Three classes of these can be established: (I) In some, the concrete of the divine nature is predicated about the person, as, for instance: “Christ is God,” “Christ is the Son of God,” “This one is the true God,” “You are the Son of God.” (II) In some, the concrete of the human nature is predicated about the person, as, for example: “Christ is man,” “Christ is the Son of Man,” “This one is true man,” “You are true man.” (III) In some, the concrete of both natures is predicated about the person, as, for example: “Christ is the God-man,” “This one is Immanuel,” “You are God and man.” This three-part distinction is established with respect to what is predicated, for the subject in all instances is the same, namely, the person that is expressed, either through the name of the person (such as “Christ”) or through the personal [[image: ]] pronoun (such as “You are the Son of God”) or through the demonstrative [relativum] pronoun (“This one is true God”).
 

These propositions may be related in a certain regard to the personal propositions, because the two natures do not subsist in Christ as separate but are most closely united. When it is predicated of Christ that He is God, we must also understand that He is God manifested in the flesh, that He is the Son of God born as man of the Virgin Mary according to His human nature. When it is predicated of Him that He is man, we must also understand that He is the man assumed into God, that He is the sort of Son of Man who also in the unity of the person is the Son of God. For this reason, in the third class, Christ is being described from both natures taken jointly and in unity.
 

Nevertheless they can be discerned from the personal propositions properly and carefully speaking: (1) Because these propositions express precisely and formally not so much the unity of the person as the duality of the natures in Christ. For Christ is and is called “man” because the human nature is in Him, and He is called “God” because the divine nature is in Him, and He is called “the God-man” because not only the human but also the divine nature is in Him. (2) Because these propositions have been opposed more to those who deny either the divine nature in Christ (as do the Arians, Photinians, and Jews) or the human nature in Him (as do the Marcionites, Valentinians, and Manichaeans) than to those who take away the mystery of the personal union. (3) Because Nestorius, the foe of the personal union, conceded each and every one of these propositions: “Christ is man,” “Christ is God,” “Christ is God and man.” But he attacked the personal propositions, properly and carefully speaking: “God is man” and “the man is God.” What is left, then, is that the personal propositions, properly and carefully speaking and flowing immediately from the personal union, are only those in which the concrete of one nature is predicated about the concrete of the other nature or, what is the same, in which one nature is predicated about the other in the concrete.
 

§ 156. With regard to these personal propositions, observe: (1) Their origin and foundation consists solely and uniquely in the personal union and communication of the natures, from which they uniquely and immediately flow forth and from which alone they must be evaluated and explained. You see, because the human and divine natures have been united in Christ personally, and because there is an intimate interpenetration between those two natures that have been personally united, so that the divine nature of the Word does not subsist outside of the assumed human nature nor does the assumed human nature subsist outside the divine, therefore God is man and the man is God. Because the hypostasis of the Word is the hypostasis not only of His divine nature but also of His human nature, therefore God is and is called “man.” Because the assumed human nature subsists in the hypostasis of the Word, therefore the man is and is called
 

“God.”
 

(2) These predications must be explained not from their starting point but from their ending point, because they explain not so much the act of uniting as the status of the union. When we use predications expressing the act of union, the name of the simple person is placed as the subject, such as “The Son of God became man.” For the sense is that the Son of God, who was from eternity without flesh, took up the flesh into the unity of His person and thus became incarnate. In the personal propositions about which we are speaking here, however, the name of the composite person is placed as the subject, such as “The Son of God is the Son of Man.” For the sense is that the incarnate Son of God is the Son of Man.
 

(3) The personal union does not remove the distinction of the natures. Instead, the two natures personally united in Christ—the divinity and the humanity—remain distinct in essence. Therefore we do not say in the abstract, “The deity is the humanity, or the humanity is the deity” (Scholastics). Whatever things are united in one subject are predicated of each other, if they are taken concretely. The union resulted not in just one nature—for in this way the other would be destroyed or there would be a confusion or mixing—but in one composite person. Just as in the article on the Trinity I do not say, because of the distinction of persons, “The Father is the Son, the Son is the Father,” so also in the article on Christ I do not say, because of the distinction of natures, “The deity is the humanity, and the humanity is the deity.”
 

(4) If the abstract is placed as the subject, then the abstract cannot be placed in the predicate absolutely. Instead, it requires some variation, as, for example, “The Word (namely, without flesh) became flesh” or “The divine nature of the Word assumed the human nature.” “Humanity was assumed into God,” “the assumed human nature is in the hypostasis of the Word” [[image: ]], just as I do not say in the article on the Trinity, “The Father is the Son,” but “The Father is in the Son” and “The Son is in the Father.”
 

(5) They are called “personal propositions” because they originate from the personal union, they express the mystery of the personal union, and it is from the personal union that their force, nature, truthfulness, and [logical] connection must be judged. They are said to be “unusual” because they are not congruent with a usual mode of predicating as taught in the Praedicabilia of Porphyry. After all, this is not the predication of genus about species, nor of species about an individual, nor of difference, property, or accident about an individual, a species, or a genus. Cisterciensis, Sent., 1, dist. 5, q. 2, art. 1: “The rules of Aristotle do not hold in divine matters.”
 

(6) The following examples of these propositions occur in the Scriptures: “The seed of David is Jehovah, our righteousness” (Jer. 23:5). “The Son of Man is the Son of God” (Matt. 16:13, 16). “The Son of Mary is and is called ‘Immanuel’ “ (Matt. 1:21, 23). “Truly, this man was the Son of God” (Mark 15:39). “The holy thing that is born of Mary is called the Son of God” (Luke 1:35). “The Son of Mary is the Lord” (Luke 2:11). “The second man is the Lord from heaven” (1 Cor. 15:47).
 

(7) On the basis of this foundation it is also correct to say that Christ the man, or according to His human nature, is the Son of God, that is, personally, not essentially. For if the man truly and really is God, if the Son of Man truly and really is the Son of God, surely also Christ the man, or according to His humanity, is the Son of God, namely, hypostatically.
 

Theophylact, on Luke 1, fol. 212, in the Greek: “He who appeared as man is called the Son of the Most High. For because He was one hypostasis in being, the man, the Son of the Virgin, was truly the Son of the Most High.” Alcuin, De Trinit., bk. 3, ch. 9:
 


Christ did not have the Word of God in Himself as other saints do, but He Himself is the Word of God. The Word in the flesh is one thing; the Word made flesh is another. God in man is one thing; the God-man is another. Therefore the Son of God is believed and proclaimed to be true God by all catholics not only according to the true divinity that He has from the nature of God the Father but also according to the flesh, which true flesh He has naturally from His blessed mother. This is because the eternal divinity of the Son with His own full humanity and the same full humanity of the Son with His own eternal divinity is one person in the Holy Trinity—and not an adoptive but a proper and perfect one.

 





Bernard, De laud. virg., homily 1:
 


“What is born of you will be called the Son of God,” that is, not only will He who is coming from the bosom of the Father into your womb overshadow you, but also that which He will join to Himself of your substance, from this He will be called the Son of God, just as He who was born of the Father before the ages will also in some way be considered to be your Son. For this reason, Mary is called the God-bearer [[image: ]], because according to the flesh she gave birth to the Word of God made flesh.

 





This is the way also that the Council of Ephesus explains this (canon 1). Fulgentius says (De fide ad Petrum, ch. 18): “Hold most firmly and in nowise doubt that the flesh of Christ was not conceived without divinity in the womb of the Virgin before it was assumed by the Word, but that the Word of God was conceived by accepting His own flesh and that the flesh was conceived by the incarnation of the Word.”
 

Antithesis.
 

§ 157. Antithesis: (I) Nestorius rejected the personal propositions. For this reason he had the habit of saying as a proverb, “Do not gloat, Jews! You have crucified not God but man!” (See Evagrius, Hist., bk. 1, ch. 2.)
 

(II) According to Aimonius Monachus, in some published writings, Felix Orgelitanus (or the bishop of Urgell) asserted that Christ with respect to His human nature was merely the “adopted Son of God.” But in a council called in Rome because of that, he was convicted of error and condemned. (See the Council of Frankfurt held in the year 794, c. 5, and the Tomus singularis auctorum insignium published by Stevartius.)
 

(III) The Scholastics analyze those personal predications in this way: “The Son of Man is the Son of God, and the Son of God is the Son of Man. That is, the Son of God, who sustains the human nature, is God.” Yet: (1) The discussion here does not concern the essential distinction of natures but their personal union. (2) The Son of God, sustaining the human nature, is God essentially through the eternal begetting of the Father. But in a personal proposition, the question is not concerned with this. The Son of Mary is the Son of God personally, that is, through and because of the personal union, because this human nature subsists in the Word Himself. In a personal proposition, the question is concerned only and properly with this. (3) The Son of God is the Son of Man not through the bare sustenance of the human nature but through the fullest communication of the hypostasis, through the intimate communication of the natures, through the closest interpenetration and passing-into. Some of the Scholastics argue that the personal propositions are identical, so that the sense is “God is He who is man, and He who is man is the Son of God.” Some of them want the propositions to be accidental: “For as by accident it is predicated of man that he is white, so also it is predicated by accident of the Son of God that He is man.” Yet an accident is not predicated about its subject directly. But now, “Son of Mary” is predicated about the Son of God. If the human nature were an accident of the Word, one would have to say only that the Word was human, but not a man. (We brought out more against this hypothesis earlier.) Therefore Bonaventure is more correct in claiming that one cannot reduce this predication to other customary and usual modes of predicating either of itself or by accident, for it is not a predication through essence nor through inherence nor through cause nor through itself nor through accident, but it is a mode of predicating that is singular because of the hypostatic union into one subsisting thing. The opinions of Occam and Aquilanus are the same (Sent., 3, dist. 7, q. 1, art. 2), and they add this explanation: “Just as the mode of being in Christ is marvelously singular and singularly marvelous, so also the mode of predicating in Christ is unusually marvelous and marvelously unusual, for the mode of predicating follows the mode of being.”
 

(IV) The Papists do not explain the personal propositions correctly. Bellarmine, De Christo, bk. 3, ch. 4, compares the proposition “The Word was made flesh” with these propositions: “Aaron was made priest by God” and “David was made king.” Yet to be made priest or king is pure accident and, indeed, is separable and changeable. The priesthood does not constitute one subsisting thing with Aaron, nor the kingship with David. In ch. 15 he compares the Word assuming the human nature with a king putting on his purple clothing. The meaning of the proposition “The Son of God is the Son of Man,” therefore, will be the same as this proposition: “The king is wearing purple.” But the hypostasis of the king is not communicated to the purple clothing nor does it constitute one person with the king. Gregorius de Valentia (Comm. in Thom., vol. 4, disp. 1, q. 2, p. 365) says that the proposition “God is man” is identical. In his Defens. disput. contra fund. Ubiquit., p. 42, he denies that “Christ according to His humanity is God.”
 

§ 158. (V) In their analysis of these propositions, the Calvinists waver wretchedly. (1) Some say that they are verbal predications. Danaeus, Contra Chemn., ch. 12, p. 295:
 


We must explain and understand these statements, “God really is a man” and “The man is God,” in this way: that they are really said about the very person and about the entire united thing. Yet regarding the entire united thing and the individual natures of that person, they are enunciated either only verbally and through interchange of names or through exchange or communion of properties, even through words that make concrete and denote the person. You see, the fathers speak of this verbal predication or communication of names using all these terms. Therefore this proposition, “This God is man,” is indeed real with regard to the person, but it cannot be a real predication with regard to the divine nature because the deity of Christ is not humanity.

 





He repeats the same thing in his collected works, p. 1419. The Admonit. Neostad. de libro concord., p. 68: “The man is God partly in actuality and partly nominally.”1 Page 70: “The predication of human things about God and divine things about man is only verbal as far as the natures are concerned.” (Cf. Beza, Resp. ad acta Coll., preface, part 1, p. 19, and the Orth. consens., p. 297, published in Zurich in 1585.)
 

On the contrary: (a) If those personal propositions are not real but only verbal, then the union, too, which is the foundation for those propositions, will not be real but verbal. (b) In whatever way the Word became flesh, in the same way is God said to be a man. However, the Word became flesh truly and really, namely, through the assumption of the flesh into His own hypostasis. Therefore God truly and really is and is called man. Christ our God is man through the true and real communion of natures, and Christ the man is truly and really God through the same communion. (c) If the predication “God is man” is verbal, surely also this, too, will be verbal: “God suffered,” and our redemption provided through the suffering of the very Son of God will be verbal as well.
 

What Paraeus objects in Iren., p. 264, is frivolous:
 


If we should say concerning the predications that the sophistry is inept, since there are no predications except verbal ones because they consist of words and not things, for we do not speak and philosophize about things themselves but about words that are the symbols of things. However, if we are speaking about the mystery of the union of the natures that is enunciated by verbal predications, we should understand that the accusation is false, since they themselves teach that Christ the man is God not verbally but really and, in fact, most really.

 





We respond: (a) The state of the question is being changed, for the question is not whether the predications are verbal but whether they are only verbal and not real. Danaeus, loc. cit.: “This sort of predication is not real, but only verbal or dialectical.” (b) Because they claim that those propositions are only verbal, we draw the unshakable conclusion that they are claiming that God is man only verbally, even if they deny this with their words. (c) They do not leave the terms of the proposition “God is man” in their proper and native meaning; rather, in place of “man” they substitute “God,” and in place of “God” they substitute “man.” For this reason they call them identical, as will become clear later. (d) Indeed, they teach with their words that Christ our God is really man, but because they undermine the form of the personal union in many ways, they also accordingly pervert the personal propositions.
 

§ 159. (2) Some call the declaration “proper” and “regular.” (See the Orthod. consens., pp. 18 and 122, and Grynaeus, Disp. de sermone incarnato, held in 1587, thesis 14.) We respond. If the question concerns the grammatical propriety of the words, we concede that the predications are proper, because both predicate and subject retain the proper and native meaning of the words. However, if the question concerns the propriety of the logical disposition (which is clearly what they mean, because they add that these are regular predications), we deny that they are proper, because they are not essential nor accidental, nor do they agree with any of the five ways of predicating. The material of those propositions is and remains proper because no word is changed into a foreign meaning. But the form, that is, the actual connection of subject and predicate, is not proper, because it does not agree with any regular and proper mode of predicating.
 

§ 160. (3) Some say that these are essential and univocal propositions, such as Crellius (Isag. log., bk. 2, part. comm., ch. 3, sect. 2), Keckermann (System. theolog., p. 319), and Piscator (Ad Hoffman., pp. 22 and 28, where he says, “This proposition, ‘God is man,’ is made according to the predication of species about an individual”). On the contrary: (a) The union is not one of essence; therefore its predication will not be essential. (b) If the predication is essential, then the man will be of the essence of God, because in essential predications the predicate has to do with the essence of the subject. “Man” is not being predicated about God as species or as genus or as essential difference; therefore this proposition is not essential. (c) Whatever can be said about an attribute in essential predications, the same thing can be affirmed about the subject. Yet about the attribute (man) it can be said that man is essentially a body, though about God (namely, the subject) it cannot be said that He is essentially a body. (d) Propositions in which a species is predicated about an individual cannot be converted so as to make a subject out of the predicate. You see, I cannot say, “[A] man is Peter,” in the same way that I can say, “Peter is [a] man.” But personal propositions can be changed. You see, it is just as correct for me to say, “The man is God” as “God is the man.”
 

Piscator objects: “In the predication ‘God is man,’ the subject ‘God’ is the same as ‘Christ,’ and ‘Christ’ is the same as ‘the human nature of Christ.’ “ From these, this proposition finally emerges: “The human nature of Christ is man.” Yet: (a) This proposition is no longer personal, because the human nature of Christ is man not personally but essentially. (b) Nestorius accepts this analysis for both: “God is man,” that is, “The human nature of Christ is man” and “The divine nature of Christ is God.” Beza, Resp., part 1, pp. 94 and 131: “Nestorius confessed one Christ, both God and man.” (c) If “the human nature of Christ” and “man” differ, as an individual and a species, the consequence will be that the human nature of Christ is a hypostasis and, consequently, that there are also two hypostases in Christ. (d) This analysis in one and the same word in the subject (“God”) establishes three figures: first, a synecdoche, to indicate that the word “God” is not being taken for the entire Trinity but only for the Second Person of the Trinity. Second, a synecdoche of a part for the whole, for when only one part of the composite person is being posited, they understand the entire Christ remaining in each nature. Finally, it establishes the contrary synecdoche of the whole for a part, because though the whole Christ is being posited, they are understanding only His human nature. Only with so many circumlocutions, so many tropes, so many distortions is the proposition “The human nature of Christ is a man” finally elicited from the scriptural words and from the personal proposition “God is man.”
 

§ 161. (4) Some say that they are accidental propositions. This is something that all are forced to do who say that the flesh is an adjunct or accident of the Word. On the contrary: (a) The union is not accidental; therefore neither is the predication. (b) In an accidental predication, what pertains to the hypostatic being of the subject is never put as the predicate. But in personal propositions, what pertains to the hypostatic being of the subject is put as the predicate, as is evident. Therefore. (c) The union is mystical, unique, singular, unusual. Therefore that is how its predication will also be.
 

They make this exception: “A predicate that is outside the essence of the subject is predicated about it accidentally. Yet the human nature is outside the essence of the Word. Therefore it is predicated about the Word accidentally.” We respond: (a) Even if that rule had a place in all natural things, it still could not be accommodated to the mystery of the personal union and the resulting personal predications arising from it. In natural things, the mode of being-in-something [modus inessendi], which is the principle of predicating, is only twofold, for it is in something either as an essential constituent or as an accidental consequence, from which the twofold mode of predicating, essential and accidental, arises. Yet in the personal union, neither mode of being-in-something has a place, for the human nature of Christ is in the Word neither essentially nor accidentally. From this mode of being-in-something, therefore, I cannot seek either an essential or an accidental mode of predication in this mystery. (b) Although the assumed nature of Christ is outside the essence of His deity—that is, it is not essentially the deity itself nor has it been changed into the essence of the deity—nevertheless according as it has been united with the Word (and it is in this respect that it is considered in the personal propositions), it is not outside the diety and hypostasis of the Word but has been united with the same by an intimate and supremely close link, for the mutual interpenetration excludes the outside. (c) In predications, we must pay attention not so much to the nature of the extremes—namely, of the subject and predicate separately and apart, whether the predicate is within or outside the essence of the subject—as to the mutual cohesion and coupling of the subject and predicate. If that cohesion or coupling is essential, it produces an essential proposition; if accidental, an accidental one. However, between the divine and human natures in Christ there is not an accidental cohesion but a personal union. Therefore the propositions “God is man” and “The man is God” are not accidental but personal. (d) If the proposition “God is man” had to be called accidental because the predicate is outside the essence of the subject, I would not be able to say reciprocally, “The man is God,” because the word “man,” which was adjoined in the prior proposition, would stand as the subject, and the word “God,” which in the prior proposition stood as the subject, would stand as an adjunct, and thus the subject would be in an adjunct. Therefore we must draw the nature and explanation of these propositions not from the mode of being-in-something taken logically, but from the mode of the union.
 

§ 162. (5) Some say they are identical predications. The Conf. orth., f. 18 and 123:
 


In the proposition “That man is the Son of God,” the subject “man” is understood not as “Christ the man” but as “the man that is in Christ,” that is, as the hypostasis and person—that is, the very Son of God, having within Himself the assumed and subsisting humanity by which He is man. From this it is clear that, because of the sameness [identitas] of the same hypostasis in the subject and predicate, the man Christ is the Son of God by a truly identical predication, namely, one by which the same thing is predicated properly and essentially about itself, that is, the Son of God about His own hypostasis, from the other and assumed nature.

 





Grynaeus (in the aforementioned disputation) and Paraeus (Controv. Euchar., bk. 3, ch. 8, p. 126) also call this “an identical proposition.” From that, they propose the following analyses: “ ‘The Son of God is man,’ that is, He who is the Son of God is also man. The person that is the man is also God. The Son of God, who sustains the human nature, is God.” Beza (Coll. Momp., p. 173) holds it to be Eutychian doctrine when one says that “that man, the Son of Mary, is really God through the hypostatic union, not in itself but in the Word to whom it is united hypostatically.” On p. 294, he analyzes it as follows: “If we say, ‘That man is God,’ we take the word ‘man’ to mean ‘the deity’ or ‘the Son of God’ in this way: ‘The Son of God, who is united with the humanity, and His deity, is God,’ for the deity has not been communicated to the humanity.” Martin[i]us proceeds in this way: “ ‘This man is God.’ ‘Man’ is the name of the person named from the other nature, that is, from the human nature. But how is He God? According to His humanity or according as He is man? Not at all, but according as He is God. Therefore the Son of Mary is God according to His deity. The Son of God is man according to His humanity.”
 

On the contrary: (a) In the personal propositions the question is not whether the Son of God is the Son of God, whether God is God, but whether the man born of the Virgin Mary is truly the Son of God in the unity of the person. That is, the discussion is not about the verity of either or both natures but about the personal union of the two.
 

(b) Nestorius readily embraces such an analysis: “ ‘God is man,’ that is, He who is the Son of God is also man. Christ, who is man, is also God.” By what right, then, has Nestorius been accused and condemned for having taken away the mystery of the personal union?
 

(c) From the simple proposition “This man is God” there is created a double axiom: “This person is truly God and truly man.” The latter proposition describes the two distinct natures in Christ, but the question here does not concern this, properly speaking. However, the prior proposition expresses the personal union of those natures, which the question here properly concerns. (d) In the personal propositions, the question is not what each nature is or whether they remain distinct, but how they are in their mutual union, communion, and interpenetration. “Being God according to His deity” befits Christ our God naturally or essentially, because He was born of the eternal essence of the Father. “Being man according to His humanity” also befits Christ the man essentially, because in the fullness of time He was born true man of the Virgin Mary. But when the Son of Man is called the Son of God, then “the Son of God” is not being predicated about “the Son of Man” essentially, because the Son of Man is the Son of God not essentially but personally, that is, through and on account of the personal union. (Cf. our De Gloria Dei, disp. 7, § 21.) (e) Contrary to himself, Beza acknowledges the truthfulness of this analysis, Resp. ad Colloq. Mompelg., p. 1: “Because of the unity of the person, this man—not as man or with respect to His own nature, but because of His subsistence in the Son of God—is truly the Son of God.” (f) Therefore we must very carefully note and constantly set this against the corruptions of our adversaries: that in the personal propositions the discussion is not about the nonincarnate Word but the incarnate Word, who assumed the flesh into the unity of His person. Nor is it about the human nature considered with regard to its own essence, but about the human nature according as it has been assumed into the hypostasis of the Word and subsists in the hypostasis of the Word Himself. (g) If these propositions are claimed to be identical, the mystery of the union is taken away, because it is described in and through these propositions. After all, if they take the subject and predicate as the same thing, then the man assumed from Mary will not be God by personal, primary actuality, but only by secondary actuality, that is, by reason of the sustenance by which the man is sustained by God. Nor will there be any distinction between the propositions “The man is God” and “God is man,” except that the limitation by which the person of the Son is said to have humanity is added sometimes to the word of the subject and sometimes to the word of the predicate. Sigwartus urges this argument (Contra Paraei Iren., p. 550).
 

§ 163. (6) Akin to this analysis, by which the personal propositions are claimed to be identical, are those that claim they must be explained according to another, or according to alteration [[image: ]], which Zwingli calls “holy” (Opera, vol. 2, f. 453). Paraeus, Iren., p. 264: “Do they indeed want us to say that Christ the man is God even by His own humanity and that Christ our God is man even by His deity? Let Eutyches be accursed!” Again, in Method. controv. Ubiquitar., preface, p. 8, Paraeus thinks that we must explain them through a figure of exchange, namely, that “the denomination of one nature be attributed to the other nature in the concrete.” In their Panharmonia, the Hungarians say that “this is figurative through the communication of attributes.” According to Paraeus, therefore, this will be the meaning of the propositions “God is man” and “man is God”: “Christ the man is God by His own deity; Christ our God is man by His own humanity.”
 

Yet: (a) In this way, one again presupposes that in these propositions the discussion involves not the union of the two natures but the verity and distinction of both natures in Christ; and therefore they will not be personal, properly and accurately speaking. (b) In the words immediately preceding, Paraeus asserts: “Christ the man really and substantially is God by His own deity; and Christ our God is really and substantially man by His own humanity.” But he speaks ambiguously. You see, if that limitation “by His own divinity” is referred to the subject “man,” namely, that the assumed man is God substantially by His own divinity, he supports Eutyches, who nevertheless is accursed because man cannot be God substantially or essentially without confusing the natures. On the other hand, if it is referred to the predicate “God,” namely, that this man is God by His own deity, the first analysis returns, that it is an identical proposition: “God is man,” that is, “God, who sustains the man, is God.” (c) Christ the man is God by His own deity essentially, Christ our God is man by His own humanity essentially. However, the question here does not concern this, but rather whether man is God and God is man personally. (d) If the man by His own humanity or according to His human nature is not God personally, the consequence will be that the Son of God did not truly and really communicate His own hypostasis to the assumed human nature, that that holy thing which was born of Mary is not the Son of the Most High [cf. Luke 1:32, 35], that the second man is not truly the Lord from heaven [cf. 1 Cor. 15:47], that Mary is not the God-bearer [[image: ]], etc.
 

§ 164. (7) Some claim that these are figurative and metaphorical propositions. On the contrary: (a) If the predications are figurative and metaphorical, the union itself will be figurative and metaphorical, and as a consequence, even the redemption performed through Christ, the God-man, will be metaphorical. (See Luther’s very serious refutation in his Confess. major. de coena, vol. 3, German edition of Jena, f. 478.) (b) Figurative propositions are not convertible. But the personal propositions are convertible. (c) In figurative propositions, the property of the words is changed. However, in the personal propositions the subject and predicate retain the proper meaning of the words. “Man” means the human nature, consisting of a rational soul and body, which the Word assumed. “God” means the Son of God or the whole and complete divine nature of the Word, into whose hypostasis the human nature was assumed. (d) A figure of speech would be either in the subject or in the predicate or in the copula or in the entire predication. But it exists in none of these: Not in the subject or in the predicate, because they keep their proper meaning. And a figure of speech cannot be in the copula or the whole predication.
 

They make the exception: “The words retain their literal meaning, but the things [signified] become metaphorical and improper.” Yet an improper use exists only in words, not in things. In fact, the things remain unchangeable and cannot be altered, because the essences of things cannot be changed into other essences.
 

§ 165. (8) Some want them to be synecdochical propositions, “because the word ‘God’ is used for ‘the Second Person of the Trinity,’ and ‘man,’ the name of the species, for the individual.”
 

We respond: No synecdoche occurs here. The word “God” is being used for the Son of God, for the Word Himself, who is neither part nor species of the divinity but is the true, whole, and perfect God, because in Christ dwells all the fullness of the Godhead (Col. 2:9). By “man,” also, we do not understand man as he is a species, but here we take it to mean this man, the Son of Mary, though the demonstrative particle is not always added. Thomas, [ST,] part 3, q. 4, art. 3: “The noun ‘man’ signifies the human nature as it was born in the hypostasis [suppositum].” “Man” in the subject does not signify the bare humanity but the humanity that subsists in the person of the Word. Concerning this person, because He is truly God, it is said about Him in the predicate without any trope and outside of any2 synecdoche that He is God.
 

§ 166. (9) Some contend that these are causal propositions and “do not consist of disparates but of cause and effect.” Yet: (a) One cannot deny that the divine and human natures are disparates. (b) Causal propositions are not convertible, because a cause does not become the effect of that of which it is a cause and vice versa. (c) The Son of God is man because He assumed human nature into the unity of His person. Because the Word Himself, along with the Father and the Holy Spirit, formed this humanity, up to this point and in this respect the Word can be called its cause. However, the human nature can in no wise be called the cause of the divine nature. (d) The personal propositions have to do not so much with the formation of the human nature (which is common to the entire Trinity), as with its termination, that is, with its assumption into the hypostasis of the Word (which is proper to the Son of God).
 

§ 167. (10) Because they do not think rightly in the union and communication of natures and in the true meaning of the personal propositions, they say, “Christ is not the Son of God according to His humanity personally or through and because of the personal union.” (See Piscator, Not. ad amic. collat. Vorstii, p. 191; Paraeus, Iren., ch. 28, art. 11; etc).
 

Yet we set against them: (a) The statements of Scripture. “What will be born of you will be called the Son of God” (Luke 1:35). Christ according to His humanity was born of Mary. Therefore according to His humanity He is the Son of God, that is, personally. “The Son of Man is the Son of the living God” (Matt. 16:16). Yet the Son of Man is not and cannot be without His humanity. Therefore the Son of Man according to His humanity is the Son of God, that is, personally.
 

(b) The consensus of holy antiquity, which condemned as error in Nestorius, Felix Orgelitanus, and Elipandus the notion that Christ according to His human nature is not the Son of God. We cited some statements of the ancients earlier.
 

(c) The confession of our adversaries. Quite a few of the Calvinists acknowledge and confess that “Christ, according to each nature, is the true and proper Son of God: according to the divine nature essentially, according to the human nature personally.” (See Calvin, Institut., bk. 2, ch. 14, sect. 4; Zanchi, De tribus Elohim, part 1, bk. 5, ch. 1, p. 263; Polanus, Partit. theolog., p. 37; Chassanion, Loc. com., bk. 2, ch. 1, sect. 3.) However, in this, some of them wander away from the path of the truth by citing His conception by the Holy Spirit as the cause of why Christ according to His humanity is God, though the cause thereof is only and uniquely the personal union.
 

(d) Rational arguments. If the human nature really and truly became a partaker of the hypostasis of the Word, surely also Christ according to His human nature must truly be the Son of God, namely hypostatically. If there is a true and real communication between the divine and human natures, surely Christ according to His human nature must also truly be God, because the hypostasis of the Son and His divine nature do not differ in reality. If Christ the man is truly God, surely Christ according to His humanity is truly God, because man is not without humanity. If Christ according to His human nature is the Lord of the Law, surely He must also according to His human nature be the Son of God, because being the Lord of the Law and being the Son of God cohere together with an indivisible link in the person of Christ. Note here that “according to” does not express the cause, as if the human nature itself were the cause for which Christ is and is called the Son of God; nor the mode, as if Christ as man or according to His human nature is God essentially. Rather, it expresses the subject of the predication, that Christ, as man, is God, that is, that not only is He God essentially by His deity but that He is also God personally by His humanity, namely, because the humanity has been assumed into the Word and has been personally united with the divine nature.
 

Questions about the personal propositions.
 

§ 168. (I) Here, the question arises: How should “concrete” and “abstract” be taken in the personal propositions? It is very well-known and customary that in the personal propositions the concrete of a nature is predicated about the concrete of a nature or, what is the same, nature is predicated about nature in the concrete but not in the abstract. Therefore we must explain what is understood by the words “concrete” and “abstract” here. We shall skip the philosophical meaning of “concrete” and “abstract” and shall consider the meanings that are proper to this place. (The philosophers have five kinds of “abstract”: 1. grammatical, 2. metaphysical, 3. mathematical, 4. natural, and 5. logical, the last of which is either synonymous or by a derived name.)
 

The Scholastics take “abstract” to mean “nature” (such as “deity,” “humanity”) and “concrete” to mean “person” (such as “God,” “man”). Some establish two abstracts, as well as two concretes, namely, material and formal. By material abstract they mean that which designates simply the nature itself enunciated by the word of the abstract (such as “deity,” “humanity”). By formal abstract they mean that which denotes the natural mode of considering the form or nature. To them, the material concrete is that which designates simply either the nature expressed through the word of the concrete (such as “God,” “man”) or the entire hypostasis [suppositum], sometimes named from one of the natures—whether divine (such as “God”) or human (such as “man”)—and sometimes from both natures (such as “Jesus Christ”). To them the formal concrete is that which designates both the natures and the person, considered not in themselves but in the union and with respect to the union. It is also twofold: either the concrete of nature (such as “God,” “man”) or of person—named not only of the simple person (as “the Word was made flesh”) but also of the composite person—either from one nature (such as “God suffered”) or from both simultaneously (such as “Christ is eternal”).
 

For us here, in order to explain the personal propositions genuinely, it is sufficient to distinguish between the concretes of the person and of the natures and the abstracts of the person and of the natures. The concretes of the person are those that note both natures of Christ subsisting in one hypostasis (such as “Christ,” “Immanuel,” “mediator”). The concretes of the natures are those that note the natures themselves with a connotation of the hypostasis. Because there are two natures in Christ, the divine and the human, the concretes of the natures are also of two categories. Some are concretes of the divine nature (such as “God,” “Son of God”), and some are concretes of the human nature (such as “man,” “Son of Man”). The abstracts of the person are those that do not express both natures from which the person consists (such as “man,” which is a concrete of nature but an abstract of the person, because it does not denote both natures formally). Abstracts of the natures are those that signify the natures without connotation of the hypostasis and are also twofold in accord with the number of the two natures in Christ: the abstracts of the divine nature (such as “deity,” “divinity,” “divine nature”) and the abstracts of the human nature (such as “humanity,” “human nature”). An abstract of nature signifies not the nature simply, but considered naturally and of itself, according to its principles and natural attributes. A concrete of nature signifies a nature considered with respect to the union and because of itself. (Cf. Meisner, Sobria philosoph., part 1, sect. 4, ch. 5, quaest. unic.)
 

On the basis of this foundation, it is easy to understand why it is said that nature is not predicated about nature nor should it be predicated about nature in the abstract, because without the connotation of the subject [suppositum] or hypostasis, the two natures cannot be predicated about each other, because they do not constitute a single essential thing. Rather, [nature is predicated of nature] in the concrete, because when the humanity is considered with connotation of the hypostasis of the Word (of which it really and truly became a partaker), then, along with the Word, the divine nature of the Word constitutes one personal thing. And, consequently, in this respect, it is correct to predicate “man” about “God” and “God” about “the man.” (Blessed Luther is referring to this when he writes in his commentary on Isaiah 53: “The distinction between the concrete and the abstract was introduced by God.”) Accordingly, in the personal propositions person is not predicated about person, for that would introduce a doubling of the person, or we would have to claim that the personal propositions are identical. Instead, the concrete of a nature is predicated about the concrete of the other nature, or, what is the same, one nature is predicated about the other nature in the concrete. That is, by the word “man” the human nature is understood, but along with the hypostasis in which it subsists. By the word “God” the divine nature is understood, but likewise along with the hypostasis that it communicated to the assumed nature. Because the common hypostasis unites them3 to each nature most closely, therefore they are predicated about each other also in the concrete, that is, with respect to the hypostasis. You see, the genuine sense of the propositions “God is man” and “The man is God” is this: that there is one common hypostasis of both the divine and human natures in Christ, and by it they are unified most closely and indissolubly; that God or the Son of God assumed human nature into His own hypostasis; and that man or the human nature has been exalted into the very hypostasis of the Son of God.
 

§ 169. (II) The question arises: In the personal predications, is all that subsists [totum [image: ]], or the whole person, set in the place of the subject? Crellius affirms this (Isag., bk. 2, ch. 3, disp. 3): “In those enunciations that concern Christ the Son of God, whether ‘God’ or ‘man’ is set as subject, the hypostasis of the Word is always understood, and the predicate is enunciated about it—but ‘the man’ with regard to the assumed flesh and ‘God’ with respect to the assuming Word. Thus there is nothing disparate here, nothing unusual.”
 

Yet: (1) Crellius is confusing the propositions in which a concrete of the person is set as the subject and the entire person is described from one or both natures (as when I say, “Christ is man,” “Christ is God,” “Christ is the God-man”) with the personal propositions, properly and carefully speaking, which we are discussing here. (2) In these, it is not the concrete of the person that is being set as the subject but a concrete of nature, that is, the human nature with the connotation of the hypostasis in which it subsists or the divine nature likewise along with the connotation of the hypostasis that it has communicated to the flesh. (3) If in all the personal propositions we must take a concrete of the nature, set as the subject, as a concrete of the person, then we shall have to do this also in this proposition: “The Word became flesh” [John 1:14]. Yet this cannot be possible, for this explanation would emerge: “The Word with the flesh became flesh.” (4) If, in the personal propositions, one of the two natures were predicated about the person, then they would express not the union of the two natures but the verity of each nature. Then, according to Crellius, “God is man” and “The man is God” would mean “This person is God and man.” Yet they are called personal propositions because they express the mystery of the personal union, that God is man personally and that the man is God personally. (5) If, in the proposition “God is man,” we take the word “God” for the concrete of the person, that is, for all that subsists, including both natures, then the same thing will apply to propositions belonging to the first genus of communication. Hence, when we say, “God died,” the meaning will be that suffering and death are being predicated about the whole person. However, our adversaries do not concede this. Rather, they want people to understand the concrete of only one nature, namely, of the human. (6) If the subject in the personal propositions is all that subsists [totum [image: ]], then one of the two natures, as a part of the whole person, will be enunciated as of a whole. Yet a part is not predicated about the whole in the nominative case but in an oblique case. But God in the nominative case is called “man,” and the man in the nominative case is called “God.”
 

§ 170. (III) The question arises: In the personal propositions, are disparate things predicated about each other? Luther affirms this (Disput. de dicto: “Verbum caro factum est,” Latin edition of Jena, vol. 1, p. 567, thesis 3): “The proposition ‘God is man’ is more disparate than ‘Man is a donkey.’ “ He took this from Biel, Senten., bk. 3, dist. 7: “In the Philosopher, ‘God’ and ‘man’ are disparate terms, because he would say that ‘God is man’ is impossible, just as ‘man is a donkey’ is impossible.”
 

Luther’s position is proved: (1) From the definition of disparates. Damascenus (Dial., ch. 37 and 48) defines [image: ] [“disparate, of another kind”] as what “differs in the definition of the essence.” However, both “deity” and “humanity” differ in the definition of their essence. Therefore they are opposite or disparate species. (2) From a comparison of similar examples. Iron and fire remain disparate even in fiery iron. Body and soul remain disparate even in a man. So also the two natures are and remain disparate in the union. (3) From the distinction of properties. Those things whose properties are disparate and opposite are themselves also disparate and opposite. But the properties of the two natures are disparate and opposite, for the deity is infinite but the humanity is finite, the deity is invisible but the humanity is visible. (4) From the consequence of absurdities. If, in the personal propositions, disparates were not predicated about each other, they would be identical propositions, and the entire mystery of the union would be taken away.
 

Some of the Papists claim the contrary, such as Bellarmine, De Euchar., bk. 3, ch. 9, where he says, “A disparate cannot be predicated affirmatively about a disparate.” Also some of the Calvinists, such as Goclenius (Controv. logic., bk. 1, ch. 15, q. 2; Miscell., part 1, p. 71).
 

Their arguments can readily be satisfied by observing the following hypotheses: (1) The two natures in Christ are disparate, but they are not, or do not subsist, as separate.4 (2) We must distinguish between the “what” [quod] and the “how” [quatenus], or between the material and form of predication. The two natures in Christ remain distinct in the union; therefore they also remain disparates in predication. But to the extent that they are predicated in the concrete about each other, to that extent they are not disparate but are connected most closely through the uniting terminus [terminus [image: ]] of the hypostasis.5 For this reason, too, they are predicated about each other not in the abstract but in the concrete. (3) As the sameness of the hypostasis does not remove the difference of the natures, so also it does not keep the natures, predicated in the concrete about each other, from being established as disparates. (4) We must distinguish between the judgment of the intellect on the basis of natural principles without the light of the judging Word—which judges the proposition “God is man” to be impossible (because it is a proposition of disparates declared affirmatively about each other), just as impossible as the proposition “The man is a donkey”—and between the judgment of the intellect that has been illumined by the light of the Word and the Holy Spirit, which judges that this proposition is considered true with regard to the personal union. (5) If disparates are defined as things that have been completely separated and come together at no real common point, we deny that in this sense the two natures of Christ are disparate, because they are one in the person, which intervenes as something that unites them. Likewise, if, in rational matters, two or more disparates are said to be personally distinct, we also deny that in this sense the two natures in Christ are disparate, because they are not distinguished personally but naturally.
 

§ 171. (IV) The question arises: Are the personal propositions paronymous and denominative?6 In De una person. and in his Resp. ad libellum anonymi, Schegkius affirms this, and others follow him.
 

We must distinguish between any kind of reduction whatsoever and full agreement. The personal propositions can in some way be reduced to derivative propositions. (1) That which is a subject [suppositum] in common and natural examples is, in this mystery, the person. You see, as two accidents are united in a common subject [subjectum], and these accidents cannot be predicated about each other in the abstract, but in the concrete they can (to the extent that they include the unity of the subject), so the two natures in Christ are united in one common hypostasis, and they cannot be predicated about each other in the abstract, but in the concrete they can. Just as it is incorrect for me to say, “Theology is philosophy,” but rather [I can say], “The theologian is a philosopher,” so also it is incorrect for me to say, “The divinity is the humanity,” but rather [I can say], “God is man.” (2) The words “abstract” and “concrete” are proper to denominatives. “Abstract” is that from which the derivative is taken [denominans]; “concrete” is that which is derived [denominativum]. Therefore, because terms that are proper to denominatives are conceded in this mystery, the propositions that explain this mystery can be reduced to the denominative mode of predicating. (3) The common rule about denominative predications—that whatever is united with and communicated to something else according to coupling [[image: ]] is predicated about it derivatively [[image: ]]—is applied to this mystery. (4) The denominative mode of predicating is general and formal, founded in the absolute consideration of beings by which they are considered either as they are or as they finally exist in any mode. Therefore, though the material, natural, and specific mode of predicating may not be present in the personal propositions, nevertheless we can note the general and formal mode—that is, the denominative—in them. (5) Not only is the denominative mode a mode of accidents, but there are also examples of it in which what is derived and predicated is a substance, such as “the body is animate.” You see, we must distinguish between a predicable and categorical accident. The latter indicates something inherent; the former, everything that is predicated about the subject, whether it adheres to it or inheres in it or is in it in some other way.
 

Nevertheless full agreement between paronymous predications and the personal propositions cannot be claimed: (a) Because the two natures united in Christ are not two accidents united in a common subject, as philosophy and theology are united in the human mind. Rather, the two natures are united in one hypostasis. (b) Body and soul, which are predicated about each other derivatively [[image: ]],7 are not two complete substances, nor are they naturally diverse species, but they are ordained to constitute one essential thing. (c) The personal propositions consist of nouns, not of adjectives, as the body is said to be animate. They consist of substantives that express the very union of the two natures in one person. The man is not just called “divine” or “deified” but “God.” God is not just said to be “human” or “humanified” but also “man.” (d) The union is utterly unusual, and in the entire universe there is no example of two perfect natures forming a single subsisting thing. Therefore the mode of predicating that results from the union is said to be unusual. (e) In all other denominative modes of predicating, the cohesion of subject and predicate is accidental. But in the personal propositions, “God” is predicated about “the man” and “man” is predicated about “God” not accidentally, but personally. (f) Because “the manifestation of God in the flesh,” or the hypostatic union of the two natures, is, “we confess, a great mystery” (1 Tim. 3:16), it is better to call and establish the propositions that express this union uncommon than it is to refer them to logical modes of predicating.
 

§ 172. (V) The question arises: Is Christ according to His human nature the natural Son of God? There are some who accuse this expression of Eutychianism. However, orthodox theologians have used it in a sound sense. Therefore note: (1) We must distinguish between the thing and the mode of the thing. If the word “natural” is related merely to the thing, the meaning is that Christ according to His human nature is the true and proper Son of God. But if it is related to the mode of the thing, the meaning is that Christ according to His human nature naturally is the Son of God. We concede the first meaning, but we deny the second because Christ according to His human nature is the Son of God not naturally, not essentially, but personally.
 

(2) We must distinguish between the subject [suppositum] and the cause. “Christ according to His human nature is the natural Son of God.” That is, Christ the man or Christ according to His human nature is the same subject, the same person, and consequently also the same natural and proper Son who is Christ our God. After all, there are not two sons in Christ, but the Son is one. However, if this determination8 is referred to the cause—that is, if the cause because of which Christ according to His human nature is called the Son of God would be claimed as His nature or His natural and eternal begetting by the Father—then this meaning is repudiated by us. For the cause because of which and with respect to which Christ according to His human nature is called the Son of God is not nature nor His eternal begetting by the Father, but the hypostatic union, namely, because the assumed human nature became a partaker of that hypostasis according to which Christ as true God is begotten from eternity by the Father and hence is His natural and only-begotten Son.
 

(3) If we establish an immediate opposition between a natural son and an adopted one, then it is correct to say that Christ according to His human nature is the natural Son of God, for He is not an adopted Son. (This opinion was once condemned in Felix Orgelitanus and Elipandus and, before them, in Nestorius.)
 

(4) “Natural” is used for “essential,” for that which is “proper in the fourth mode,”9 for that which is “born with us,” or what “is in us from birth itself,” because “nature” signifies the essence of a thing, a part of the essence, the essential property and birth. Therefore Christ is said to be the natural Son of God according to each nature, but not in the same mode. When He is called “the natural Son of God” according to His divine nature, “natural” signifies the same thing as “essential,” just as if you said, “Christ is the essential Son of God,” that is, of the same nature and essence with the Father. When He is called “the natural Son of God” according to His human nature, however, “natural” is used for that which He is in and is, from His nativity, just as if you said, “Christ according to His human nature is the Son of God who was born” or “from His nativity,” for He was not adopted to be the Son of God after His birth as we are. “We are by nature the children of wrath” (Eph. 2:3), and then later we received our adoption (John 1:12). He was born the Son of God; He did not become that. (See Lubbertus, Comment. ad 99 error. Vorst., p. 48.)
 

Practical use.
 

§ 173. The practical use is admonishing, that in our analysis of the personal propositions we may follow the glowing torch of the heavenly Word, not the darkness of reason; and that we not rely on the usual rules of logic to examine propositions expressing that supreme mystery, which is beyond the mind, beyond expression, beyond every comprehension not only of men but even of angels. Leo says (Sermon de nativ.): “Unless faith believes it, human reason will not explain that both natures, divine and human, have come together into one person.” Cyril, bk. 4 on John 15: “The Word is united with humanity ineffably and beyond what the human mind can understand.” Damascenus calls the work of incarnation “the newest of all new things, the only new thing under the sun” (Orth. fid., bk. 3, ch. 1). Therefore who will listen patiently while the personal propositions, which are to be explained solely from the mystery of the union, are being turned about by so many twists and turns of tropes and referred to the usual modes of predicating that are without any mystery, and that this is done with the whip of logic?
 



1  Read nominetenus with Cotta instead of nomine tenus.
 

2  Read ullam with Cotta instead of illam.
 

3  Read easdem unit with Cotta instead of eas demunit.
 

4  Read separatae with Cotta instead of disparatae.
 

5  That is, the ending point of the unification of the two natures into one hypostasis.
 

6  That is, “derivative.” Paronyma or denominativa are concrete nouns derived from abstract nouns, such as “wise man” (sapiens), which is derived from “wisdom” (sapientia).
 

7  For example, “The soul is embodied”; “The body is animate.”
 

8  That is, when parts of a proposition or propositions themselves are modified, restricted, amplified, or explained.
 

9  That is, proper to the whole species, proper only to that species, and always proper to that species. See Etienne Gilson, Index scolastico-cartesien (New York: Burt Franklin, 1913), s.v. “Propre, Propriété.”
 




  


CHAPTER X: ON THE COMMUNICATION
OF THE PROPERTIES IN GENERAL
 

§ 174. Thesis I: From the union and communication of natures arises the communication of properties [communicatio idiomatum], which can be described in general as follows: it is the participation of the properties [propria] of the divine and human natures in Christ the God-man, who is named from one or both natures simultaneously, which participation flows forth from the hypostatic union.
 

The explanation: We must explain two terms here: (1) communication, (2) properties. “Communication” is named from “common.” “Common” ([image: ]) is some one thing that multiple persons or things share. Therefore “communication” will be the distribution of one thing that is common to several to those several that have it in common. “Communication,” taken generally, is either only verbal or real. The former happens: (a) Through a trope, as when Herod is said to be a fox [Luke 13:31–32]. (b) Or according to dignity, as when a wife is named from her husband. (c) Or through fiction, as when the pope is called the head of the Church.
 

The real communication is either natural [[image: ]] or supernatural [[image: ]]. The former is: (a) Between substance and substance, as in fiery iron. (b) Between substance and accident, as in hot water. (c) Between accident and accident, as in a white-haired philosopher.
 

There are five types of supernatural real communication: (a) Essential, between the persons of the Trinity. (b) Spiritual, between God and the faithful soul (1 Cor. 6:17). (c) Sacramental ([image: ]), between the bread and the body of Christ, between the wine and the blood of Christ. (d) Symbolic, between the Holy Spirit and the likeness of a dove, between God and the assumed figures in which He appeared to the fathers. (e) Personal, in Christ, consisting of the two natures, divine and human. This is a communication either of the natures or of those things that follow from the natures, namely, the natural properties and the workings. We discussed the communication of the natures in the preceding paragraphs. It now remains for us to speak about the communication of those things that follow from the natures.
 

The communication of properties is either of the nature to the person or of the nature to the nature. In the communication of one nature to the person, the property fitting one nature is attributed to the person in the concrete. This constitutes the first genus of the communication of properties, as it is commonly called. In the communication of the divine nature to the human nature, the divine nature of the Word communicates its proper glory and excellence while it remains without the sufferings of the flesh. This constitutes the second genus. The communication of workings is the working of each nature in the person of the Word, by which each nature in Christ works with the communication of the other that which is proper to each. This constitutes the third genus.
 

§ 175. Communication takes place either according to participation or according to coupling. Communication according to participation is an essential participation by which one thing passes across into the essence and definition of the other, or one thing participates in the definition and essence of the other. A communication of properties also follows from this participation of the essence. Thus man, as species, participates in the essence and definition of animal as genus, and for this reason he obtains with the essence of animal also its ability to sense.
 

Communication according to coupling is that which happens according to the association of two diverse natures through which one of the united things is connected with the other in such a way that, while the essence remains distinct, nonetheless the one truly receives and puts on the property, force, and efficacy of the other without any confusing, through and because of the communion that has occurred. We have examples in the fiery iron and the body endowed with soul.
 

The communication of properties that we establish here: (a) Is not only verbal. (b) Is not a [image: ], the pouring of the properties of one subject into the other. (c) Is not a communication according to participation. (d) Is not such an essential participation in which a third thing arises from the mixing [confusio] of essences and essential properties, as in hydromel. (The human nature is not essentially one with the divine nor has it become, through its essence, what the Word that assumes it is.) (e) It is not such a causation in which a cause attributes some effect to the other subject, as God is said to communicate His goodness to His creatures and a teacher, his art to his pupil. Rather, it is a true and real communication, hypostatic and supernatural, coming close to that [communication] which is called “according to coupling.” Briefly, as the union is not essential nor only verbal nor through mixture or alteration [[image: ]] or mingling or proximity, and as it is not merely external [[image: ]] or sacramental, so also the communication is not of that sort.
 

§ 176. Up to this point we have been explaining the term “communication.” Now, the attributes and properties of each nature are called “properties,” by which the two natures are distinguished from each other in the unity of the person. Thus being from eternity, being infinite, being immense, being invisible, being omnipotent are proper to the divine nature. Proper to the human nature are being born in time, suffering, dying, etc. With regard to these properties [[image: ]], observe: (a) There is one manner of the divine properties but another of the human ones. The properties of the divine nature are the very essence of the Word and are not distinguished from it in reality. The properties of the human nature are consequences of the nature, not constitutive of but consecutive to the essence. (b) About the human properties and affections, we pointed out earlier that some befit the entire composite but some fit only the individual parts; also, that some are essential but some are accidental. (c) When three genera of the communication of properties are commonly claimed, the word “properties” is taken generically so that it includes not only the attributes, properly speaking, but also their workings, because the properties show themselves through workings and effects [[image: ]].
 

§ 177. We prove the thesis: (I) From the union itself. In the assumption of the human nature, whatever comes under the union also comes under the communication. But now, the properties come under the union, because no nature lacks its own properties, because a nature that lacks properties lacks existence too; furthermore, the two natures in Christ were united not bare or divested of their properties, but whole, without defect, and suffering no cutting off of their properties. Therefore their properties also come under the communication.
 

If you remove the necessary consequence, you also deny the immediate antecedent. But now, the communication of properties is the necessary consequence of the union, the union being that which is immediately antecedent. Therefore if you deny the communication of properties, you deny the union itself. For this reason the fathers of the Council of Ephesus concluded against Nestorius: “Whoever denies that the flesh of Christ is life-giving dissolves the union.”
 

(II) From the condition of the union. Only the lowest level of union—through agglutination, aggregation, apposition, heaping together, and mere proximity—lacks communication. But now, the union of the two natures in Christ is by far the closest and most perfect union. Therefore one cannot consider nor say about it that it produces no communication of those things that have been united.
 

(III) From the absurd consequence. (Some people simply conclude as follows: “Regarding those things that are one in reality, if one of them has been communicated, the other is communicated too. But now, the hypostasis of the Word and the essential attributes of the Word do not differ in reality. Therefore if the hypostasis is communicated, the essential attributes must be communicated too.” But because the major premise in the divine mysteries permits some objections, we are more correct in using a reduction to the absurd [[image: ]] and, in fact, of this sort:)
 

If the communication of properties is completely denied, there will be two persons in Christ, which is Nestorian. We prove the connection: the assumed human nature is either completely without a hypostasis or it has a hypostasis. We cannot say the first because a real being, substantial and subsisting, cannot lack a hypostasis. If we say the latter, the assumed human nature either will have its own hypostasis or a communicated one. That is, either it has its own hypostasis1 and is self-existent, or it is in a hypostasis, subsisting in the Word Himself. We cannot say the former, otherwise there would be two hypostases in Christ. Therefore the latter remains, namely, that the human nature has the communicated hypostasis of the Word. Yet if the hypostasis of the Word has been communicated to the flesh, surely there is a communication of properties, because the hypostasis is something characteristic, by which a person in the Godhead is distinguished from the other persons inwardly [[image: ]], and it is supremely proper to each person.
 

(IV) From specific enumeration. There are distinct classes of Scripture passages that speak about that communication of properties which arose from the hypostatic union, as will become obvious in the paragraphs that follow. Therefore there is also a communication of properties, and it is not of one genus but of diverse genera.
 

Antithesis.
 

§ 178. Antithesis: (I) Just as Paul of Samosata and Nestorius denied the communication of natures, so also they completely denied the communication of properties. Therefore they erred in defect. Just as Eutyches introduced an essential mixing of the natures, so also he introduced an essential mixing of the properties. Therefore he erred in excess.
 

(II) The Jesuits completely reject the real communication of properties. Gregorius de Valentia, Defens. disputat. contra fund. ubiquitatis, p. 51: “ ‘Properties’ should be understood as bare names or manners of speaking.” Bellarmine (De Christo, bk. 3, ch. 8) opposes “the communication of subsistence and the communication of the attributes of the deity” to each other and concedes the prior to the union but denies the latter. In ch. 10 he denies that “properties of the one nature are really communicated to the other by virtue of the hypostatic union.” (Cf. the Theses Jesuiticae Ingolstadianae, which were reprinted by the Sacramentarians at Wittenberg in 1571.)
 

(III) The Calvinists: (1) Call the real communication of properties “a Scholastic fiction” and even “a Eutychian lie.” See Beza, Opera theolog., vol. 1, p. 615, and Resp. ad act. Colloq., p. 93, where he speaks as follows: “To posit any communication that is an effect of the union and other than the actual and usual uniting that they call ‘grace,’ I say, that is nothing other than intolerable Eutychianism.” Ibid., in the antithesis: “We teach on the basis of the hypostatic definition of the union that neither the deity nor the properties of the deity can be said about the humanity in any way, not even in the union.” Nevertheless in Quaest. et resp., part 1, p. 17, Beza contradicts himself in a certain way by conceding abstract expressions. He says, “If you want, I will concede this, too, that the humanity of Christ is present—but in another way, that is, not in itself or of its essence, but insofar as it coheres by hypostatic union with the Word who is everywhere, not to mention in the Supper, the body of Christ is really present.” In almost the same way, Zanchi writes (De incarnat., bk. 2, p. 579): “If the Lutherans understand that the human nature has been so enriched personally with the divine nature’s own properties in the same way as the whole fullness of the Godhead dwells personally in it, I certainly would not contradict. In this way, all learned and devout people concede that the human nature of Christ is personally omnipotent and present everywhere.”
 

** Alsted, Controv. 8, p. 546, v. 2: “Christ the man is called ‘omnipotent King’ no differently from the way the elector’s wife is called ‘Electoress,’ though she actually is not an electoress and does not elect the emperor.” **
 

What tricks lie hidden in these concessions, however, we shall uncover below in the second genus of communication.
 

(2) The Calvinists claim that the communication of properties “is only a verbal predication.” Beza, Opera, vol. 1, p. 638, calls it “real,” but in the Coll. Mompelg., which he himself published, p. 157, he explains his intent in this way:
 


We call the communication of properties “verbal” insofar as this is a figurative expression of speech. Yet at the same time we call it “real” and “utterly true” because it is said about the entire person against Nestorius, according as it is one. But if they are said about the natures, as our adversaries take this, we claim that it is neither verbal nor real, but blasphemy, something to be hated, because it is pure Eutychianism.

 





(Cf. the things said in the antithesis, ch. 8, about the communication of natures [§ 152].)
 

Questions regarding the communication of properties.
 

§ 179. (I) The question arises: Is the communication of properties the form or rather the consequence of the hypostatic union? We affirm the latter. The Papists falsely accuse us of the former. Bellarmine (De Christo, 3, ch. 8), Gregorius de Valentia (vol. 4, Disput. 1, q. 2, p. 126): “The Ubiquists2 teach that the human nature has been united with the divine Word hypostatically hereby: that the whole fullness and working [[image: ]] of the divinity of the Word has been communicated thereto in reality and has been transfused into it,” etc. In this charge, the Papists are supported by the Calvinists, Breviar. Ubiquit., art. 9, p. 64, [who point to] the fact that Jacob Andreae (Apolog., ch. 37) claims that the communication of properties is “the specific difference of the hypostatic union.” However, it should be noted that: (1) He is arguing against those who define the union as “the communication of the hypostasis alone” and completely exclude the communication of properties. (2) The specific difference and internal form of a thing are very often described through effects a posteriori. Meanwhile, properly and accurately speaking, the union of the natures and the communication of properties differ as antecedent and consequence, namely, in the order of nature, not of time, as cause and effect, as prior and posterior. (Compare what we said earlier, ch. 7, thesis 4, q. 8 [§ 137].)
 

§ 180. (II) The question arises: Is it correct to define the communication of properties as predication? The Jesuits and Calvinists do this, and against them we set forth these fundamental points: (1) If, when one thing of two has been posited, the other is not immediately posited, then these differ in reality, and the one entire thing cannot be defined essentially through the other. But now, when communication has been posited, predication is not immediately posited, because the communication happened immediately in the first moment of the incarnation and will last throughout eternity, even if there were no one to actually enunciate it in the predication. (2) Things that differ as prior and posterior are not completely one thing. Communication and predication differ as prior and posterior, because predication requires communication before itself, according to the rule of logic: “Speaking requires being-in-something” [dici requirit inesse]. (3) A first notion is not a second notion,3 nor can the latter be the genus in the definition of the former. However, “predication” is a word of second intention, while “communication” is a word of first intention. Therefore. (4) Whatever things differ in subjects differ also in reality. Communication and predication differ in subjects. The subject of communication is the incarnate Word or Christ’s two natures united personally. The subject of predication is our mental or uttered word.
 

On the other hand, they urge the fact that Luther, Philip, and Chemnitz call the communication of properties an “expression and predication.” We respond. This is not to be taken exclusively, as if it were only a verbal predication, but as notifying, that it is the sort of way of speaking to which the actual thing corresponds. For they understand such an expression and declaration under which the thing actually is, just as Luther explains his intent very clearly in his commentary on Isaiah 53 and on John 14. Therefore we proceed in this way: Communication is considered either only as real or simultaneously as real and as nominal, just as is brought out in a predication. In the former sense it is not a predication, but in the latter sense it is, thought not only verbal but also a real one, namely, to which the reality in Christ truly corresponds. You see, the properties of the human nature are predicated about the person for this reason: because in Christ the properties of the natures became common to the person. However, the Jesuits and Calvinists take away the foundation of the matter—the communication—and leave only the bare forms of speaking.
 

Practical use.
 

§ 181. Practical use. Just as the personal communication of properties arises from the personal union of the two natures in Christ, so also from the spiritual union of Christ and the Church there arises a spiritual communication of God and the faithful soul, both in the kingdom of grace in this life and in the kingdom of glory in the life to come. For this reason, St. Peter (2 Pet. 1:4) says that we “have become partakers of the divine nature.” What this communication is shall be explained specifically in the following paragraphs. Here we are considering in general that it exists. The apostle says, “He who is joined to God is one spirit with Him” (1 Cor. 6:17). He who is joined to the Lord through faith and love is one spirit with Him not by an essential conversion but by a spiritual union. He has been united with God through the Spirit, namely, through the Holy Spirit, because he is ruled and driven to every good thing by the Spirit of God. Just as the personal nuptials are established because of the union of the two natures in Christ (Matt. 22:2), so also because of the union of Christ and the Church, the spiritual nuptials of God and the faithful soul are established (Rev. 19:7). Just as one passes judgment about the true and intimate union of the natures in Christ on the basis of the communication of properties, so also one can understand from the communion whether or not someone has a true, spiritual union with God. “If we walk in the light as He is in the light, we have communion with each other” (1 John 1:7). “Whoever keeps His word, in him truly the love of God is perfected. By this we know that we are in Him: He who says that he abides in Him ought to walk in the same way in which He walked” (1 John 2:5–6). “By this we know that we abide in Him and He in us, because He has given us of His own Spirit” (1 John 4:13).
 

The three genera of the communication of properties.
 

§ 182. Thesis II: Three genera of the communication of properties are commonly established. In the first, the properties of the natures are predicated about Christ: the divine because of His deity, the human because of His humanity. In the second, His divine majesty, glory, and power are predicated about Christ according to His human nature through and because of the hypostatic union. In the third, the names and works of His office are predicated about Christ according to each nature.
 

The foundation for this distribution depends: (1) On the condition of the union itself. After the unification of the two natures in Christ, the natures do not subsist and do the things proper to each as though being alone and apart from each other, but the person subsists in the two natures and does all things according to the property of each. From this there arises the first genus of the communication of properties. Next, nothing is added through the union to the divine nature (which is self-sufficient, unchangeable, and utterly perfect), but the human nature acquires divine excellences from the hypostatic union beyond and outside its own essential properties. From this there arises the second genus of the communication of properties. Finally, in the works of the office, one nature does not rest lazily or privately and do its own business alone while the other acts and suffers, but each nature acts with the communication of the other. From this there arises the third genus of the communication of properties.
 

(2) On the consideration of diverse passages of Scripture. However many classes there are to which the passages of Scripture that deal with the communication of attributes can be referred fittingly, there also ought to be that many grades or genera of the communication of properties. But now, there are three classes to which such passages of Scripture can be referred. Therefore. The minor premise will become clear from what follows.
 

Here we should quote the statements of the fathers that occur in their works regarding any kind of communication. By these, the confession of our churches is freed from the accusation of novelty. Damascenus (De orth. fid., bk. 3, ch. 3, and bk. 4, ch. 19) likewise sets up three genera of communication. He calls the first “from the less,” because that which is inferior and by nature foreign to the divine nature is attributed to the whole person. The second, “from the greater,” because more excellent and divine things are declared about the human nature of Christ, and he explains this in bk. 3, ch. 7 as follows: “The deity communicates its proper glories to the flesh but remains without partaking in the sufferings of the flesh.” Third is “from both,” where each nature is considered simultaneously, where Christ works either divine or human things in each form with the communication of the other. Either the Word attributes to Himself those things that are of the flesh, or He gives and communicates to the flesh His own things because of the interpenetration, or Christ works either divine or human things in each form with the communication of the other.
 

§ 183. Antithesis. The Calvinists speak the same way but think differently about the three genera of the communication of properties, something that Irenaeus said was the “mark of heretics” (Adv. haeres., preface to bk. 1). Danaeus (Isagog. Christ., part 1, ch. 47) acknowledges “a triple species of communication”: One is “of properties, because those that are proper and essential to only one nature are nevertheless attributed to the other nature in the concrete or with a word signifying the entire person of Christ.” The second is “of workings and effects,” which he admits is common [to each nature] but with distinct workings and actions that are also, as he says, communicated to the other. The third he calls “exaltation,” because “the nature assumed by the Word is said to have, in addition to its natural and essential properties, every grace and endowment of the Word to the greatest extent possible for any creature.” Bilstenius (Catech., p. 21) proposes three modes of speaking: first, “through the grace of the union”; second, “through the grace of the head”; and third, “through habitual grace,” by which the created properties are attributed to Christ according to body and soul. How they pervert each genus of the communication of properties will become clear from the following.
 

§ 184. (I) Here the question arises: Is it more correct to establish four genera of communication than three? Some people think so. Their opinion is that the predications in which the properties of the human nature are attributed to the Son of God must be distinguished from the predications in which the properties of either nature are enunciated about the whole person of Christ. In this way, they set up four genera of communication or modes of predications. Thus the proposition “Christ suffered” would belong to a class different from the other proposition, “God suffered.”
 

That opinion can be proved on the following bases: (1) These genera of communication are being distinguished by title. The former, in which the properties of either nature are predicated about the person, is called “exchange” [[image: ]]; the latter, in which the properties of the human nature are predicated about the Son of God, is called “appropriation” [[image: ]].
 

(2) They are distinguished by definition, as is clear from their statements.
 

(3) By subject. In propositions of the first genus, a concrete of each nature is set as the subject, that is, the name of the composite person named from each nature, divine and human. In propositions of the second genus, a concrete of the divine nature is set as subject, which nevertheless has the human nature personally united to it. To be sure, when suffering and death are attributed to the Son of God, then that is understood to mean God Incarnate, because God in His own divine nature, which is incapable of suffering [[image: ]] and unchangeable, cannot suffer and die. Nevertheless from this one cannot infer that the following propositions are completely of the same genus: when I say that Christ suffered and when I say that God suffered. (In the school of the Nestorians, the propositions “Christ suffered” and “God suffered” are opposed, but in the school of the orthodox they really do not differ.) For though Christ and God Incarnate are really ([image: ]) the same, nevertheless through the name “Christ” there is understood formally ([image: ]) the concrete of the person, and through the name “God,” the concrete of the divine nature. It is clear from this argument that a difference can be established between these two. This God, who assumed human nature, suffered, as is clear from the apostle’s words: “God obtained the Church with His own blood” (Acts 20:28). The full analysis of this passage is as follows: God took blood into the unity of His person and by shedding it He acquired the Church. I now add the minor premise: The Son of God, born from eternity of the substance of the Father, is that God who assumed the human nature. Therefore the Son of God, born of the Father from eternity, did Himself suffer, namely, in the assumed flesh. But if, in the minor premise of this syllogism, you wanted to place the name “Christ” as the subject, that is, the concrete of the person, you will not be proceeding correctly, because the name “Christ” denotes the composite person consisting of the divine nature that anoints and the human nature that is anointed. Therefore properly and accurately speaking, one cannot say, “Christ assumed the human nature.”
 

(4) If we distinguish these genera of communication and these propositions, we can all the better drag Nestorius and the Nestorianizing heretics out from their dens into the light. You see, Nestorius and his followers concede the proposition “Christ suffered,” but they stubbornly deny the other, “God suffered,” as is evident from the confession of Nestorius: “Do not boast, Jews, for you did not crucify God, but a man.”
 

(5) The very mystery of the incarnation and redemption considered devoutly shows that four distinct genera of communication are to be acknowledged. The Son of God, established as mediator from all eternity, assumed the human nature from the Virgin Mary in the fullness of time and, consequently, by assuming the flesh into the unity of His hypostasis, appropriated to Himself the properties of the human nature. From this, one genus of communication is born, namely, appropriation [[image: ]]. By assuming the human nature into the unity of His person, the same Son of God exalted that nature to His own throne of divine majesty and highness. From this, the second genus of communication is born, namely, exaltation [[image: ]]. Through this incarnation of the Son of God and through the assumption of the flesh into His very hypostasis, Christ was established as one person consisting in two natures. Divine and human things are predicated about this person because of the sameness of the person, and from this, the third genus of communication is born, namely, exchange [[image: ]]. Finally, the entire Christ, according to both natures, completed the work of redemption because of which He had assumed the flesh, and from this, the fourth genus of communication is born, namely, making common [[image: ]]. As far as the order is concerned, there is nothing for us to be too worried about, as to which of these comes first, which should be put second, etc., provided we agree about the matter itself.
 

(6) Some people who delight in dichotomy use this inference too: The communication of properties is either of the humanity or of the divinity. The properties of the humanity are communicated either to the person or to the Word. The communication of the properties of the humanity has been appropriated to the person whenever the properties of the human nature are enunciated about Christ in the concrete, such as “Christ suffered.” There has been a communication of the attributes of the humanity to the Word whenever the properties of the human nature are attributed to the Son of God, the Word, or the divinity of Christ in the concrete: “God suffered.” The properties of the divinity are communicated either to the person or to the man. There has been communication of the properties of the divinity to the person whenever the divine properties are enunciated about Christ in the concrete, such as “Christ is omnipresent.” The communication of the attributes of the divinity has been appropriated to the man and is a true and real imparting by which the Word communicates the majesty of His divine loftiness to the flesh assumed into His personhood, such as “Christ the man is omnipotent.”
 

However, we cannot approve of this enumeration, because: (a) According to it, five genera of communication must be claimed: in addition to the four genera of communication already enumerated, that which is called “the communication of workings” would have to be added, by which the names of the office are predicated about Christ according to each nature. In this way, there would be five genera of communication in all. (b) The propositions in which the properties of the divine and human natures are predicated about the person can be referred fittingly to one genus because, just as the person consists of two natures and in two natures, so also the properties of both natures are correctly predicated about this person. (c) Human things are not predicated about the divinity of Christ in the same way as divine things are predicated about the humanity of Christ. You see, because the divine nature is highest and unchangeable, therefore it cannot be exalted in itself to a higher position nor can it be brought down to a more humble position. But because the human nature is weak and changeable, it was able to be perfected and exalted above the condition of its own nature, as Hafenreffer correctly writes in his Loc. de pers. Christi, p. 338.
 

Therefore we pass over this sixth argument and concede that there is a bit of strength in the prior five arguments for establishing four genera of communication. Meanwhile, lest we abandon the usual manner of teaching prescribed in our symbolical book, the Formula of Concord, we shall keep the three genera of communication, but in such a way that in the first genus we deal with those predications in which the properties of the human nature are attributed to the Son of God, which can be applied fittingly to the first genus as a particular species of it.
 

§ 185. (II) The question arises: Is it more correct to put that imparting [[image: ]], by which the Word communicates His own glory and majesty to the assumed flesh, in the second or third place among the genera of communication? The Formula of Concord puts this in the third place, because this genus, as the most controversial, had to be treated and explained in greater detail. However, if we wish to respect the order of nature, we shall have to put it in the second place, because the human nature in the works of its office acts not only according to its essential properties but also according to the divine glory communicated to it through the hypostatic union, as shall be taught in greater detail in its own place. For this reason, some of our people, following the authority of our symbolical book, set it in the third place. But some insist on the order of nature and clarity of teaching and put it in the second place. This diversity should not disturb anyone because it does not concern the matter itself.
 



1  Read [image: ] instead of [image: ].
 

2  The term “Ubiquist” or “Ubiquitarian” was a slur against the Lutherans, who believed that the humanity of Christ is everywhere (Latin: ubique) that His divinity is. Cf. the Book of Concord, FC SD VIII 27–28.
 

3  Notions (notiones or [image: ]) are ideas or concepts of the mind about certain things. “Intention” is a synonym here for “notion.” “First notions” (notiones primae, also called “formal concepts”) represent things themselves as they really are, such as the concept of a dog in the mind. “Second notions” (notiones secundae, also called “objective concepts”) are concepts of concepts, because the mind looks at the first concepts by means of another concept. Examples of second notions include logical concepts such as genus and species, grammatical concepts such as masculine and feminine (for languages such as Latin whose nouns have gender), and rhetorical concepts such as trope and figure. See Micraelius, s.v. noema and conceptus.
 




  


CHAPTER XI: ON THE FIRST GENUS
OF THE COMMUNICATION OF PROPERTIES IN PARTICULAR
 

§ 186. Thesis I: The first genus of the communication of properties is that by which the properties of both natures are predicated about the person of Christ.
 

With regard to this genus, notice: (I) Its foundation, which the Formula of Concord in the [Solid] Declaration, in the article On the Person of Christ, p. 770 [Fc SD VIII 36], explains as follows: “Because in Christ there are two distinct natures that are neither changed nor confused in their own essences and properties, but there is only one person of both natures, those things that are proper to only one nature are attributed to the other nature not as though separated and apart but to the entire person, who is at the same time God and man, whether He be named God or man.” Therefore the foundation of this communication is the unity of the person. Because, after the incarnation occurred, the one person of Christ subsists in two natures and of two natures, clad (so to speak) in the properties of each, therefore the properties of both natures, divine as well as human, are predicated about the one composite person of Christ.
 

(II) Its titles. This genus is called “exchange” and “mode of exchange.” Nazianzen calls it “linking of names” because “just as the natures are, so also the enunciations are united to the one person.” Cyril calls this “appropriation, because the entire person is claiming what is proper to one nature.” Theodoret (Dial. 2) calls it “the interchange1 and communion of names.” Vigilius: “The communication by which the things proper to the natures become common to the person.” Damascenus, bk. 3, ch. 4: “This is the manner of exchange, either nature giving in exchange to the other its own things through the sameness of the hypostasis and the interpenetration of the natures to each other.”
 

(III) Its subject. In predications of this genus, a pronoun of the person or of a nature—whether divine or human, whether of high things or of low things—or from both names is always set as the subject. You see, because Christ is neither only man nor only God but is God and man, the God-man, therefore both divine and human things are predicated about the one person of Christ. “It makes no difference what substance Christ is named from, because while the unity of the person remains inseparable, the entire Son of Man because of the flesh and the entire Son of God because of the one deity with the Father is the same,” as Leo says, Letter 41. Those people do not go off in a different direction from this opinion who say that as the subject there is sometimes placed the concrete of the nature, because the name of the person and the concrete of the nature do not differ really. In this first genus, when the concrete of the nature is set [as the subject], then this is not understood as the nature in the abstract but as the entire person, which, after the incarnation, is no longer simple, subsisting in only one nature, but is composite, because here one is discussing God Incarnate, not God without the flesh. Furthermore, the discussion does not involve bare man, but this man who in the unity of person is at the same time both God and man.
 

(IV) Its species and examples. The following kinds of propositions belong to this first genus of the communication of properties: (1) When a divine property is predicated about Christ the God-man, such as “Behold, I am with you all the days” (Matt. 28:20). “One Lord, Jesus Christ, through whom all things, and we through Him” (1 Cor. 8:6). “Jesus Christ is in you” (2 Cor. 13:5). “Christ is all things and is in all things” (Col. 3:11). “Jesus Christ, yesterday and today, that is, from eternity” (Heb. 13:8). (2) When a human property is predicated about Christ the God-man, such as “Christ was born of the Virgin Mary” (Luke 2:11). “Christ rose from the dead; Christ is of the seed of David” (2 Tim. 2:8). “Christ suffered and rose again” (Rom. 8:34). “Christ was crucified in weakness” (2 Cor. 13:4). (3) When a divine property is predicated about Christ our God, or about the person named from the divinity: “the things that the Father does, [these the Son also does likewise,]” etc. (John 5:19). (4) When a human property is predicated about Christ the man, or about the person named from the humanity: “The Son of Man is crucified” (Matt. 20:18). (5) When a divine property is predicated about Christ the man: “When you see the Son of Man ascending,” etc. (John 6:62). (6) When a human property is predicated about Christ our God: “The Lord of glory was crucified” (1 Cor. 2:8). Indeed, anyone will easily see what the communication of properties is when a divine property is predicated about Christ the man, or about the person named from the humanity, and when a human property is predicated about Christ our God, or about the person named from the divinity. However, it could be doubtful why a communication of properties is claimed when divine things are predicated about God and human things about man. But one must understand that the word “God” does not mean the fleshless Son of God but the incarnate Son, and that the word “man” does not mean bare man but this man who at the same time is true God in the unity of His person. Hence there is no less a communication of properties if I say, “The Son of Man suffers,” than if I say, “The Son of God suffers.”
 

(V) Its reciprocation. Because the union of the natures is reciprocal, therefore the propositions in this first genus of the communication of properties are also reciprocal. That is, divine and human things are predicated about Christ the God-man equally; human things are predicated about Christ our God as equally as divine things are predicated about Christ the man. As proper as Christ’s deity is to Him essentially through His eternal begetting from the Father, so proper, too, is the assumed flesh to Him personally from the very moment of His conception through and because of the personal union. Therefore, in reference to one and the same person, to one and the same Christ, both divine things are predicated on account of His deity and human things are predicated because of His humanity. Just as the personal propositions are reciprocal—”God is man, man is God”—so also the personal propositions in this first genus of the communication of properties are reciprocal. You see, because “man” is truly predicated about God, therefore human attributes are also predicated truly about the same. Because “God” is predicated truly about this man, therefore divine attributes are also predicated truly about the same.
 

(VI) Its distinctive particles. Just as the two natures have been personally united but nevertheless remain distinct in their own essences, so also in this first genus of the communication of properties the properties of each nature are predicated about the person. (Meanwhile, distinctive particles are used, and they show according to which nature something is being predicated about the person.) The properties of both natures are predicated about the person of Christ. Nevertheless they do not become the properties of both natures but remain the properties of that nature of which they are the property. They are attributed to the person because both natures have one common hypostasis. The Formula of Concord says (ibid.): “In this genus of predications it does not follow that those things that are attributed to the entire person are at the same time the properties of both natures. Rather, we must declare distinctly according to which nature something is attributed to the entire person.” Paul is speaking in this manner when he says about Christ: “The Son of God was born of the seed of David according to the flesh” (Rom. 1:3). And Peter says about Christ, “He was put to death in the flesh” (1 Pet. 3:18) and “He suffered in the flesh” (1 Pet. 4:1). Compare: “Christ is of the loins of David according to the flesh” (Acts 2:30). “Christ is from the fathers according to the flesh” (Rom. 9:5). “Christ was crucified from weakness but lives from the power of God” (2 Cor. 13:4).
 

Regarding these distinctive particles, one should note: First, with regard to their proper and genuine meaning they are not separative and divisive, as if through them the natures are separated and divided so that the human things are restricted only to the humanity and divine things only to the divinity. Rather, they are distinguishing (because they show according to what nature such things are being predicated about the person), they are discriminating of the natures and the natural properties, and they are indicative of the cause according to itself, showing the first cause, in and of itself,2 why human things are attributed to God and divine things to man. Second, with regard to equivalence [aequipollentia] it is the same whether I say that Christ suffered “according to the flesh” (Rom. 1:3; 9:5) or “in flesh” (Eph. [2:15?]). In 2 Cor. 13:4 we have “from [weakness]” and in Heb. 10:20 there occurs the particle “through the veil,” that is, through His own flesh; “through His own blood,” Acts 20:28; Heb. 9:12. Sometimes it is set in the ablative3 case: “He was mortified in the flesh [[image: ]]” (1 Pet. 3:18), “Christ suffered in the flesh [[image: ]]” (1 Pet. 4:1). Third, with regard to use, they are opposed to both the Nestorian tearing apart of the one person and the Eutychian confusion of the two natures. After all, because divine and human things are being predicated about one and the same Christ, therefore the unity of the person is asserted against Nestorius. And the distinctive particles show according to which nature both divine and human things are being declared about Christ. Therefore the duality of natures is asserted against Eutyches. Note also that they are added not always actually and expressly but must be supplied from other passages of Scripture.
 

§ 187. (VII) The statements of the fathers. We cited some of them in our article On the Person of Christ [1610 Loci Theologici, locus 7], § 74. To these we must add the following: Justin, Expos. fidei, p. 209: “When you hear terms that differ from each other about the one Son, compare and distribute to the natures fittingly the things that are being said. If there is anything great and divine, ascribe this to the divine nature; but if there is anything small and human, impute this to the human nature. In this way, you see, you will avoid the dissonance of terms as a nature takes what it has engendered (which is innate in itself), and from the statement of Holy Writ you will confess the one Son begotten both before the ages and recently.” And, a little earlier: “Since the Son is both God and man, He canceled and wiped away the transgression and fall of Adam. According as He is man, He not only lived His life innocently without fault but also underwent voluntary death—indeed, by His highest and exact conduct removing the fall, and by His undeserved death extinguishing [our] deserved debt. But according as He is God, He both restored what was destroyed and completely destroyed death itself. Therefore there is one Son, who both was destroyed and restored what had been destroyed, for as man He was destroyed, but as God He restored.”
 

Irenaeus, bk. 3, ch. 21, p. 212: “The divine Scriptures bear witness of both with regard to Him: that He had the outstanding begetting beyond all people from His most high Father and that He enjoyed the outstanding birth, which was from the Virgin. And the Scriptures prophesied all these things about Him: that He was a man ugly and subject to suffering, that He rode on the foal of an ass, that He drank gall and vinegar, that He was despised among the people and descended all the way down to death, and that He is the holy Lord, wonderful counselor, beautiful of appearance, mighty God, coming on the clouds as judge of all. For just as He was man in order to be tempted, so also He was the Word in order to be glorified.”
 

Vincent of Lérins, Adv. prof. vocum novit., bk. 4: “The Church preaches that the unity of the person has this power, that because of it, it ascribes divine things to the man and human things to God by a wonderful and indescribable mystery. She does not deny that because of it the man descended from heaven, and she believes that God according to man was crucified on earth.”
 

Nazianzen, Orat. de Filio: “In brief, transfer the things that are more sublime to the deity or to the nature that is better than the passions and the body. But attribute the more humble things to the composite who emptied Himself and became incarnate for your sake.”
 

Gelasius, Contra Nestorian.: “Whatever belongs to the deity, the man and Son of Man has. Whatever belongs to the humanity, the Lord of majesty has.”
 

Vigilius, Contra Eutych., bk. 5: “It is wicked for a man to alienate from the Word those things that are proper to the flesh through the exception of propriety and to alienate from the flesh the things that are proper to the Word through the same law of exception, because both are common to them in Christ and Christ is both.”
 

Damascenus, Orthod. fid., bk. 3, ch. 3: “The Word appropriates the human things, for all that belongs to His holy flesh is His. He imparts to the flesh His own things according to the manner of exchange because of the interpenetration of the parts with each other and the personal unification.” Chapter 4: “When we speak of the hypostasis, whether we name it from both natures or from one of them, we still place upon it the properties of both natures. For Christ is both; He is called both God and man, both created and uncreated, subject to suffering and incapable of suffering. When He is called ‘Son of God’ and ‘God’ from one of His parts, He still receives the properties of the consubsisting nature, that is, of the flesh, being spoken of as God who suffers and as the Lord of glory crucified, not according as He is God but according as the same one is also man. Also, when He is called ‘man’ and ‘Son of Man,’ He [still] receives the glorious properties of the divine nature: a child before the ages and a man without beginning—not according as He is a child or man, but according as God, being before the ages, became a child in these last days. This is the manner of exchange: each nature giving in exchange to the other its own things because of the sameness of the hypostasis and their interpenetration with each other.”
 

Bernard, Sermon 3 in Vigil. nat. Dom.: “He also wished to exalt our weaknesses by His more abundant glory, and His majesty contracted itself that He might unite what better thing He had, namely Himself, to our mud, and that God and mud, majesty and weakness, such great sublimity and such worthlessness, might be united to each other in a single person. For there is nothing more sublime than God, nothing more worthless than mud. Yet with such esteem God descended into the mud, and with such dignity the mud ascended into God, that whatever God did in it, the mud is believed to have done; whatever the mud endured, God is said to have endured therein by a mystery as indescribable as it is incomprehensible.”
 

Theodoret, Dial. 2, p. 32, edition of Rome: “When we speak about the natures, it is fitting that we assign to each the things that agree with it and that we know that some are proper to the divinity and some to the humanity. Whenever we consider propositions about the person [[image: ]], we must make the things proper to the natures common, and must attach both these and those to Christ the Savior, and must call the same [person] God, man, Son of God, Son of Man, Son of David, Lord of David, Seed of Abraham, Creator of Abraham, as well as all the others in the self-same way.” Dial. 3: “The union makes the names or attributes of the natures common.” (Cf. Chemnitz, De duab. nat., ch. 14, p. 180.)
 

Antithesis.
 

§ 188. Antithesis. The Formula of Concord, [Solid] Declaration, in the article On the Person of Christ, p. 770 [FC SD VIII 38], rightly and justly complains that: “Under this rule both the secret and open Sacramentarians, when it is said that what is proper to one nature is attributed to the entire person, conceal their destructive error when they indeed name the entire person but nevertheless take that to mean only one nature—a bare one, as we say—but they completely exclude the other nature as if only the bare human nature alone suffered for us.”
 

It is clear that this is a very just accusation from the following hypotheses of our adversaries: (1) They claim that the communication of properties is only a verbal predication. Danaeus, Exam., p. 291: “It is a verbal communication of honor.” Admon. Neostad., p. 250: “God really suffered death according as He is man, but He suffered death only in name according as He is God.” Page 70: “The predication of human things about God and divine things about the man is merely verbal as far as the natures are concerned.” The Belgian ministers, in their Epist. ad auctor. Formul. Conc., p. 22: “The communication of properties is a form of speech in which the property that befits one nature is attributed to the person in the concrete.” In the Disput. Ingolst., published in Wittenberg in 1604, thesis 29: “In the natures not even a grammatical or verbal communion of properties can take place.”
 

On the contrary, as is the union so also is the communication. But now, the union is real. Therefore the communication is also real. As is the communication of natures so also is the communication of properties. But now, the communication of the natures is real, as we showed earlier. Therefore the communication of properties is also real. Therefore against our adversaries we set forth Sohnius, who writes (Exeg., p. 306): “As is the truth of the thing itself so is the predication. That is, the predication is true just as the thing itself that is enunciated is true, for the speaking arises from the things. Nothing can be affirmed truly about anything if the thing itself is otherwise than the word signifies.” (Compare what we said in ch. 8, “On the Communication of the Natures” [§§ 148–54], and ch. 10, “On the Communication of the Properties in General” [§§ 174–85.].)
 

(2) They explain propositions of this first genus through such alteration [[image: ]] by which they understand “the name of the person that has been set as the subject as merely that nature whose property is expressed in the predicate.” The Cons. orth., pp. 18 and 122, and the Admonit. Neost., pp. 70 and 250, have followed Zwingli, their patriarch.
 

On the contrary, if in these propositions the name of the person is explained through an abstract of the nature, the personal union is taken away, the Nestorian tearing apart follows, every true and real communion is denied, and the entire mystery of our redemption and salvation is destroyed, as will become more clear from the following.
 

Nor is what they object true, that “Damascenus, too, calls this first genus of communication ‘alteration,’ “ because the “alteration” of Damascenus and the “alteration” of Zwingli differ from each other entirely. Damascenus takes “alteration” to mean nothing other than “exchange” [[image: ]], by which both divine and human things are predicated in reality about one and the same person, yet in different respects [[image: ]]. The distinctive particles show according to which nature anything is declared about the person. But the “alteration” of Zwingli substitutes the name of the nature for the name of the person, and in these propositions he invents a figure of speech by which one thing may be said but another understood. According to Damascenus, God truly and really suffered, but according to the other [[image: ]], that is, according to His assumed humanity. According to Zwingli, God did not truly and really suffer, but only the human nature, united with the deity, suffered. We shall address this subject in greater detail a little later.
 

Questions about the first genus of communication.
 

§ 189. (I) The question arises: should we refer to the first genus of communication those predications in which the emptying, and the divine exaltation and majesty opposed thereto and communicated to Him according to the flesh, are predicated about Christ? Some people make this claim, and this is their hypothesis: that “the properties of humanity” predicated about Christ should be understood not only as the essential properties of the human nature but also in general as all the things that are said about the assumed man through the condition of nature or of majesty or of dispensation. From this they infer the following: Because “man” is predicated about the Son of God, not only are those things enunciated about the Son of God that are proper to man (such as “The Son of God was born, suffered, and died”), but also the things that belong to the man through the communication of majesty are enunciated (from which the Son of God is attributed with having been given “life,” “the power of judgment,” and “sitting at the right hand of God”). So also, in a similar manner, because “man” is predicated about Christ, too, not only are things proper to man predicated about Christ, but also the majesty communicated to the man and the emptying opposed to the majesty will be predicated about the same Christ.
 

Other people are opposed to this opinion and think that predications of this genus are referred more correctly to the second genus of the communication of properties, since the name of the person set as the subject should be explained as referring to the human nature, and according to this human nature the emptying and exaltation befit Christ.
 

But the explanation adduced here does not at all keep them from being referred to the first genus because, though emptying and exaltation have a place only in the human nature, nevertheless because of the unity of the person it is right to predicate them about the entire Christ. In fact, the reality itself compels us to refer propositions of this kind to the first genus, for in the second only divine glories are predicated about the assumed flesh but by no means the emptying, which has to do with lowly things, not sublime ones. Therefore we must distinguish between exaltation and the glories conferred in the exaltation. Whenever exaltation and the emptying opposed to it are predicated about Christ, there arises from this a predication of the first genus. But whenever the glories conferred in the exaltation—which are like the “material” of the exaltation—are predicated about Christ according to His human nature, there arises from this a predication of the second genus.
 

§ 190. (II) The question arises: From what source can one learn what things in this genus are being predicated about Christ according to the divine nature and what things are being predicated according to the human nature? We respond. The properties of either nature are predicated about the person either simply or with a specification and determination, and this specification is expressed either with the ablative case or through the distinguishing prepositions “in,” “of,” “through,” “according to” [[image: ]], etc. If the specification is expressly added, it will readily appear according to which nature such things are being predicated about Christ. But if it is omitted, then one must seek out from the circumstances of the text and from the analogy of faith according to which nature the predicate is being attributed to Christ.
 

The things that mark the very essence of the Word or have to do with the time preceding the incarnation or that contain a property that overturns the essence of the human nature—these things we must take according to the property of the divine nature. In John 10:30, Christ says, “I and the Father are one.” This expresses the very essence of the Word and His consubstantiality with the Father; therefore we must take that statement according to the divinity. In John 8:56, Christ says, “Before Abraham was, I am.” This statement concerns the time before the incarnation, and therefore we must take it according to His divinity. Whenever Christ is said to be infinite and immense, a property is being put in the predicate that would overturn the essence of the human nature as being finite; therefore we must understand it according to His divinity. On the other hand, whatever expresses the suffering, change, alteration, or even the emptying and exaltation that happened in time—this must be understood as being attributed according to the human nature, because the divinity is unchangeable. Thus whenever Christ is said to have suffered, to have been emptied, to have become the Lord, etc., this cannot be understood according to His divinity but must be understood according to His humanity.
 

§ 191. Question (III): should the distinctive particles be referred to the subject or to the predicate? We respond. Scripture refers them to the predicate. “Christ suffered in the flesh” (1 Pet. 4:1). He was “put to death in the flesh” (1 Pet. 3:18). This very thing can be observed in all the other examples. To prop up their “alteration” [[image: ]], the Calvinists prefer to refer them to the subject. However, they do not yet get what they are looking for, because it is one thing to say, “Christ according to the flesh suffered,” but another to say, “Only the flesh of Christ suffered,” as we shall prove a little later.
 

Practical use.
 

§ 192. Just as divine and human things are predicated about Christ because of the personal union of the two natures in Christ, so also through the spiritual union God and the faithful soul, and Christ and the Church, become one mystical thing, “one spirit” (1 Cor. 6:17), about which both human and divine things are predicated. Augustine, preface to Psalm 40:
 


We quite often commend and we are not ashamed to repeat what is useful to you to retain, that our Lord Jesus Christ very often speaks from Himself, that is, from His person, and says that He is our Head—and very often from the person of His body that we are also His Church. However, He speaks in such a way that the words sound as though from the mouth of one man, so that we understand that head and body are in a unity of wholeness and are not separated from each other, like that marriage about which it is said, “The two will be in one flesh.” If, then, we acknowledge two in one flesh, then we must acknowledge two in one voice.

 





Through this mystical exchange, Christ transfers our sins to Himself and grants His righteousness to us through faith. “He became sin for us that we might be made the righteousness of God in Him” (2 Cor. 5:21). This is not a bare and verbal predication but a most effective and, so to speak, most real imputation. Christ took our sins into Himself (Isa. 53:12; John 1:29; 1 Pet. 2:24). Because of this taking, He attributes them to Himself. “O God, You know my foolishness, and my sins have not been hidden from You” (Ps. 69:5). This taking of our sins is so true, real, and effectual that Christ is forced to endure the punishments for our sins. “He was wounded for our iniquities, He was bruised because of our crimes” (Isa. 53:5). “He became a curse for us” (Gal. 3:13). In turn, Christ grants His righteousness to believers, and the heavenly Father imputes it to believers (Rom. 4:5), on account of which they are called “righteousness,” that is, perfectly righteous in Christ (2 Cor. 5:21). This imputation, too, is true, real, and most effective, so that we are absolved from the punishments for our sins and are written down as heirs of heavenly life. Luther, commentary on Galatians 2:
 


As far as justification is concerned, it is necessary for Christ and me to be joined most closely so that He lives in me and I in Him. However, because He lives in me, therefore whatever grace, righteousness, life, peace, and salvation is in me is of Christ Himself. Yet that very thing is mine because of the joining and adhering that is through faith, through which Christ and I become one body, so to speak, in the Spirit. Because Christ dwells in me, therefore grace, righteousness, life, and eternal salvation must at the same time be with Him.

 





Also: “Through faith you are so joined to Christ that He and you become one person, so to speak, out of two. This cannot be separated but must adhere to Him forever so that you can say with faith, ‘I am Christ,’ that is, ‘The righteousness, victory, and life of Christ are mine.’ And in turn Christ Himself may say, ‘I am that sinner,’ that is, ‘His sins, death, etc., are Mine.’ “ So, then, we are sinners in ourselves; we are righteous in Christ. We are weak in ourselves; we are strong in Christ. We are needy in ourselves; we are rich in Christ. “As having nothing, yet possessing everything” (2 Cor. 6:9–10).
 

The appropriating predications.
 

§ 193. Thesis II: Those predications in which the properties of the human nature are predicated about the Son of God also belong to the first genus of communication.
 

Some people claim that there is a distinct genus of communication in those, but these can be referred quite fittingly to the first genus as a species thereof, as will become obvious from the following. Therefore we must note regarding this genus: (1) Its foundation. Because in the fullness of time the Son of God assumed the human nature into the unity of His hypostasis, therefore He truly and really appropriates all the properties of that human nature to Himself—so truly and really as if He had them in His own deity. You see, after the incarnation took place, the hypostasis is common and the same to both the divine and human natures.
 

(2) Its names. This genus is called “appropriation” [[image: ]] because the Word appropriates to Himself the properties of the assumed flesh. Cyril (Defens. anathem. 12 ad Evod.) calls it “dispensative appropriation.”
 

(3) Its subject. In these propositions the concrete of the divine nature is set as the subject: “the Word,” “the incarnate Son of God.”
 

(4) Its examples. “Jehovah says, ‘When they look at Me whom they have pierced …’ “ (Zech. 12:10). “God handed over His only-begotten Son” (John 3:16). “You have killed the Author of life” (Acts 3:15). “God acquired the Church by His own blood” (Acts 20:28). “We have been reconciled to God through the death of His Son” (Rom. 5:10). “God’s own Son was handed over into death for us” (Rom. 8:32). “They have crucified the Lord of glory” (1 Cor. 2:8). “The Son of God loved me and gave Himself up” (into death) “for me” (Gal. 2:20). “Christ, being the Son of God, learned obedience in those things that He suffered” (Heb. 5:8). “The Jews killed the Lord Jesus” (1 Thess. 2:15). “Our Lord was crucified” (Rev. 11:8). Here we can place also the passages in which Christ is said to have “handed Himself over for us,” such as Eph. 5:[2], 25; Heb. 9:26; etc.
 

(5) Distinctive particles are also used here at times. “The Son of God was born of the seed of David according to the flesh” (Rom. 1:3).
 

(6) Statements of the fathers. Some of these statements were listed in the article On the Person of Christ [1610 Loci Theologici, locus 7], § 76, and to them we add the following. Irenaeus, bk. 5, ch. 16, p. 339: “The very Word of God Incarnate was hanged on the tree.”
 

 The fathers of the Council of Ephesus, Anathema 12: “If anyone does not confess that the Word of God suffered in the flesh, was crucified in the flesh, tasted death in the flesh, was made the firstborn of the dead, according to which He is life and life-giving as God, let him be accursed.” In the letter to Nestorius, Conc., vol. 1, p. 557: “We confess that the very same one who was born of God the Father, God the only-begotten Son, though according to His own nature He was free from suffering, nevertheless according to the Scriptures He endured for us and was bringing the sufferings to Himself in the crucified body of His own flesh impassibly.”
 

Epiphanius, Haeres. 37, p. 433: “Just as from the sprinkling of blood there is a dyeing on the clothing, but the body of the one wearing the clothes is not stained, and the dyeing of the clothing is accounted not to the clothing but to the person wearing it, so also the suffering,” etc. Epiphanius again, Contra Dimoeritas: “The suffering did not fall upon the divinity, but it happened in the humanity. However, it was not reckoned to the humanity alone but was also reckoned to the divinity of the divinity that does not suffer.”
 

Athanasius, around the middle of his Letter ad Epictetum: “In some way a nail held up the Word Himself. When He saw them nailed into His body, though that noncorporeal one was able to prohibit them, He did not prohibit, but claimed those things that were the properties of His body for Himself as His own.” And later:
 


What the human body was suffering, the Word that was joined with the body brought to Himself, that we might be permitted to become partakers of the deity of the Word. Yet that very thing was extremely strange—that the same one was suffering and not suffering. Indeed, He was suffering insofar as His own body, in which He was, was suffering, but not suffering insofar as God by nature is impassible. He, as noncorporeal, existed in a body capable of suffering, and in turn the body was holding the Son of God, incapable of suffering, who was taking away bodily infirmities.

 





Leo, Letter 10 ad Flavian.: “We say that the Son of God suffered and died not in the property of the divine nature but in the assumed weakness of the human nature.”
 

Damascenus (bk. 3, ch. 25) teaches that there is a twofold appropriation. One is “natural and essential,” the other is “personal and relative.” He says:
 


The “natural and essential” one is that by which the Lord, because of His love for man, took upon Himself our nature and all that belongs to our nature, having become man in nature and truth and having become acquainted with what belongs to our nature. The “personal and relative” one is when anyone assumes the person of someone else relatively, for example, out of mercy or love, and in his place speaks things about him that do not belong to him per se.

 





Chapter 26:
 


The very Word of God then endured all things in the flesh while His own nature, which alone was incapable of suffering, remained free of suffering. Because the one Christ—composed of divinity and humanity, being in divinity and humanity—truly suffered, that part that was capable of suffering suffered as it naturally should have suffered, but that part that was incapable of suffering did not suffer with it.

 





He clarifies this with similar and dissimilar examples. He says:
 


Because the soul is capable of suffering when the body is cut, the soul itself is not cut, but it suffers and hurts with the suffering body. But4 the divinity that is incapable of suffering does not share the suffering with the body. One must know this: we say that God suffered in the flesh, but we do not say that the divinity suffered in the flesh or that God suffered through the flesh. For just as when the sun shines on a tree, if the ax cuts the tree, the sun remains unchopped and incapable of suffering, so all the more will the impassible divinity of the Word, coupled with the flesh according to the hypostasis, continue incapable of suffering while the flesh suffers. If someone pours water over fiery iron, it is that which suffers naturally from the water (that is, the fire) that is extinguished. But the iron continues unharmed, for it is not its nature to be damaged by water. All the more, then, as the flesh suffered, the nonsuffering divinity alone did not admit suffering while remaining inseparable from it.

 





Finally, he points out that these examples are not absolutely similar in every respect and adds a memorable statement: “In divine things, it is impossible to find an example that is similar in every respect, whether we are dealing with theology or with economy.”5
 

Antithesis.
 

§ 194. (I) With regard to the Valentinians, Irenaeus (bk. 1, ch. 1, p. 24) reports that they taught that “the Savior who came down into Christ at His Baptism in the form of a dove remained impassible,” and, consequently, “the Spirit of Christ who had been placed within Him was removed when He was brought before Pilate, and it was the animate [[image: ]] Christ who suffered.” (Cf. Eusebius, Hist., bk. 3, ch. 27–28, and bk. 7, ch. 23.)
 

(II) With regard to Basilides, Irenaeus (bk. 1, ch. 23, p. 78) mentions that he taught that “Jesus did not suffer, but a Cyrenean called Simon was forced to carry His cross for Him; this Simon was transfigured by Him and through ignorant error was crucified, so that they thought that he was Jesus; Jesus Himself received the form of Simon and stood there laughing at them.”
 

(III) Nestorius took suffering away from God completely and attributed it to the humanity alone. For this reason he would concede the proposition “Christ suffered” but would deny the other, “God suffered.” Frequently that well-known statement was on his lips: “Do not brag, Jews, for you have crucified not God but a man.” (See Concil. Colon., vol. 1, 534; Hist. Tripart., bk. 12, ch. 4; and Augustine, De haeres., ch. 91.) The beginning of the error lies in this: that by tearing apart the unity of the person, he thought that Christ was one person but that God or the Son of God was another—though there is one person who is called Christ from both natures at the same time: God or the Son of God from the divine nature, man from the human nature. Luther urges against Nestorius this explanatory syllogism: “This person suffers. This person is God. Therefore God suffers.” In his Dialog., Theodoret, too, is rather discontented with this proposition: “The Word or God suffered for us in the flesh.” He claims it must be said in this way: “Christ suffered in the flesh.”
 

(IV) In the Qur’an, the Muslims blaspheme and say, “It was not Christ, the Son of Mary, much less the Son of God, but someone similar to Christ who was crucified,” according to Schweiger, Alcor., bk. 2, ch. 10.
 

(V) The ancient and more recent Arians, likewise, deny the proposition “God suffered.” In fact, they struggle to conclude from His suffering that Christ is not true God, since it is unworthy of God to suffer, to die, to be crucified, etc. The Photinians walk in their footsteps.
 

(VI) The Jesuits do not explain the proposition “God suffered” correctly, because they do not explain the personal proposition “God is a man” correctly, and they deny the real communication of properties. (Bellarmine, 1., De Christo, bk. 3, ch. 8, compares it with the proposition “The Philosopher is dead.”)
 

§ 195. (VII) The Calvinists analyze the proposition “God suffered” in such a way that in the final analysis they return to this point: “Only the human nature suffered.” (Steinius, Vindic. conc. irenicae, f. 45, denies that the Calvinists exclude the hypostasis of the Word from communing in suffering and death. But the former will remain true as long as they defend this axiom of theirs: “Properties cannot be communicated in reality to another subject, even one that has been united.” Their own words testify against them.) For this reason, Zwingli explains that proposition through “alteration” [[image: ]]. Consens. orth., pp. 18 and 122, and Admon. Neostad., p. 250: “God really suffered and died insofar as He is man, but only in name insofar as He is God.” Danaeus, Contra Chemnic., p. 321: “The suffering of Christ is attributed to God only by dialectical predication without any real communication.” Page 24: “Christ the man died for us. That is, only the human nature of Christ, which is considered not of itself in a separate hypostasis but in the one person of Christ, died.” In the Colloqu. Mompelgard., p. 213: “We explain this enunciation, that God is said to have suffered, in this way: God, that is, the flesh united with the deity, suffered.” [Beza,] Resp. 1. ad act. coll. Mompelg., pp. 19, 87, 107, 123: “If those propositions by which the Lord of glory is said to have been crucified and others of this genus are taken in their proper sense, they are not real but only verbal.” Martinius,6
spic., p. 164: “Being afflicted, dying, being crucified belong only to the human nature. Being equal to God belongs only to the Word.” (Note here the opposition of the human nature and the person of the Word.) Page 184: “Only the human nature died, but the whole person destroyed through death Him who has the power over death.” Page 161: “The humanity suffered in the flesh.” Apol. Anhald., p. 246: Only “the human nature in Christ suffered.” (See also Piscator, Resp. ad elench. Busch., p. 153.) Fr. Junius (Thes. theol., disp. 27, § 20) calls “this mode of speaking most highly improper.” Ursinus, Explic. Catech., pp. 293 and 295. Calvin goes so far as to write (Instit., bk. 2, ch. 17, sect. 1): “I, indeed, confess that if someone wanted simply and of itself to oppose Christ to the judgment of God, there would justly not be a place for this, because one will not find in man the dignity that has the power to deserve God.” Tilenus, in his Not. ad lib. Bellarmin. de Christo, p. 13, analyzes as follows: “Christ, in whom there is deity having a conjoined humanity, suffers.” [Piscator, of] Herborn, Rudim., bk. 2, p. 100: “Only the human nature of Christ died, not the deity, not the entire person.”
 

Against this Nestorian tearing apart we set forth: (1) The clarity of the passages of Scripture. Nowhere does Scripture say, “Only the flesh suffered,” but “God suffered in the flesh” [cf. 1 Pet. 3:18; 4:1], “the Prince of life was killed” [Acts 3:15], “the Lord of glory has been crucified” [1 Cor. 2:8], “the Son of God has been handed over into death,” etc.
 

(2) The unity of the person. There are not two persons in Christ but only one person who is both God and man. Whatever things are declared about Christ, therefore, must be taken as a reference to the person. Otherwise if only human things were predicated about the man and only divine ones about God, two persons would be introduced. Amid His act of suffering, Christ confessed publicly that He was the Son of God, lest anyone doubt that the very Son of God suffered (Matt. 26:63; 27:54; Mark 14:62; Luke 22:70). All His works, all His sufferings are attributed not to the nature but to the person. But if we pull apart the works, we will also divide the person.
 

(3) The truth of appropriation. As the Son of God truly and really appropriated the flesh to Himself through the union, so truly and really did He appropriate to Himself the properties of the flesh. As God truly and really is man, so truly and really is it predicated about God that something is human. To whomever a subject is truly proper, to him also the sufferings of that subject are truly proper. But now, shed blood is proper to the Son of God (Acts 20:28). Therefore shedding, too, is truly proper to Him, namely, not by a natural and essential property but by a personal one. The Word appropriated to Himself the human nature and all its properties by assuming it into the unity of His person. Therefore suffering and death, though they do not belong to the divinity through the condition of the nature, nevertheless because of the intimate and ineffable communion of natures and appropriation of the properties of the flesh, they belong no less to the Son of God than if He had endured them in the divine nature itself, just as a man is truly and properly called “wounded” even if only His body is wounded.
 

Athanasius, De Trinit., vol. 2, dial. 4, p. 208: “Just as He makes the body and the soul His own, so also He appropriates to Himself the sufferings of both.” Cyril, Ad Regin., bk. 2: “The Word made proper to Himself all the things that are proper to the body and to the soul.” De incarnat. unig., ch. 26: “The suffering in the incarnation [[image: ]] was His own, as the Word indeed says—those that are proper to the flesh because of the indescribable union. However, He remained outside the suffering insofar as His nature is concerned.” Vigilius, Contra Eutychen, bk. 2: “Although God did not suffer in the property of His (divine) nature, nevertheless He suffered in the union of the person,” that is, in the human nature, which He assumed into the unity of the person.
 

(4) The authority of the philosophical canon. Aristotle, De anim., 1, ch. 3: “All actions and sufferings are in a composite substance, but because of the natures of which it is composed.” Thomas, [ST,] 2, 2, q. 58, art. 2: “Actions belong to subjects [supposita] and to wholes, but not, properly speaking, to parts and forms or powers. For it is not proper to say that the hand strikes, but that man strikes through his hand, nor is it proper to say that heat makes something hot, but that fire makes something hot through heat.” Scaliger, Exerc. 307, sec. 36: “It is truly and properly man who understands, though this is proper only to the soul and though he understands only by means of the soul and not by means of the body.” Weighing these points, Keckermann (Logic., bk. 1, part 1, ch. 20, p. 180) writes more correctly: “The subject of the suffering is the entire Christ; the subject-in-which is His holy flesh, according to the statement of the apostle, ‘God suffered in the flesh.’ “
 

(5) The price and dignity of the ransom. If the suffering of Christ is only the suffering of the human nature, it cannot be of infinite price and worth. If the active and passive obedience rendered by Christ is attributed solely to the human nature and excludes the Word, it will not be satisfactory for the sins of the whole world. Ps. 49:7: “Truly no man can redeem his brother nor give to God the price of his redemption.” Cyril, Ad Regin., bk. 1: “If Immanuel had been a common man, how would the death of the man have been useful? The death of Christ saved, because the one dying is God by nature, and it was His own body that was sacrificed.” Book 2: “If God Incarnate be understood, then all creation is small compared to Him, and the death of one flesh suffices for the redemption of the world, for it was the Word’s own flesh.”
 

Therefore we draw the following conclusion against our adversaries: “The suffering of the flesh alone, no matter how righteous it is, does not make satisfaction for itself, even less for others, and least of all for the entire world. The suffering of Christ is the suffering of the flesh alone. Therefore the suffering of Christ does not make satisfaction for the whole world.” But this is absurd. The major premise is utterly true, and Franciscus Junius sets it forth in the same words in Defens. 1. Cathol. doctr. de trinitat. contra samosaten., sect. 29. The minor premise is in the Orth. cons. (pp. 18 and 122), in Sadeel (De verit. human. nat., pp. 88 and 109), Danaeus (Contra Chemnic., p. 304, etc.), and Paraeus (Endliche Überweisung, p. 177). Therefore their conclusion persists, which destroys the entire mystery of the redemption.
 

(6) The parity of examples. If I say, “God is man,” truly and without any figure of speech, surely also I say, “God suffered,” truly and without any figure of speech. If Scripture asserts truly and without any figure of speech that the Son of God was born of the Virgin Mary (Luke 2:[16]; Gal. 4:4), surely also we must accept it truly and without any figure of speech when it asserts that “the Lord of glory was crucified” and that “God suffered.” If I say truly and without any figure of speech that a man is being wounded when his own body has been wounded, surely I also say truly and without any figure of speech that God sheds blood when He shed the blood that is His own.
 

(7) The absurdity of a figure of speech. There is not a figure of speech or trope in a proposition until the subject or predicate takes off its own native meaning and puts on another, figurative meaning. But in the proposition “God suffered,” the words themselves, as they are properly expressed and sound, are also to be taken properly. It is one predication when I say that when the mystical Body of Christ suffers, Christ Himself suffers; but it is another when I say that when Christ suffers in His own, personal body, the Word suffers. The former predication was enunciated only relatively and metaphorically, because it is true according to metaphor, relation, and reference in this way: that the suffering which the mystical Body endures pours over to Christ Himself, who is the Head of this mystical Body, in the same way as an insult brought against an ambassador flows over to the one who sent him (2 Sam. 10:6). But in the latter predication, it is not a mere relation nor does a metaphor have a place in this. Rather, in a completely unusual and incomprehensible manner, the suffering of the assumed flesh is predicated truly and really about the very Son of God. If only the humanity suffered, the consequence is that the person did not suffer for us because the humanity alone is not a person. If the person did not suffer for us, the Son of God did not suffer for us, for the Son of God is the person. The consequence conflicts with Scripture (Acts 20:28; Rom. 8:32; 1 John 1:7). If this were an article of the Christian faith, that God’s Son Himself did not properly and really suffer through the true appropriation but that only the flesh that was personally united to Him did, then this article would have been expressed somewhere literally. If there were a synecdoche of the whole for a part in the words “God” and “Christ,” there would emerge propositions that are inept and tautologous: “God, that is, blood, acquired the Church with its own blood.” “God or Christ, that is, the flesh of Christ, suffered in the flesh,” etc. One cannot express this mystery more aptly and clearly than blessed Luther did in his Confess. major. de coena, vol. 2 of the Wittenberg edition, f. 188, which passage the Formula of Concord also cites, [Solid] Declaration, article On the Person of Christ, p. 770 [FC SD VIII 39–42], which says:
 


Zwingli calls that an alloeosis [“alteration”] when something is said of the divinity of Christ that really belongs to the humanity, or vice versa. For example, when it is said in Scripture, “Ought not Christ to have suffered these things and thus to have entered into His glory?” [Luke 24:26]. Here Zwingli is jesting that the word “Christ” is taken for the human nature. Beware, beware, I say, of this alloeosis! For it is a mask of the devil that finally manufactures the sort of Christ according to whose reckonings I would certainly not want to be a Christian. For that alloeosis intends this: that Christ should be nothing more or accomplish nothing more with His suffering and life than any other saint. For if I permit myself to be persuaded that only the human nature suffered for me, then surely Christ is to me not a Savior of great worth but will Himself finally need a savior. In a word, it is unspeakable what the devil seeks through this alloeosis.

 





And later:
 


If that witch, Lady Reason, the grandmother of the alloeosis, would cry out, “Divinity cannot suffer nor die,” you shall reply: “That is true. Yet because in Christ divinity and humanity constitute one person, Scripture, because of that hypostatic union, also attributes to the divinity all those things that happen to the humanity and, in turn, to the humanity all those things that happen to the divinity.” And it is so in reality, for you must certainly confess, this person (meaning Christ) suffers and dies. But this person is true God. Therefore it is correct to say, “The Son of God suffers.” For though the one part (so to speak), namely, the divinity, does not suffer, nevertheless that person who is God suffers in His other part, namely, in His humanity. For in truth God’s Son has been crucified for us, that is, the person who is God. For the very person, the person, I say, has been crucified according to the humanity.”

 





Luther again, De concil. et eccles., Wittenberg edition, vol. 7, f. 530, and Jena edition, vol. 7, p. 264b: “If our sins and the wrath of God due to our sins be set on one pan of a scale, and on the other pan be placed the death of only the human nature or only the man who suffered for us, then the one pan would sink us all the way down to hell. But if the suffering of God, the death of God, the blood of God, or the God who suffered and died for us be placed on the opposing pan, then that pan will be heavier and more weighty than all our sins and all the wrath of God.” See the statements of the fathers in Chemnitz, De duab. natur., ch. 16, p. 104, and ch. 17, p. 112.
 

Questions about the appropriation.
 

§ 196. (I) The question arises: Does the subject in these propositions denote the simple or the composite person? We affirm the latter. (1) The God who is said to have suffered is the one who has flesh; the God who is said to have redeemed the Church is the one who has blood, because He is said to have suffered in the flesh and to have redeemed the Church with His own blood. But now, God or the Word or the Son of God without flesh, who is a simple person, has neither flesh nor blood, neither essentially nor personally. But God or the Word Incarnate does, and He is a composite person. Therefore not the unincarnate but the incarnate Word is said to have suffered.
 

(2) Just as the divine nature of the Word is incapable of suffering, so also the simple hypostasis of the Word, that is, the hypostasis of only the divine nature, is also incapable of suffering. Therefore, when the Word is said to have suffered, that is understood as the Word Incarnate and the composite person.
 

(3) The proposition “God suffered” is explained through the proposition “Christ suffered.” To be sure, in the school of the Nestorians these are opposites, but in the school of the orthodox they are equivalent as far as the thing itself is concerned. But now, the name “Christ” is the name of the composite person.
 

§ 197. (II) The question arises: In what respect is suffering attributed to the Son of God? We respond. Not as passible and changeable, as if in the divine nature itself He underwent a change and suffering, but instead: (1) Hypostatically, according as the assumed flesh, which endured pains and torments, was exalted into the very hypostasis of the Word and with it constituted one person. Athanasius, De Trinit., dial. 4, vol. 2, p. 204: “It was not a mere man who was crucified but the Son of God who is truly God. Because He wanted to be crucified for us, He united to Himself a rational body endowed with soul that could be crucified by suffering willingly.” And later: “The Word suffered not in the nature of divinity but by the dispensation [[image: ]] of the union, that is, by the body, united to Himself, that could suffer.” Contra Arian., orat. 4, p. 274: “The Word bore the infirmities of the flesh as His own, for it was His own flesh.” Page 275: “Just as this body was His own, so also the sufferings of the body are called His own sufferings. Yet they do not extend to the divinity.” Epiphanius, Haeres. 77 (contra Dimoeritas), bk. 3, vol. 2, p. 333: “When the flesh was suffering, the divinity and humanity were not divided or separated. Rather, His divinity and humanity were together, because Christ suffered in the flesh on the cross.” Vigilius, Contra Eutych., bk. 2: “Suffering properly belongs to the flesh according to the nature but to the Word according to the person, because the person of both the Word and the flesh is one.” By no means, therefore, does the personal union of the impassible deity and the suffering flesh cease to exist in suffering, but it remains unmoved. Nor does the hypostasis of the Word cease to be the hypostasis of the flesh in the suffering of the assumed flesh. Rather, as Christ suffers in the flesh, God’s Son Himself must suffer because of the sameness of the hypostasis, because there is not one Son who suffered and another who did not suffer, but one and the same Son of God, who is impassible and unchangeable in the divine nature, and who suffers in the flesh.
 

(2) According to appropriation, because by appropriating flesh to Himself through the union, the Son of God also appropriated to Himself the sufferings of the flesh through communication. Now if Christ appropriates to Himself the sufferings that His mystical and spiritual body endures, how much more ineffably does the Word appropriate to Himself the sufferings that He endured in His own, personal body. Cyril, De incarnat. unig., ch. 12: “As far as the impudence of scoffers is concerned, He would have suffered in His divinity if He could have, but as God He is and remains impassible.” Athanasius, De Trinit., dial. 4, vol. 2, p. 208: “He was reckoning the sufferings of the humanity as His own sufferings.” Epiphanius, loc. cit.: “His suffering was not referred to the human nature alone, lest in the dispensing of salvation that passage be fulfilled: ‘Cursed be everyone whose hope is in man.’ Rather, it was reckoned also to the deity, though the deity did not suffer, so that the deliverance from suffering of the holy Church of God may be reckoned in the deity.”
 

(3) Objectively and relatively ([image: ]). The blasphemies, insults, and reviling that people hurled against the very Son of God were aimed especially at His eternal divinity (John 10:33; Matt. 26:63, 65; Matt. 27:40, 43). The dishonor brought on the suffering Christ flowed to the Word no less than if He had endured that suffering in the deity itself, because the entire hypostasis of the Word became the hypostasis of the flesh and, hence, always remains the hypostasis of both natures indivisibly and inseparably. By no means does the suffering of Christ belong to the Word only relatively; rather, it belongs also hypostatically. Meanwhile, a relation [[image: ]] is not simply to be excluded.
 

(4) Voluntarily. Christ did not suffer because He was forced to, but voluntarily. Therefore the Word consented to the suffering through divine approval [[image: ]]. “Behold, I come” (Ps. 40:[7]). “He was sacrificed because He so willed” (Isa. 53:7). “Christ was delivered up according to the definite plan and foreknowledge of God” (Acts 2:23). “Herod and Pilate came together to do what Your hand and plan had decreed to take place” (Acts 4:28). The Word was not excluded from this counsel of the most holy Trinity. Epiphanius, loc. cit.: “The divinity gave freely to the humanity and gave its consent to the blessings [[image: ]].” Epiphanius again: “Because the Son of God wished to suffer for the salvation of mankind, since the divinity, which in itself is impassible, could not suffer, He assumed our passible body, so that in it He might consent to suffer and take on our sufferings, while the divinity was coexisting in the flesh.”
 

(5) Permissively. The divinity could have rejected all sufferings from His flesh with a single command, but for the salvation of the human race He permits the flesh to be treated in such undignified ways. Christ calls that permission “forsaking” (Ps. 22:1; Matt. 27:46). Irenaeus (Adv. haeres., bk. 3, ch. 21) and, from him, Theodoret (Dial. 3): “Just as He was man in order to be tempted, so also He was the Word in order to be glorified—the Word resting in His suffering, crucifixion, and death.” Philip Melanchthon cites these words in his Loci and adds: “With singular insight, Irenaeus here used this outstanding description, ‘the Word resting,’ that is, not exerting its power in rejecting suffering and death.” Cyril, Dial., bk. 6: “The divine nature rested for the suffering of the flesh so that according to it the Son of God might be able to suffer, be crucified, and die.” Leo, De pass., sermon 16: “The Lord did not send the wicked hands of madmen on Himself, but permitted them.” Damascenus, bk. 3, ch. 17: “The divinity permitted.”
 

(6) Effectively, and indeed in two ways: First, with regard to the suffering human nature, by sustaining, strengthening, and preserving it, so that in addition to the external sufferings of the body He might be able to bear up the immense burden of our sins and of the divine wrath due to them. “My own arm brought salvation to Me” (Isa. 63:5). Irenaeus, loc. cit.: “On the one hand, the Word was at rest, and, on the other hand, the Word assisted the man that He might be able to conquer, endure, show kindness, arise, and ascend.” Gregory of Nyssa: “In all things the humanity was moved by God.” Second, with regard to His suffering, by His divine and infinite power, He rendered them precious before God, satisfactory for the sins of the whole world. Cyprian, Expos. symb.: “Like a fishhook, the divine power of the Son of God had been hidden in the garment of human flesh so that, having been devoured by the serpent Leviathan, He might catch and overcome that powerful, armed foe through the weakness of His suffering and death.” Damascenus, bk. 3, ch. 15: “The divinity was joined with the suffering flesh while remaining impassible and rendering the sufferings salutary and life-giving.”
 

§ 198. (III) The question arises: Should abstractive predications by used in this genus, such as “The deity suffered,” “The divinity died”? Some people think that they can be used, but in such a way that they add: “The deity suffered in the flesh.” The Württemberg theologians in their Exam., ch. 6, p. 510: “From this it is apparent that the divine nature of the Son in reality does suffer.” (See Jacob Andreae, Disp. respond. Puchenio, theses 248, 299, and 301; and Brenz, Contra Bulling., f. 11.) In Widerlegung der Auflagen, p. 192, Selnecker rejects the expression of Theodoret: “Inasmuch as He is God, He was not liable to suffering.” Some people also speak in this way: “Christ suffered with respect to both natures, though not in the divine nature nor according to it.”
 

However, it is better to abstain from these abstractive propositions. We prove this: (1) From the silence of Scripture. Nowhere does Scripture say that the deity suffered, but it does say that God suffered and that the Son of God was handed over to death. It also adds the distinctive particles by which it shows that suffering is attributed to Christ not according to His divinity but according to His humanity (1 Pet. 3:18; 4:1; etc.).
 

(2) From the nature of the deity. The deity is impassible, immutable, and unalterable. Therefore suffering cannot be attributed to it. The deity is common to the whole Trinity or to all three persons of the Godhead. If the deity were said to have suffered in itself, the entire Trinity would have suffered, and the error of the Sabellians and Patripassians would be brought back into the Church. They counter that “they are not saying simply, ‘The deity suffered’ but ‘The deity of the Son suffered by means of the flesh’ or ‘in the flesh.’ “ We respond. Indeed, Scripture does not speak in this manner, but it says, “Christ suffered in the flesh” or “God suffered in the flesh.” For this reason the devout ancients imitated the expression of Scripture and rejected the proposition “The deity suffered in the flesh.” Damascenus, bk. 3, ch. 18: “We have never heard that the nature of the Word suffered in the flesh, but we have learned that Christ suffered in the flesh.” Chapter 26: “One must know that we say that God suffered in the flesh but that we in no wise say that the divinity suffered in the flesh or that God suffered through the flesh.”
 

(3) From the peril. We must be afraid of infecting our churches, because of our use of these propositions, with the error of the Theopaschites, who taught that the divinity in Christ felt pain and suffered when His flesh was nailed to the cross. See Augustine, De haeres., ch. 73; Nicephorus, bk. 15, ch. 28; etc. (Their leaders were Bishop Dioscorus of Alexandria under Emperors Martian and Valentinian and Peter Gnaphaeus under Zeno.) Cedrenus and Zonaras report that the error of the Theopaschites was refuted with an elegant stratagem. When Alamundurus, prince of the Saracens, had been baptized, the monk Severus sent two bishops to infect him with the stain of Eutychianism. He refuted them and said, “On this very day I have received a letter saying that the archangel Michael is dead.” When they declared that that message was false because death does not befall angels, he followed with: “How, then, do you affirm that the divinity is dead because in His own flesh He passed into a new nature, though not even angels die?” So the legates of Severus left in shame.
 

(4) From the condition of the union. The difference of the natures was not removed through the union, but the hypostasis of the Word became the hypostasis of the flesh to establish one composite person. Therefore something can be predicated about the entire person according to the human nature; still, the consequence will not at all be that the same thing must be attributed to the divinity. The acts and sufferings belong to the person and not to the nature. Therefore I am correct in saying, “God suffered in the flesh,” but I cannot say, “The divinity of the Word suffered in the flesh.” For that reason the acts of the Council of Chalcedon (act. 15, vol. 1, Concil., p. 885) rightly defined it: “The two natures in Christ, divine and human, were united without confusion, without changing, without division, and without separation, the difference of the natures in no wise being taken away through the union, but rather the identity of each nature being preserved and running together into one person and one hypostasis.”
 

(5) From the inequality between the first and second genera. “The divine nature communicates its own glorifications to the flesh but itself remains free of the sufferings of the flesh,” says Damascenus (bk. 3, ch. 7), and the reason depends on its supreme perfection and immutability. Therefore in the second genus I can say, “The flesh is vivifying,” but in the first I cannot say, “The deity suffered.”
 

(6) From the authority of the ancients. Conc., Cologne edition, vol. 1, p. 884: “Those who dare to ascribe the suffering of the only-begotten to His deity and thus dare to assert that His divinity is passible, those people the holy and ecumenical Council of Chalcedon rejects from the council of priests.”
 

What is contained in the profession of the catholic faith that Damasus sent to Paulinus is in harmony with this (Histor. tripart., bk. 6, ch. 16): “If anyone says that the Son of God endured pain in the suffering of the cross by His divinity and not by the flesh and rational soul that He assumed in the form of a servant, as Holy Scripture has said, let him be accursed.”
 

Athanasius, De incarnat. Verbi, vol. 2, p. 37: “The holy Church condemns anyone who says that the deity of the Son is passible.”
 

Cyril, Apolog. contra Theodoret: “It is one thing to say that God or the Son of God suffers in the flesh and another to say simply that the nature of the divinity suffers. In fact, because the same Son of God is simultaneously God and man, He is impassible according to the nature of the divinity and passible according to the humanity. It is not absurd if He be said to have suffered in the nature that can suffer, while the impassible nature knew no suffering.”
 

Epiphanius, bk. 3, tome 2, p. 333: “We confess that the Lord marvelously suffered in truth and that He was free of suffering in truth. The deity did not suffer because of its immutability7 and freedom from suffering and coessentiality with the Father. But He did suffer in the flesh without the deity being separated from its presence in the flesh in His suffering,” etc.
 

Damascenus, bk. 3, ch. 6: “We cannot say that the nature of the Word suffered, for the deity did not suffer in Him.”
 

Luther repeats the same statement in his Confess. major. de coena, Jena edition, vol. 3, p. 542: “It is correct to say, ‘The Son of God suffers.’ For even though one part (so to speak) of Him, namely, His divinity, does not suffer, nevertheless that person that is God suffers in its other part, namely, in its humanity.”
 

The Formula of Concord, [Solid] Declaration, article On the Person of Christ, p. 766 [FC SD VIII 20]: “Because of the hypostatic union, which cannot be thought of nor subsist without the true communication of natures, it is not the bare human nature alone (whose property it is to suffer and to die) that suffered for the sins of the whole world. Rather, God’s Son Himself truly suffered and died, nevertheless according to the assumed human nature, though the divine nature can neither suffer nor die.” Similar statements occur in the Apolog. Form. Concord., p. 57; in D. Rungius, Refut. Catech. Ubiq., p. 84; and Gerlach, Assert., p. 322.
 

§ 199. Supporters of the opposite position urge the following arguments. (1) “If I can rightly say that the deity of the Son is incarnate, surely I can also rightly say that the deity of the Son suffered.” We respond. The logic is different. You see, “becoming incarnate” is not a property only of the human nature but expresses the union of the two natures, because as the Nicene Creed explains the incarnation: “The Son of God came down from heaven and was made man.” Therefore in the incarnation there is expressed at the same time the divine nature of the Word, which stooped down into the flesh and assumed it into the unity of His person, and the assumed human nature, which was exalted into the very hypostasis of the Word. However, suffering is a property of the assumed flesh.
 

** The divine nature is incarnate. Therefore it is also assumed, because the human nature is assumed.8 In De orth. fid., bk. 3, ch. 6, Damascenus makes a distinction between propositions that describe the act of incarnation and those that describe the state of the Incarnate One. **
 

(2) “The Word9 and the deity of the Word do not differ in reality. If I can say that the Word suffered, then surely I can also say that the deity of the Word suffered.”
 

We respond. (a) Scripture says, “The Lord of glory was crucified,” but nowhere does it say that the deity was crucified.
 

(b) The deity of Christ and the person Christ do not always admit equal predicates. The Word, the Second Person, is said to have become flesh, but the deity of the Word is not said to have become flesh. The deity of the Son is the deity of the Father and of the Holy Spirit, but the person of the Son is not the person of the Father nor of the Holy Spirit.
 

** The Word and the hypostasis of the Word are the same thing. Therefore if the Word is a man, the hypostasis will also be a man.10 **
 

(c) When we say that the two natures are one Christ and that the one Christ is two natures, the meaning is not that whatever is declared about Christ is declared about the two natures, from which many absurdities will follow. ** (The whole Christ is both His natures. Therefore each nature is both natures. This does not follow.) ** Rather, we mean that Christ is not some third thing beyond the two natures, for which reason Damascenus (bk. 3, chs. 3 and 11) shows that there is a distinction between the hypostasis of the Word and the deity.
 

(d) Regarding the Word without flesh, we concede that between the deity of the Word and His hypostasis there is no real difference. In these propositions, however, the incarnate Word is set as the subject, because He expresses the divine and human natures inseparably united in the unity of His person. Therefore though there is no real difference between the hypostasis of the Word and the deity of the Word with respect to the simple person or to the Word without flesh, nevertheless one cannot infer that the same holds between the incarnate Word and His deity, because after the incarnation occurred, the hypostasis of the incarnate Word is the hypostasis of not only the divinity but also of the assumed nature.11 Hence it is not right to attribute whatever one declares about the incarnate Word to His hypostasis without further ado.
 

(3) “The apostles are said to have seen with their own eyes and to have touched with their hands the very Word of life that was from the beginning (1 John 1:1). Therefore we can say truly that the very Word of life that was from the beginning suffered and, hence, that the deity of the Word also suffered.” We respond. The Word without flesh, who was from the beginning, and the Word12 Incarnate whom the apostles saw, are not different persons. Therefore John was able to say correctly that the apostles saw that very Word of life who was from the beginning. In this sense, we readily concede, too, that that very Word which was from the beginning suffered. But the apostles saw and touched the Word not in His own deity, according to which He was from the beginning or from eternity, but in the assumed flesh (for immediately these words are added: “and the life was manifested,” v. 2, namely, “in the flesh,” 1 Tim. 3:16). In the same way we must add that the Word suffered not in His own deity but in the assumed flesh, and, hence, that the deity did not suffer but that God suffered in the flesh.
 

(4) “To suffer for the life of the world is not the property of the flesh but of the whole person according to both natures. Therefore suffering should be attributed to the deity too.” We respond. “Christ suffered” and “Christ suffered for the life of the world” are distinct propositions. In the former, a property of the human nature is being predicated about the person in the concrete. Therefore it belongs to the first genus of communication. In the latter, a common effect [[image: ]] is being predicated about Christ according to both natures and in both natures13 as they act. Therefore it belongs to the third genus of communication. Suffering and dying, considered in and through themselves, are the property of the human nature, but suffering for the sins of the human race and dying for the life of the world are not the property of the human nature alone. Rather, because of their infinite weight, price, and might, they pertain to the entire person, and, hence, they are the effect of Christ the Mediator and Redeemer, which are attributed to Him according to both natures. In the effects [[image: ]], the properties are also clothed, properties that are claimed for His natures through distinctive particles. But now, suffering and death, as they are such, are properties of His flesh. But life-giving and redeeming suffering and death, as they are such, are an effect [[image: ]].
 

(5) “The deity suffers communicatively or approbatively.” We respond. Therefore one could also say (a) that the humanity is infinite or (b) that the deity was exalted communicatively.
 

(6) “The devout ancients say, ‘Life dies on the tree. Deity is pierced with nails.’ Augustine, Medit., ch. 6: ‘The deity that put on my flesh went up to the beam of the cross and in the assumed flesh bore the sad punishment.’ “ We respond. These and similar statements should be explained according to the analogy of faith. “Life dies on the tree,” that is, the Prince of life was killed, and “The deity is crucified,” that is, “God was crucified in the flesh.” For this is what they want to express: that it was not a mere man who suffered and was crucified and that the Passion ought not be referred to the humanity alone, but that it should be attributed to the person, who is truly God and truly man. Nevertheless He sustained the suffering not in the divinity but in the flesh.
 

Practical use.
 

§ 200. Just as from the personal union there results the sort of communication by which the Word appropriates to Himself the properties and sufferings of the assumed flesh, so also from the spiritual union of Christ and the faithful there arises the sort of communication by which Christ, through an appropriation, attributes to Himself those good and evil things that are conferred on the faithful. Nevertheless we must distinguish this appropriation from the former, for the latter is merely relative and representational, but the latter is natural and essential, as Damascenus says (bk. 3, ch. 25). The latter is figurative; the former, literal. The former, personal; the latter, spiritual. “Whoever touches you touches the pupil of My eye” (Zech. 2:8). “Whoever receives you, receives Me” (Matt. 10:40). “Whatever you have done or denied to one of the least of these My brothers, you have done or denied to Me” (Matt. 25:40, 45). “Saul, Saul, why do you persecute Me?” (Acts 9:4). In fact, these can fittingly be taken in such a way that the injury inflicted on the ambassador overflows to the Lord Himself. Therefore because the apostles and ministers of the Church “perform the office of ambassador in the name of Christ” (2 Cor. 5:20), whatever good or evil is inflicted on them overflows to God Himself. “They have not rejected you but Me” (1 Sam. 8:7). However, the analogy of faith and the circumstances of the text show that this refers to that mystical union that exists between the Church and Christ, and between every faithful soul and God. Because the Father and the Son make a dwelling in the hearts of the devout (John 14:23) and because Christ dwells through faith in the hearts of believers (Eph. 3:17), because the faithful are members of Christ and a mystical Body of which Christ is the Head (1 Cor. 12:12; Col. 1:18), therefore Christ appropriates to Himself the good things that are given to the devout and the evils that are inflicted on them. For this reason, the apostle says explicitly, “I complete what is lacking in Christ’s afflictions in my flesh for the sake of His Body, which is the Church” (Col. 1:24). And: “We carry in our body the death of Jesus Christ” (2 Cor. 4:10). Augustine, Sermon 40 de temp.:
 


When Paul was still Saul, he heard, “Saul, Saul, why are you persecuting Me?” because the body is joined to the head. But now, when the preacher of Christ suffers from others what the persecutor himself had done, “that I may fill up,” as he says, “what oppressions are lacking in my flesh,” he is showing that what he was suffering belongs to the afflictions of Christ. This cannot be understood as a reference to the Head, which is now suffering no such thing in heaven, but to the Body, that is, to the Church.

 





Augustine again, preface to Psalm 142:
 


He who deigned to die for us made us His members. Sometimes He speaks from the person of His members, sometimes from His own person as our head. The apostle says, “That I may fill up what afflictions of Christ are lacking in my flesh.” He says, “That I may fill up what afflictions” not “of mine,” but “of Christ, that are lacking in” not “the flesh of Christ,” but “in my flesh.” He says, “Christ still suffers affliction” not “in His flesh,” in which He ascended to heaven, but “in my flesh,” which still labors on earth. He says, “Christ suffers affliction in my flesh. For I live, yet not I, but Christ lives in me.” For if Christ were not in His members, that is, in His faithful, He Himself would suffer the affliction. Saul on earth would not be persecuting Christ seated in heaven, etc.

 





These words show: (1) A very serious exhortation to do good. Whatever good is shown to the faithful members of Christ is presented to Christ Himself. He who feeds a poor man feeds Christ Himself. (2) A warning, that people should not inflict injustices on their neighbor and persecutions on the Church. He who touches the devout touches the pupil of Christ’s eye. Therefore He will by no means allow this with impunity. (3) Consolation in adversities. What greater comfort could we have in adversities than that Christ Himself counts our cross His own, that “we bear on our body the scars and death of Christ that the life of Christ may be revealed in us” (Gal. 6:17)?
 



1  Read [image: ] with Cotta instead of [image: ].
 

2  Causa per se, a cause that produces an effect by its own power.
 

3  Read casus sextus with Cotta instead of casus rectus.
 

4  Read At instead of An.
 

5  That is, whether we are dealing with God the Holy Trinity per se or with God the Son incarnate.
 

6  Reading with Cotta, instead of Martinus.
 

7   Read non passa propter immutabilitatem with Cotta instead of non passa immutabilitatem.
 

8   This appears to be an argument from the absurd. Gerhard seems to say, if it were true that “The divine nature suffered” is the logical conclusion of “The divine nature is incarnate,” then one could also make the absurd statement “The divine nature was assumed.”
 

9   Read [image: ] with Cotta instead of [image: ].
 

10  This appears to be another argument from the absurd.
 

11  Read etiam naturae assumtae est hypostasis with Cotta instead of etiam naturae est hypostasis.
 

12  Read ab initio, & [image: ] with Cotta instead of ab initio [image: ].
 

13  Read in utraque natura with Cotta instead of in utraque naturae.
 




  


CHAPTER XII: ON THE SECOND GENUS
OF THE COMMUNICATION OF PROPERTIES
 

§ 201. General thesis. The second genus of the communication of properties is that by which the divine nature of the Son communicates its own, proper glory and excellence to the human nature, while it remains free of the sufferings of the flesh.
 

With regard to this genus, we must note: (I) Its foundation. Because the assumed nature, in and through the union, has become a partaker of the hypostasis of the Word, therefore it has truly and really become a partaker also of the divine properties. Because the Son of God assumed the human nature into the unity of His person, so that in and through it He might perfect the work of our redemption and salvation and administer His prophetic, priestly, and royal office, therefore He enriched the flesh with the divine workings [[image: ]] that it might be the salutary and suitable instrument of the divine effects [[image: ]], not inactive and inanimate but active [[image: ]], not separate but united.
 

(II) Its names. In Scripture this genus is called “exaltation in the highest,” “exaltation,” “magnificence,” “glory,” “glorification,” “entrance into glory,” “coronation,” “majesty in the highest,” etc. The Greek fathers call it “theosis” [“deification”], “apotheosis.” Justin calls it “partaking of divine dignity.” Basil, “imparting and sharing divine authority.” Athanasius, “a great addition,” “improvement,” “deifying,” “endowing with the Word of God” [[image: ]], “filling.” Epiphanius, “strengthening,” “strengthening together.” Gregory of Nyssa, “changing,” “elevation to the divinity’s own height through the unification.” Eustachius, “added power and glory.” Eusebius, “divine power.” Damascenus, “a sharing of divine illumination,” “riches of the divine workings [[image: ]] added1 to the flesh from the unification and joining with the highest Word,” “an imparting of divine glories.” The Latin fathers call it “a communication of majesty,” “the transformation of the assumed nature into divine glory and working,” “the advancement of the human nature,” etc.
 

(III) Its subject. In the subject of propositions pertaining to this genus of communication, not only the name of the person is set but also sometimes even the name of the human nature or of the flesh. However, this does not denote a separate human nature or the human nature subsisting apart (because after the incarnation the Word is not outside the flesh nor the flesh outside the Word), but according as the flesh is united with the Word and subsists in the very hypostasis of the Word. That is, it denotes the human nature not of a mere man but of that man who is personally united with the Son of God and, indeed, according as He is united. Hence here we are considering not the essential attributes in the assumed nature (attributes that belong to Him on the basis of essential principles) but the divine attributes that are conferred on Him from and through the union.
 

(II) (IV) Its species and examples: (1) With regard to the predicate. In some predications, divine majesty and glory given in time are predicated in general about Christ the man. In some, however, divine omnipotence, omniscience, and the power to give life are expressed in particular, as will become apparent from what follows. (2) With regard to the subject. In some predications, a concrete of the person is set as the subject, such as, “To Christ was given all power in heaven and on earth” (Matt. 28:18). In some, a concrete of the human nature is set as the subject, such as “The Son of Man is Lord of the Sabbath” (Mark 2:28). We shall see in the questions whether an abstract of the human nature sometimes occupies the place of the subject.
 

(V) Reciprocation. In this genus of communication there is no reciprocation, as there is in the first. The reason is this: Because the divine nature is simply unalterable and unchangeable, therefore through the union it could be neither perfected nor diminished, neither exalted nor brought down (Mal. 3:6). However, because the human nature is humble and lacking, therefore through the union it could be exalted, raised up, and perfected. What you object is not right: that “the union is reciprocal, therefore so also is the communication.” Although the union, considered with respect to itself, is equal and reciprocal, nevertheless considered with regard to its united natures, it shows us this difference: that in the union the Word assumes, but the flesh is assumed. The Word assumed the flesh; the flesh did not assume the Word but was assumed by the Word. But now, “advancement belongs to what is assumed, not to what assumes,” as the devout ancients say.
 

(VI) The specifying particles. Sometimes the particles “according to” and “because” [[image: ]] are used in this genus, and with regard to these we must note very carefully that their use in the first genus is not the same as in the second genus of communication. In the first genus, those particles are marks of property, namely, to which nature those properties that are expressed in the predicate belong. For example, when I say that Christ suffered according to the flesh, then the meaning is: since suffering is the property of the human nature, and it is predicated about the person in the concrete because of the personal union. In the second genus, however, they explain both the object (because they show according to which nature such things are given to Christ in time and point out that the predicate of the proposition is to be referred to the human nature of Christ considered in the union) and the cause and origin (because they show the source from which the flesh obtains that eminence and dignity that it has, namely, from the union). For example, when I say, “To Christ was given all power in heaven and on earth according to the flesh,” or, “To Christ was given the power to judge, because He is the Son of Man,” then from the first the object of the giving is to be understood, namely, that it is about Christ according as He is man, that is, about the flesh of Christ, that all power and, consequently, the power to judge has been given in time. When I say, “The flesh of Christ is life-giving and omnipotent according to the other” [[image: ]], the meaning is that it is life-giving not from the property of its own nature but according to the union or because of the union, from which and through which it has received this dignity. Or, what is the same, it signifies that the union is the reason why the flesh of Christ has been endowed with the power to make alive, something that does not at all befit it on the basis of its essential principles. Pelargus (Antith. apologet. contra Bald., thesis 89) disapproves of this distinction, saying, “The distinction of the phrase ‘according to the other’ in the first and third genus is new and completely unknown to orthodox antiquity, namely, that in the first genus it indicates a property, and in the third, the cause and origin. The ancients always used it to denote the subject or nature according to which something is said about Christ.” It will appear from the statements of the ancients, however, that the foundations for this distinction exist in antiquity itself.
 

§ 202. Furthermore, because very serious controversies are being stirred up in the Church over this second genus of communication, therefore, that its verification may be the more evident, we proceed in this way, saying that in this genus two things must be considered: (1) The communication itself and (2) The use of the things communicated.
 

In the communication itself, we must look at: (a) The essential matters. (b) The circumstantial matters. The essential matters are: (α) The termini. (β) The material of the communication. There are two termini: the starting point [terminus a quo], that is, he who is communicating; and the ending point [terminus ad quem], namely, to whom this is being communicated. The material of the communication is the very thing that is being communicated. The circumstances of the communication are the manner and time. We shall speak about all of these in particular here.
 

He who communicates is the Word.
 

§ 203. Let this, then, be Specific Thesis I: He who communicates is the Word or the deity of the Word.
 

Explanation. As the Word assumes in the union and the human nature is assumed, so also the Word or the deity of the Word communicates and the human nature is communicated to. As the Son Himself is said to have sat at the right hand of God (Mark 16:19; Heb. 1:3; 8:1), as He is said to have “ascended into heaven with the angels and powers and authorities subject to Him” (1 Pet. 3:22), so also He elevated the assumed flesh to His own loftiness.
 

Cyril, Thesaur., bk. 8, ch. 1:
 


The Son is always the Most High as God, and as man He is exalted. He lacks nothing as God, yet as man He receives many things. It is a mark of the human nature to receive from God; therefore as man He received through grace from the deity that which He has naturally as God. For this reason, He as man takes from His very own self as God. For if the Father does all things through the Son, we must believe that He Himself gave Himself the exaltation and grace of the Father when the assumed temple was deified. Therefore grace comes to Him as a man, and He is said to be exalted because of the flesh.

 





Dial. de Trinit., bk. 6, p. 127: “As God, He is holy according to His nature. As man He has been sanctified along with us as with His own Spirit He anoints His temple.”
 

Athanasius, De naturae humanae susc., p. 471: “It is clear that the Father does all things through Him, and they are done in such a way that He is stirred up by the Father through His very own self. He is sanctified through Himself. He is extolled through Himself. He bestows life on Himself.” Page 465: “When He says that the Father gave life to the Son, we must understand that life was given to the flesh. The Father completed the wakening of the body of His Son through the Son.” Gregory of Nyssa, Contra Eunom.: “The very right hand of God elevated to His own height the man united to Himself.”
 

Damascenus, Orth. fid., bk. 3, ch. 7: “It (the divine nature) imparts to the flesh its own glories while remaining impassible and free from the passions of the flesh.” (Cf. our article On the Person of Christ [1610 Loci Theologici, locus 7], § 86.)
 

Antithesis.
 

§ 204. Those who deny that a communication of divine properties was made to the flesh of Christ argue that the Father is said to have exalted the Son and to have given Him all power. “The Son of Man came in the clouds of heaven to the Ancient of Days, and He gave Him power and honor and dominion” (Dan. 7:13–14). “All things have been given Me by My Father” (Matt. 11:[27]). “The Father loves the Son and gave all things into His hands” (John 3:35). “The Father gave the Son the power to pass judgment” (John 5:27). “God raised Christ from the dead and set Him at His right hand in the heavens” (Eph. 1:20). “Because of this, God exalted Him and gave Him a name that is above every name” (Phil. 2:9). “What is man that You are mindful of Him? You have crowned Him with glory and honor” (Heb. 2:6–7). From these and similar passages they draw this conclusion: “If the Father exalted the Son and gave Him all power, surely there must be a relationship between the Father as giver and the Son as receiver, but not between the deity of the Word as giver and the assumed humanity as receiver.”
 

We respond. (1) Those passages of Scripture, instead of overthrowing our thesis, much rather confirm it very powerfully. Because the Son is consubstantial with the Father according to His deity, therefore “whatever the Father does, the Son does the same things in the same way” (John 5:19). For as there is one essence of the three persons of the divinity, so also there is one power of acting. If the Father were to act without the Son, there would no longer be one action of Father and Son, and, as a consequence, there would also not be one essence. Therefore in all the statements of Scripture in which the Father is said to have exalted the Son and to have given Him all power, our thesis is being confirmed that the Son exalted Himself according to the flesh—that is, the assumed humanity—because, with the exception of the internal work alone, or begetting, as a characteristic property, “whatever the Father does, the Son does that also.”
 

(2) For this reason, Scripture asserts both that the Father set the Son at His right hand (Eph. 1:20), that the Son sat down at the right hand of the Father, that the Father anointed the Son with the Spirit and with power (Ps. 45:[7]; Isa. 61:1; Acts 10:38), and that by assuming the human nature, the Word anointed the same with the fullness of His own Spirit (Dan. 9:24). The Father gives the Son (John 3:16). He sends the Son (Gal. 4:4). He hands Him over into death (Rom. 8:32). And the Son hands Himself over (Gal. 2:20). The Father raises the Son, and the Son rises by His own power. The Father puts His enemies under the feet of Christ (Ps. 110:1), and Christ Himself subjects His foes to
 

Himself (1 Cor. 15:[25]).
 

(3) Although there is one exaltation, one action, and, in like manner, one action of Father and Son by which the assumed flesh of Christ has become a partaker of the divine properties, nevertheless as the terminus of the assumption is not the Father nor the Holy Spirit but the Word alone, so also the Father exalted the flesh of Christ not in His very own person but in the person of the Son. For the Word alone, by assuming the human nature into the unity of His person, anointed it as His very own flesh with the fullness of His very own Spirit.
 

(4) From this, some people make a distinction between giving ([image: ]) and communication ([image: ]) taken narrowly. Those glorifications are said to be given but not communicated by the Father and the Holy Spirit to Christ according to His human nature, if we wish to speak strictly and very carefully, because the communication we are discussing here is and is called “personal.” Hence, if we wish to speak accurately, it presupposes the personal union. But now, the personal union is not between the Father and the flesh of Christ nor between the Holy Spirit and the flesh of Christ, but between the Word and His assumed human flesh. Therefore, because the Son alone has been united personally with the assumed flesh, and the Father and the Holy Spirit have not been so united, the Son alone communicated personally His divine properties marked with His hypostatic character to His assumed humanity. However, this does not exclude the giving of the Father and the Holy Spirit, just as they are not excluded from the work of incarnation, as we showed earlier.
 

(5) We must consider the reasons because of which Holy Scripture usually refers that imparting and exaltation to the Father. (a) As God the Father is the source of the deity, in Him is the divinity as in its spring [[image: ]], so also He is the source of our redemption and salvation. For that reason, Christ confesses many times that the Father sent Him into this world and that He came not to do His own but the Father’s will
 

(John 6:38; 8:42; etc.).
 

(b) Just as the Father communicated His own essence and all His essential attributes to the Word without flesh through His eternal begetting, so also He is said to give all things into the hands of the incarnate Word in respect to the hypostatic union of the Word and His flesh.
 

(c) Just as the sending of the Son and the confirmation of His office made from heaven by the voice of God, as well as His miracles, are usually assigned to God the Father, and as the total obedience rendered by Christ in the days of His flesh is said to have been rendered to God the Father, so also those divine glories with which He as man was enriched, through the hypostatic union and His exaltation to the right hand of God, are referred to the Father as their source.
 

(d) As the Father is said to have handed over the Son into death for us, so also it says that He brought Him forth from the lock and prison, adorned Him with divine glory and honor, and placed Him at His right hand in heaven, to prove by that very deed and outcome that a sufficient and full ransom had been offered to Himself. Briefly speaking, in those passages there is a relationship between the giving Father and the receiving Son, namely, in time and through the grace of the union and exaltation. From this we gather that this relationship between the Father and the Son must be understood not with respect to the divine nature of the Son, according to which He has the same essence with the Father from eternity, but with respect to the assumed human nature, according to which He received those gifts in time.
 

From this foundation, we respond easily to the sophism of Bellarmine, De Christo, bk. 3, ch. 8: “If the Father or the Holy Spirit communicates His properties to the human nature of Christ, a union follows from this between the Father and the flesh,” etc. We respond. (α) By the same logic I could draw this conclusion: The entire Trinity shaped the dwelling place of the body that the Word assumed into the unity of His person. Therefore the entire Trinity is incarnate. (β) The entire divine nature is said to have been united with the flesh in one of its hypostases. Therefore the human nature of Christ has been united to the Holy Spirit, but still it is not personally united to Him. (Υ) We invert the argument. If the hypostasis of the Word has been communicated to the flesh (which nevertheless is especially proper to the Word), how will the divine attributes common to the entire Trinity not be able to be communicated?
 

He to whom the communication has been made is Christ according to His human nature.
 

§ 205. [Specific] Thesis II: He to whom the communication has been made is Christ according to His human nature or, what is the same, the assumed human nature of Christ.
 

In our description of the subject of these predications, we already pointed out that it is the same whether one says that that communication was made to Christ according to His human nature or that it happened to the human nature of Christ. That communication was made to the person of Christ, but because there are two distinct natures in that person, therefore we must immediately explain according to which nature that communication is said to have been made to Him. Here we respond clearly that it was according to the human nature.
 

We proved this thesis in our article On the Person of Christ [1610 Loci Theologici, locus 7], §§ 89ff.: (1) From the clear expression of “the flesh” (John 6:51, 54, 55). The flesh of Christ is life-giving. Our adversaries make the exception (Danaeus, Contra Chemnic., pp. 285 and 305, the Herborners, and the rest of the Calvinists) that “nowhere is the flesh of Christ said to be life-giving but that it is given for the life of the whole world and that he who eats this flesh has eternal life.” We respond. Subordinates2 are not opposites; rather, they posit each other mutually. Whoever eats the flesh of Christ has life because the flesh of Christ was given for the world. The flesh of Christ could be given for the life of the world because it is the proper flesh of the Word, of the Word who wished to give life to all things, as the Council of Ephesus (c. 11) correctly declared against Nestorius. In his Defens. contra Theod. of this anathema, Cyril writes: “Because the flesh became the Word’s own, therefore it is also life-giving.” Application requires acquisition; acquisition requires or presupposes a communication; and communication, a union. For this reason, Christ concludes, “I am the living bread that came down from heaven. Therefore if anyone eats of this bread, he will live forever. And the bread that I shall give is My flesh, which I shall give for the life of the whole world” (John 6:51). And later, “Whoever eats My flesh has life” (v. 54). “For My flesh truly is food, and My blood truly is drink” (v. [55]), that is, life-giving food and drink, because it is “My flesh and My blood.”
 

(2) From the addition of the determinative particle. “The Father gave the Son the power to execute judgment, because ([image: ]) He is the Son of Man” (John 5:27). [This is added] in order that we may note the object, namely, that that power was given to Christ as He is the Son of Man or according to His human nature. Therefore, properly speaking, that conjunction “because” is not etiological, because the human nature is not the cause of that giving. (Otherwise all human beings would have this power, because once the cause has been posited and is not hindered, the effect follows.) Instead, it is distinguishing and demonstrative, showing the nature with respect to which that giving happened to Christ in time, which is “just as” [[image: ]] or “inasmuch as” [[image: ]]. This is clear also from the following verse: Christ, with His own human voice, will be able to call forth the dead from the grave because to Him as man the power to execute judgment and, hence, also to call forth the dead was given. Pelargus writes in his commentary on this passage: “Some of the ancients, such as Tertullian (Contra Prax., ch. 16), Ambrose (De fid., bk. 2, ch. 4), and Chrysostom (on John, homily 38), refer this to the eternal begetting by which the Father bestowed all things on the Son. Nevertheless the evangelist expressly determines that this power was given to Him because He is the Son of Man, that is, because of and according to His humanity.” Cyril, In Johan., bk. 2, ch. 144: “Christ adds the reason why He said that the Father gave Him life and the power of judgment: ‘because He is the Son of Man,’ that we may understand that all things were given to Him as man. The only-begotten Son, however, is not a partaker of life but is life naturally.” Chapter 140: “According as He is the Word of God and is God, He has this power naturally. But according as He became man, He confesses openly that He received this power.” Tossan. Calvin. explains this as follows: “ ‘Because He is the Son of Man,’ that is, because He humbled Himself in the assumed form of a servant and was obedient to the Father unto death (Phil. 2:9).” We do not reject this interpretation. However, we add that the Father gave Christ the power to execute judgment according to the same nature according to which He was humiliated, because that granting of judging authority belongs to His exaltation, which followed His emptying and humiliation. But now, Christ was humiliated according to His human nature. Therefore He received that power according to the same nature, and as a consequence, the object of the giving is connoted. Some of the Calvinists explain it in this way: “ ‘Because He is the Son of Man,’ that is, because He will come to the judgment in visible form.” Yet in what passage of Scripture does “being the Son of Man” signify a visible return to judgment? The cause of this giving is not a visible coming but the hypostatic union and His exaltation to the right hand of God. Therefore we correct this interpretation: Because Christ will return for the judgment in visible form and will raise the dead with His own voice and summon them to His judgment seat, therefore it is also understood that the power to execute judgment was given to Him as man, so that in this regard His return to execute judgment is not being established as the cause but as the consequence of this giving, etc.
 

(3) From the notation of the circumstances, which point a finger at the human nature. (See Rev. 1:13; 5:5–6, 12; Ps. 8:[6]; John 3:35; Eph. 1:22.) They make the exception that “descriptions of this kind merely express the unity of the nature, because He to whom such things are being attributed is also true man and the Son of Man.” We respond. On the contrary, not only the unity of the person but also that object, that nature, is being expressed, according to which such a communication was made to Christ. What would this description of presence be? The Son of Man, walking amid the gold lampstands, was clothed in a long robe. His head and hair were white like snow. That is, Christ only, as God, is present to His Church. But can the human nature—according to which head, hair, feet, etc., befit Him—dwell in a place very far distant from us? What would this analysis be? The Lamb, standing as slain, is worthy to receive power; that is, Christ, slain according to His human nature, received such things according to His divine nature. “All things were given into the hands of Christ,” that is, were all things given to His divinity, according to which having hands and feet does not befit Him?
 

(4) From the connection of the emptying and exaltation. The exaltation is described as the immediate consequence of His emptying. Therefore the exaltation, too, befits Christ according to that nature by which He was emptied, that is, according to the human nature. (See Ps. 8:[5–6]; 110:7; Luke 24:26; Rom. 14:9; Eph. 1:20; Phil. 2:9; Heb. 2:9.)
 

(5) From the conferring of a more excellent name. According to the nature by which Christ was made higher than the angels and was given a more excellent name, according to the same nature He was also exalted and received divine glory. But now, the former befits Him according to the human nature (Heb. 1:4; Phil. 2:9).
 

(6) From a determination of the time. Whatever things are said to have been given to Christ in time cannot be understood to have been given to Him according to His divinity (according to which He has all things from eternity). But now, those things are said to have been given to Christ in time (Dan. 7:13; 9:24; John 17:1).
 

(7) From the condition of deity. The divine nature is immutable, utterly perfect, self-sufficient. Therefore nothing could have been added to it through a union made in time and through the exaltation that followed the days of the flesh.
 

(8) From a consideration of the purpose. The things that were given to Christ in time were given to this end: that Christ might carry out the office of mediator. But now, according to His deity, through His essence, from eternity, Christ received the divine power and working [[image: ]] required for the works of the office of mediator. Therefore there was no need for anything to be given to Him in time according to His divine nature.
 

§ 206. To these arguments that have explained in greater detail the aforementioned passage, the following should be added: (I) From the indwelling of the divinity in the assumed flesh of Christ. In whatever nature the whole fullness of the Godhead dwells, to it divine glory and majesty were truly and really communicated. The reason is that the whole fullness of the Godhead is not and cannot be without divine glory and majesty, and the indwelling of this whole fullness is not and cannot be without communication, as we showed in ch. 8, On the Communication of the Natures [§§ 148–54]. But now, the whole fullness of the Godhead dwells in the human nature, as we showed in the same place on the basis of the words [image: ] [“to dwell within”] and [image: ] [“bodily”]. If we explain the word [image: ] as “bodily,” the mode of indwelling will not be able to be described by it (which indeed is not bodily). Instead, the subject (so to speak) is being marked, that is, the nature that is the temple and dwelling place of the indwelling fullness of the Godhead. The same thing is concluded from Col. 1:19: “It well pleased the Father that all the fullness dwell ([image: ]) in Him.” In the same place, this indwelling is related to “good pleasure” [[image: ]]. But now, the fact that Christ is from eternity full and perfect God does not pertain to good pleasure but to His nature. Therefore this concerns the indwelling of the fullness in the assumed nature, according to which nature He is also established as the Head of the Church, after He had reconciled all things through His blood (vv. 18 and 20).
 

(II) From the anointing of the Holy Spirit. According to whichever nature Christ was anointed in time by the Holy Spirit, according to that same nature He also received divine and infinite power, which revealed itself through divine miracles (Acts 10:38). But now, it was according to the human nature that Christ was anointed in time by the Holy Spirit. Therefore. The minor premise is proved: From the personal property of the deity, because, according to the divine nature, the Holy Spirit proceeded from all eternity from Christ the Son of God no less than from the Father, and He is the Anointer according to the divine nature. Also, from the time of the anointing, because in Dan. 9:24 the time is expressly fixed when the Holy of Holies was to be anointed. (Cf. Isa. 61:1; John 3:31, 35;
 

Acts 10:38.)
 

The devout ancients teach the same thing with great consensus. Irenaeus, bk. 3, ch. 10, p. 180: “According to the Word of God being man from the root of Jesse and the Son of Abraham, according to that, the Holy Spirit rested on Him, and He was anointed to preach the Gospel to the lowly.” Cyril, on Isaiah 11: “Although Christ sometimes is said to receive the Spirit, nevertheless because He Himself is the choragus and provider of the Holy Spirit and because He does not give according to measure but imparts to the worthy out of His own fullness, He must be understood to receive this in proportion to the measure of His emptying.” Chrysostom, Homily de sanct. et ador. Spir.: “No one is so wicked as to believe that the divinity receives the Holy Spirit. Therefore the flesh had the Holy Spirit, not a part of His gifts as we have—since sacred wisdom is given to one—but He had all the gifts.” Oecumenius, on Hebrews 1: “Your God has anointed You with what was Yours because of the flesh. The humanity is anointed with the Holy Spirit, but the anointing is, as it were, the whole presence of the Anointer.” Damascenus, Orth. fid., bk. 4, ch. 1: “The flesh was anointed with deity, for the anointing itself refers to the humanity.”
 

(III) From His placement at the right hand of God. According to whichever nature Christ was placed at the right hand of God, according to that nature did He also receive divine majesty, as we shall prove later. But now, He was placed at the right hand of God according to His human nature, and this we prove: First, from the nature of the deity. The very right hand of God and His might are according to His divine nature (Luke 1:35; 1 Cor. 1:24).
 

We prove it, second, from the time of the placement. Christ was placed at the right hand of God in time: “After He spoke, He was taken up into heaven and sat at the right hand of God” (Mark 16:19). “From now on you will see the Son of Man sitting at the right hand of the power of God” (Matt. 26:64). In this statement we should note four things: (a) Christ is named from His human nature. (b) A definition of the time is assigned. (c) His sitting at the right hand is connected with His coming in the clouds of heaven. (d) According to His deity, the Son is the right hand of God itself. One cannot say, then, that He sits at the right hand of God according to His deity.
 

We prove it, third, from the apostle’s manner of drawing conclusions. In 1 Cor. 15:8[ff.], Paul proves the resurrection of Christ from His sitting at the right hand of God. From this, we draw the following inference: Of whatever nature that which is being proved is, of the same nature also must the argument be. (Otherwise it would not be drawn from its proper [premises] but from foreign [premises], nor would there be a suitable logical connection of the thing proved and the proving middle terms.) But now, the resurrection belongs to the human nature, and it is proved3 from His sitting at the right hand of the Father. Therefore.
 

We prove it, fourth, from the description of that placement. Ephesians 1:19[–20] asserts that God “exerted the working of all His great might ([image: ]) in raising Christ and setting Him on high.” But this cannot be understood about Christ according to His deity.
 

(IV) From the addition of grace. In Phil. 2:9 Paul uses the verb [image: ] [“gave graciously”]: “God graciously gave Him a name.” But now, according to His deity, Christ has nothing by grace; otherwise He would not be God by nature.
 

(V) From the bestowal of lordship. In Acts 2:36 Christ is said to have become Lord in time. But now, this statement cannot be taken as a reference to Him according to His divine nature, since according to that nature He was born Lord from eternity, namely, through His begetting from the Father.
 

§ 207. The sayings of the fathers are cited in great number in the Apol. Form. Concord. and in Chemnitz’s De duabus naturis, ch. 25, p. 370. We have cited some of them in our article On the Person of Christ [1610 Loci Theologici, locus 7], § 98, and to those the following should be added:
 

Theodoret (Dial. 2) sets forth the rule approved by the common judgment of antiquity: “Whenever Scripture says that the Son received and was glorified, it says this according to His humanity and not according to His deity.”
 

Athanasius, Contra Arian., orat. 4, p. 279: “He says that He received this power as a man, a power that He always has as God. He says, ‘Glorify Me’ (but He glorified others), to show that His flesh had a need for those things. For this reason, when His flesh receives the glorification of His humanity, He speaks in such a way as if He Himself had received it.”
 

Eusebius of Emesa, Homil. post Dom. Pass.: “We confess that Christ is full of all power and grace according to His humanity.”
 

Basil, Contra Eunom., bk. 2, vol. 2, p. 322, on Acts 2: “He is speaking openly not about the very essence of the Word of God, which in the beginning was with God, but about Him who emptied Himself in the form of a servant and became similar to the body of our humility and was crucified out of weakness.” Contra Eunom., bk. 4: “ ‘All power is given to Me. Glorify Me with that glory,’ etc. We must take these things as a reference to His incarnation and not to His deity.” Jerome, commentary on Philippians 2: “He is teaching that we must relate the humiliation and exaltation to the human nature of Christ.”
 

Cyril, Thesaur., bk. 4, ch. 2, f. 36: “Because the Son is life according to His nature, He is said to receive life from the Father not according as He is the Word or image of the Father” (for in this way He, too, is life by nature) “but according as He became man.” Letter 1 ad success.: “If anyone calls that body of Christ ‘divine,’ just as he calls the body of a man ‘human,’ he does not deviate from proper reason, because the body has been illumined with the ineffable glory of God.”
 

Chrysostom, on the Epistle to the Hebrews, homily 4, col. 1687 of the Basel edition: “ ‘You have put all things under His feet.’ This properly is applied to Christ according to the flesh.”
 

Augustine, vol. 6, Contra serm. Arian., ch. 12: “ ‘Sit at My right hand’ was completed effectually in the flesh, and at His time in the flesh He sat at the right hand of the Father.” Contra Maximin., bk. 2, ch. 5: “In what form He was crucified, that form was exalted. A name was given to Him that is above every name so that when the very form of a servant is named, the only-begotten Son of God may be understood.” Tractate 111 on John: “That form of a servant that He took from the Virgin was lifted up and placed at the right hand of the Father.” (See Theophylact, on Matthew 28, p. 906.)
 

Basil: “Because the human nature that was first condemned and now is united with the Word of God personally is seated in heaven and is being worshiped by the angels, He rightly says, ‘All power is given to Me in heaven,’ because the human nature first was serving, but now it commands all things in Christ.” On Hebrews 7, on the words “Made higher than the heavens”: “It is clear, on the other hand, that ‘being made’ is said about Him according to the flesh, for as God the Word, He was always higher than the heavens.”
 

Theodoret, Dial. 2: “The body was glorified with divine glory and is being worshiped by the heavenly powers.”
 

Primasius, on Hebrews 2: “In being man, He received the inheritance of the world. He was crowned with honor in the confession of eternal majesty. Just as all things were created by the Word, so also that man, assumed by the Word, possesses all things with the Word.”
 

Leo, Sermon 3 de pass., speaking in the persona of Christ: “To you this ascension is revealed, and your humility in Me is elevated above all the heavens to be placed at the right hand of the Father.” Letter 41: “Whatever Christ receives in time, He receives according to His human nature; it is to the human nature that those things that it did not have are conferred, and the things that He received in the form of a servant, those He Himself gave in the form of God.”
 

Vigilius, Contra Eutych., bk. 4: “Which nature is it to which He said, ‘Sit at My right hand, share My seat with Me’? It was that nature that had heard: ‘You are earth, and to the earth you shall return.’ “
 

Dacius Clarus, Advers. Varimund., in Haeres. col., p. 258: “If the Arians oppose to you those words of Acts [2:36], ‘God made the Lord and Christ,’ answer: ‘The Son is said to have been made Lord not according to the nature of His deity but according to the form of the assumed man.’ “ (Cf. Damascenus, throughout his entire book De orth. fid.)
 

Antithesis.
 

§ 208. Opponents of the truth go off here in different directions. (I) Some concede that those things “which are said to have been given to Christ in time are said to have been given according to the human nature” (Beza, Resp. ad act. Coll., part 1, pp. 237, 144–46, 148, 161, 164, 170; Danaeus, Exam. Chemnic., p. 361, Geneva edition.) However, they deny that those are truly divine and infinite gifts. We shall argue against these with the thesis following.
 

(II) Some acknowledge that “truly divine and infinite gifts were given to Christ, but they deny that these were given to Him as man or according to the human nature,” for they argue that “they were given to the person of the Mediator and must remain there.” (See Trelcatius, Loc., pp. 58–59.) In our article On the Person of Christ [1610 Loci Theologici, locus 7], § 100, and in our Harm. de resurrect., ch. 12, p. 438, we produced the following rule against these people: Whatever is predicated about the person of Christ, that is attributed to Him either according to His divine nature alone or according to His human nature alone or according to both natures.
 

Sadeel sets forth a contrary theorem in his book De veritat. humanae naturae: “Some things are said about Christ that must be understood only according to His person, that is, which do not belong separately and properly to one of the natures.” However, we deny that this theorem can be confirmed with a suitable example. Sadeel produces the following arguments: First, from Matt. 17:5: “This is My beloved Son.” We respond. This is a personal proposition and, therefore, pertains to the description of the hypostatic union. It does not speak about gifts given in time. Second, from the words “The Son of God descended from heaven.” We respond. These words describe the incarnation and that “bending down” [inclinatio], as the ancients say, by which the divine majesty of the Son in His incarnation stooped down into the weakness of our flesh. For this reason, the Nicene Creed immediately adds the explanation “and was made man.” Third, from the propositions in which Christ is said to be our king and priest. We respond. Those have to do with the third genus of communication, for they are the names of the office that belongs to Christ according to both natures.
 

Others add this sophism: “Whatever was given to Christ in time, that was given to Him according to His human nature. The union was given to Him in time; therefore it was given Him according to His human nature. The conclusion is absurd. Therefore one of the premises is absurd. It is not the minor; therefore it is the major.” We respond. The union, properly and accurately speaking, was not “given to” Christ, but the union of the divine and human natures is said to have “happened” in time. The union does not belong to the communication of properties but is the foundation of that communication. The flesh received the divine excellences because it was united personally with the Word and was placed at the right hand of God.
 

The exception of Bellarmine is akin to this opinion of Sadeel and Trelcatius, by which Bellarmine argues, De Christo, bk. 3, ch. 15: “The sitting at the right hand of God was given to the humanity, not to it in itself, but in the subject [suppositum]. For it did not happen that the humanity in itself sits at the right hand of God, but as it is the humanity of that person who sits at the right hand of God.” Chapter 16: “The glory of God the Father was given to the humanity of Christ, not in itself but in the subject.” We respond. Bellarmine is making conflicting points out of subordinates. We draw the following conclusion: To whatever the divine hypostasis was communicated, to that the sitting at the right hand of God happened and truly divine gifts were communicated. But the divine hypostasis was communicated to the assumed flesh of Christ. Therefore. Hence that opposition is faulty: “Those things have been given to the flesh according as it subsists in the hypostasis of the Word. Therefore they have not been given to the flesh itself.” (See our De Gloria Dei, disp. 3, § 14.)
 

(III) The things given in time are referred by some to Christ according to His deity in a certain respect, because of the preceding emptying and the following manifestation of glory. Beza, Resp. ad Coll., part 1, pp. 96–97: “The deity somehow emptied itself.” Page 145: “No one denies that this omnipotence of the Word, to some extent, has been temporarily hidden under the veil of the flesh and, as far as the manifestation is concerned, somehow seems to have been able to have been restored to the Word with regard to His deity, because also in this flesh, after the days of His weakness were completed, Christ was exalted above every name.” Sohnius, Exeg., p. 120: “Christ actually had equal glory with God the Father, but for a while He resigned from it, so to speak.”4 We have argued against those people in our article On the Person of Christ [1610 Loci Theologici, locus 7], § 101.
 

Here we draw the following conclusion: According to the nature by which Christ was emptied, according to that nature He was also exalted. Yet He was emptied not according to the divine but only according to the human nature, as the definition of the emptying has been given by the apostle (Phil. 2:9), that it is of Christ the God-man, humble in the form of a servant, who was obedient5 even unto the death of the cross.
 

Some counter by saying, “When the glorification and exaltation are attributed to the deity, this is not understood as the restoration of His majesty and glory but merely the manifestation and revelation.” Tossanus, notes on John 17: “Grant that, when I am taken up to You in heaven after winning the victory against the devil, the world, and sin, the whole world may know that I am Your only-begotten Son, the true God along with You.” Tilenus, part 2, Disput. 7, § 2: “The divine nature has been exalted in some respect by the revelation of its majesty, which somehow had concealed itself in the state of emptying.”
 

We respond. We willingly confess that the exaltation attributed to God in some passages of Scripture signifies the recognition of the divine majesty and the preaching, glorification, and celebration of God’s name. However, we deny that the exaltation and glorification that happened to Christ in time denotes merely the external6 manifestation that is to happen only with respect to us. We deny this, moved as we are by the following arguments. (1) Christ asks to be glorified “before the Father” ([image: ], John 17:5). However, the glory of the deity that belongs to Christ was never hidden to the Father. Therefore the glorification for which Christ is asking cannot be explained as a reference merely to the manifestation of the glory of the deity hitherto hidden before men. (Cf.
 

John 12:28, 30.)
 

(2) The exaltation and glorification of Christ are described as follows in Heb. 1:4: Through it, Christ in Himself was made [image: ] (“better and more superior”). Therefore it does not signify a mere manifestation.
 

(3) Amid His state of emptying, Christ asserts—and He asserts truly—that the Father gave Him all things (Matt. 11:27; John 17:2). (Cf. John 3:35, where one cannot argue a manifestation with any appearance of truth, because the divine glory given to Christ was still concealing itself under the veil of the flesh.)
 

(4) The fullest manifestation of the divine glory given to Christ will finally follow on the Last Day: “Now we do not yet see all things subjected to Him” (Heb. 2:8). For that reason, the day of His coming is called the “revelation of His glory” (1 Pet. 4:13). Therefore the glorification that happened to Christ a long time ago cannot be understood as mere manifestation.
 

(5) In Eph. 1:19 the apostle says that God revealed the “working of the might of His power in raising Christ” and placing Him at His right hand on high. However, if the exaltation must be taken only with respect to humans, then we shall have to say that God exercised that power in human beings rather than in Christ, namely, in causing that recognition of the glory of Christ.
 

(6) That explanation about the manifestation of glory in the presence of people cannot be applied to all the passages of Scripture that speak about things given in time, as will become clear from the following thesis. Therefore it struggles under the fault of particularity.
 

(7) All the fathers who argued against the Arians and Photinians refer those things that were given to Christ in time to His human nature, but by no means do they explain that glory as a manifestation of the deity.
 

(8) That manifestation of glory can only be referred to the assumed human nature and understood with respect to it. Otherwise the Father and the Holy Spirit also would have been glorified in the same way in the glorification of Christ by which Christ is said to have been glorified in His own exaltation. Just as there is one deity and one essence of the Father and of the Son, so also there is one power of working. The deity of the Son, therefore, even amid its humiliation, exerted [exserit] itself no less in the governing of heaven and earth than did the deity of the Father (John 5:17). But in the flesh it did not show [exserit] itself, that is, it did not always strew its rays through the flesh in the state of emptying with full light. But if, because of this, we wanted to say that Christ was emptied according to His deity, the consequence will be that God is emptied as often as He does not clearly show [exserit] the presence of His majesty in some creature.
 

(9) Christ was exalted and glorified in such a way that in that exaltation He “was made Lord” (Acts 2:36), and “by grace received a name that is above every name” (Phil. 2:9), and “all things have been put under His feet” (Eph. 1:22). These cannot be taken as a reference to only the mere manifestation.
 

(10) If the glorification of Christ had to be evaluated merely on the basis of the recognition and preaching of human beings, we could not say that He was exalted in the resurrection and ascension because the resurrection and ascension were known to only a few in Judea at that time. It ought to be said that He was finally exalted when, in the passage of time, He was acknowledged as the Son of God and Lord of heaven and earth by as many peoples as possible through the preaching of the Gospel to all nations.
 

(11) Finally, as Christ was conceived and born, as He suffered, died, was raised again, and was lifted up into heaven not only with respect to human recognition but also with respect to Himself, so also He is said to have been placed at the right hand of the majesty in heaven with respect not to human beings but to Himself.
 

(IV) Some people claim that these were given to Christ according to both natures and assert that Christ was exalted according to both natures, though in one way with respect to His humanity, in another way with respect to His deity. The Anhalt theologians, Apolog. opposita Electoralib., p. 463, in defens. arg. 38: “In some passages, Scripture speaks about the exaltation of the entire person according to both natures to His perpetual rule and priesthood, through which the property of each nature is not removed, just as in ‘All power is given to Me,’ ‘God placed Him over all things.’ “ Polanus, Syntagm., bk. 6, ch. 22, p. 415: “Christ has been exalted not only according to His human nature but also according to His divine nature. This thesis is orthodox, catholic, and devout.” We argued against these in our article On the Person of Christ [1610 Loci Theologici, locus 7], § 102.
 

Here we shall explain their usual argument in favor of that hypothesis about the exaltation of both natures: “To sit at the right hand of God is to rule. Christ rules according to both natures. Therefore He sits at the right hand of God according to both natures.” We respond. There is ambiguity in the word “rule.” Christ as God rules through His natural or essential omnipotence, which He received through His eternal begetting by the Father. Christ as man rules from the time of His exaltation not through an essential omnipotence of His humanity but through His sitting at the right hand of God. For this reason, the sitting at the right hand of God does not simply and absolutely signify “ruling,” but it also connotes the cause from which that has been accomplished, as Nazianzen points out ([Orat.] 4 de theol.). Christ as God does not sit at the right hand of God, properly and accurately speaking; rather, He is the right hand of God. As man, however, He was exalted to the right hand of God in time, and by the power of that sitting He governs all things in heaven and on earth.
 

That which is communicated is divine majesty and glory.
 

§ 209. [Specific] Thesis III: That which is communicated, or the material of the communication, is the divine majesty, glory, and power. Hence the gifts are truly infinite and divine.
 

We do not deny that in addition to the essential properties of the human nature, some habitual gifts also inhere subjectively in Christ the man. Nevertheless even if these are very excellent and surpass by a great distance the gifts of all men and angels, they are and continue to be finite. However, we add that besides these habitual and finite gifts, truly infinite and immense [or limitless] gifts have been communicated to Christ the man through the personal union and His exaltation to the right hand of the Father. Hence the thing communicated [[image: ]] is the divine majesty and glory of the Word, which we shall discuss, first, in general and, second, in particular about the things communicated, in order that this topic may become clearer. 
 

§ 210. In general, we prove that divine majesty and glory and even truly infinite gifts have been given to Christ according to His human nature on the basis of the following foundations: (I) From the communication of the hypostasis. If the Word communicated to the assumed flesh His whole self and His person and nature, surely not only some finite gifts but also truly infinite glorifications were communicated to the flesh, because the nature and person of the Word are not something finite but truly infinite and immense. The former is true, as we proved in its own place. Therefore the latter is also true. If you should counter: “The communication of the hypostasis has to do with the personal union, not with the communication of properties,” we respond that we will gladly concede this. Meanwhile, it is correct to prove from the communication of the hypostasis that not only finite gifts habitually inhering in the flesh have been communicated to Christ as man but also the majesty and truly divine properties, because the hypostasis of the Word contains truly divine and immense properties within it, just as it itself is divine and immense.
 

(II) From the anointing of the Holy Spirit. Whoever has been anointed with the fullness of the Holy Spirit and has received the Holy Spirit “not in measure” or without measure, to him truly divine and infinite gifts have been given. The reason is that “to be given without measure” necessarily infers that the gift which has been given is without measure. On the other hand, however, these are opposed to each other as contradictory: that the gifts given to Christ are finite and that, nevertheless, the Holy Spirit has been given to Him without measure. But now, Christ was anointed with the fullness of the Holy Spirit and received the Holy Spirit without measure.
 

We prove this: (1) From Ps. 45:[7] as quoted in Heb. 1:9: “God has anointed You with the oil of gladness beyond Your companions,” where the anointing of the Holy Spirit is distinguished not only by grades but even in species from the anointing that occurs to Christ’s members because of Him, as will become more clear from the following.
 

(2) From John 3:34: “God does not give His Spirit by measure.” (In his Tract. de Deo, Christo et Spiritu s., p. 16, Socinus doubts “whether this passage should be referred to Christ. Because no mention of Christ is made in these words,” he thinks that “it is more appropriate to relate these words to the entire ministry of preaching the Gospel.” However, it is clear from the whole context that this discussion is only about Christ. Cf. vv. 30–33 and 35. The matter itself shows the same thing, because the Holy Spirit is given to the members of Christ, indeed, “richly,” Titus 3:6, and, nevertheless, according to measure, Rom. 12:3; 1 Cor. 12:7; for which reason they are said to receive the first-fruits of the Spirit, Rom. 8:23). If, then, Christ receives the Holy Spirit not by measure, surely the gifts that He receives are immense. In the Syriac paraphrase, the word [image: ] (“in measure”) is used, from the root [image: ], which signifies “to measure.” Therefore the meaning is that the Holy Spirit is not given to Christ by a measure that can be exhausted, “but with all superabundance,” as Tertullian says, De Trinit. He says, “The Holy Spirit dwells totally and completely in Christ alone, not mutilated in some measure or portion but granted abundantly with all His superabundance, so that the others might obtain a delivering of graces from Him, as the fount of the entire Holy Spirit remains in Christ, so that, as the Holy Spirit dwells richly in Christ, the channels of those gifts and works might flow to Him.” Alcuin, De trinit., bk. 2, ch. 11: “He gives to human beings according to measure, but He did not give to the only Son according to measure, because the whole fullness of the deity dwells in Him. For it is He who gives to the saints. It is He who receives. Because He has the power to give according to measure, He should not have received according to measure.” It is empty prattling and, in fact, contradictory when Martinius explains this as “a reference to the good things of the Holy Spirit given without measure, yet not immensely” (Incis., p. 23). Polanus (Syntagm., p. 160) and Piscator (commentary on this passage, observation 17) contradict him. They confess that “this means immense gifts of the Holy Spirit.” Tossanus, marginal notes: “Not according to measure as to believers, but perfectly, abundantly.” If they want to object, saying, “The Holy Spirit is said to be given to Christ not ‘by measure,’ because the source from which the Spirit’s giving proceeds is immense and infinite,” we respond that John is expressing not only the starting point but also the ending point, that the Holy Spirit has been given to Christ without measure, as the context shows, for he quickly adds, v. 35: “The Father loves the Son and has put all things into His hands.”
 

(3) From John 1:16: “From His fullness we have all received.” Because that fullness of the Spirit—which dwells in Christ, “rests” on Him (Isa. 11:[2]), and “remains” in Him (John 1:32)—flows to the members of His mystical Body, so that they run “in the fragrance of His perfumes” (Song 1:[3–4]), it was necessary, then, that all the superabundance of the Holy Spirit dwell in that head. Whatever is finite and measured is diminished if you take something away from it.
 

(4) From Acts 10:38: “Anointed with the Spirit and power, He healed those who were oppressed by the devil.” The anointing of the Spirit was connected with divine and immense power, which exerted itself through miracles. In order that the human nature of Christ might be suitable to perform miracles, to cast out demons, and to administer His royal office, it was necessary that He be anointed not with the limited power of the Holy Spirit but with His immense and infinite power.
 

(5) From a deduction to the absurd: If the human nature of Christ through the personal union with the Word attains only a communion in finite gifts of the Holy Spirit, the consequence is that it has been united with the Word likewise at a certain level and partially or according to measure, so to speak, so that between the union of the Word with His own flesh and His indwelling in the saints there is a certain proportion. But that is Nestorian.
 

§ 211. (III) From the indwelling of the whole fullness of the godhead. The whole fullness of the Godhead includes not only some finite glorifications but truly divine and infinite ones. But now, it is “the whole fullness of the Godhead” that “dwells in Christ” according to His human nature (Col. 2:9). Therefore truly divine and infinite gifts also belong to Him according to His human nature, for that indwelling, we showed earlier (ch. 8 [§§ 148–54]), is not without communication.
 

(IV) From the description of the glory given to Christ. The glory that was given to Christ in time: (1) Was the same as He had from eternity with the Father (John 17:5). (2) Was essentially common to Him with the Father in His deity (Matt. 16:27; 24:30; 25:31; 2 Pet. 1:17; Rev. 5:13). (3) Showed itself through divine miracles (John 2:11). (4) Is “the glory as of the only-begotten of the Father” (John 1:14), where the adverb [image: ] [“as”] is “one of confirmation and indubitable definition,” as Chrysostom points out (on John, homily 11), which corresponds to the Hebrew [image: ], which is called “the [image: ] of truth.” Yet such glory is not finite, but infinite, divine, and immense.
 

§ 212. (V) From His placement at the right hand of God. According to whichever nature Christ was exalted to the right hand of God, according to that nature did He receive truly divine and infinite gifts and become a partaker of divine majesty, glory, and power. The logic of the connection is clear from all the passages of Scripture that describe the right hand of God as divine power and the sitting at the right hand of God as rule and dominion, about which we shall say more in its own place. But now, it was according to His human nature that Christ was carried up to the right hand of God. Therefore.
 

(Bellarmine, De Christo, bk. 3, ch. 45: “Many people understand the right hand of God as eternal blessedness but not as divine majesty and power. Eph. 2[:6]: ‘He made us sit together in the heavenly places with Christ.’ “ We respond. Sitting together in the heavenly places, which is common to all the blessed, is one thing, but the sitting at the right hand of God, which is proper to Christ alone, is another, Heb. 1:5. In addition, Bellarmine later rejects this, § Nec etiam, where he says, “In Ephesians 2, the sense is not that we shall all sit together at the right hand of God in our own persons, but in Christ, because all of Scripture attributes to Christ alone the sitting at the right hand.”)
 

(VI) From an inference from the lesser to the greater. If we shall be sharers in the divine nature in the life to come when God “will be all in all” (1 Cor. 15:28), indeed, even inchoatively in this life, much more have the divine majesty and truly divine properties been communicated to the flesh of Christ. But the former is true (2 Pet. [1:]4; 1 John 1:6). The logical connection is proved, because God is present to us only proximately and spiritually, but the Word has united the assumed flesh to Himself hypostatically.
 

§ 213. In particular, some people arrange the communicated things according to three kinds: (1) Some are properties of the Word, properly and specifically speaking, such as omnipotence, omniscience, and omnipresence. (2) Some are divine effects [[image: ]] communicated to Christ as man, namely, (a) the efficacy of His word; (b) the performing of miracles; (c) the work of redemption; (d) justification and sanctification; (e) the gathering, governing, and protecting of the Church; (f) the sending of the Holy Spirit; (g) the power to execute judgment; (h) making alive. (3) In the third class, the worthiness of divine worship [[image: ]] has its place.
 

Some include all the things communicated with the expression “divine glory and power” and divide the omnipotence communicated to Christ according to His human nature into three “sprouts,” so to speak: (a) life-giving power, (b) miracle-working power, and (c) judicial power.
 

Because something is left to be desired in these distributions, however, we proceed here in this way. The arguments from which we proved the true deity of Christ are divided into four classes, the first of which contains the divine names; the second, the divine attributes; the third, divine works; and the fourth, divine worship. In the same way, we can also declare all these with reference to Christ the man in a certain way: not essentially but hypostatically, because the assumed human nature, exalted into the very hypostasis of the Word, constitutes one person with Him. (1) Several passages of Scripture make it clear that Christ according to His human nature was given a truly divine name. (1) Luke 1:[35]: “That holy thing which will be born of the Virgin Mary will be called the Son of God.” According to whichever nature Christ was born in time of the Virgin Mary, according to that same nature He also was supposed to be called the Son of God. But now, Christ was born of the Virgin Mary according to His human nature. Therefore. Bernard, De laud. virg., homily 1: “Not only will He who is in the bosom of the Father and is now coming into your womb overshadow you,7 but also that which He will join from your substance to Himself, from this He now will be called the Son of God.” (Compare what we said earlier in ch. 7 [§§ 101–47] and 9 [§§ 155–73].)
 

(2) Acts 2:36: “God made this Jesus both Christ and Lord.” A little earlier, we proved that this must be taken as a reference to the human nature of Christ because Christ in time is said to have been made Lord, namely, in His ascension and placement at the right hand of God, as is clear from v. 34. But now, He was not made Lord according to His divine nature in time; rather, He was born from eternity as Lord through His begetting from the Father. Athanasius, Contra Arian., orat. 4, p. 540: “The Word was always the Lord. Therefore He made His humanity both Christ [and Lord].” Basil, Contra Eunom., bk. 1: “He is not speaking about the very essence of the Word but is indicating His humanity with a demonstrative word and saying that the Father has committed rule and dominion to Him.” The scholiast notes that [image: ] [“he made”] is used here instead of [image: ] [“he appointed”] and [image: ] [“he ordained”], but not instead of [image: ] [“he endowed with being”]. However, the dominion given to Christ is not some inferior dominion distinct from the divine and confined either by certain objects or limits, but is truly divine and infinite, as we shall prove below. Therefore even the name “Lord,” which was given to Him, is a truly divine name. Consequently, according to both natures He is the Lord, through whom all things exist, and we through Him (1 Cor. 8:6).
 

(3) Phil. 2:9: “God has highly exalted Him and given ([image: ]) Him a name that is above every name.” But what is that name? Dr. Chemnitz responds, De duabus naturis, p. 173:
 


The ancients interpret this name as follows: (a) That this man, or the Son of Mary, is called God and the Son of the Most High. Epiphanius, Haeres. 69, p. 341: “That the man, along with God the Word, be called the Son of God.” (b) With regard to redemption: Mediator, King, and High Priest, because the names of the office befit Christ according to both natures. (c) They interpret the name as the glory, majesty, and power given to the assumed nature, because all creatures are compelled to acknowledge Him as the Lord and to submit themselves to Him, because he immediately adds, v. 10: “that at the name of Jesus every knee should bow.”

 





Compare what we said earlier (ch. 9, in the last part of the antithesis [§ 167]).
 

To Christ the man is given, first, omnipotence.
 

§ 214. (II) It is clear that truly divine properties have been given to Christ according to His human nature, since: (1) Omnipotence is said to have been given to Him. “All power in heaven and on earth has been given to Me” (Matt. 28:18). In our Harm. de resurrect., ch. 12, p. 431, we confirmed in detail that this is neither a finite and circumscribed power nor a mere authority [[image: ]] lacking power [[image: ]], but is a truly infinite and divine power. Here we note that this “authority” is called “the power of God” (Luke 22:69). But now, it is evident that power and authority are not distinguished in God. Therefore the authority given to Christ in time is not distinct from power.
 

The same thing is clear: (a) From the following passages of Scripture: Dan. 7:13–14: “The Son of Man came to the Ancient of Days, and He gave Him power and honor and dominion, and let all peoples, nations, and languages serve Him. His power is an eternal power that will not be taken away, and His kingdom is one that will not be destroyed.” It is clear that this is a description of divine power; this is clear from those passages of Scripture in which the power of God the Father is described in this way (Dan. 4:[34]; 6:26; etc.). John 17:2: “You have given Him authority of all flesh [[image: ]]” or toward all flesh. It is clear that this is a description of truly divine and infinite power; this is clear from Num. 16:22; 27:16; Jer. 32:27; etc. Rev. 5:12: “The Lamb that was slain is worthy to receive power [[image: ]] and riches and wisdom and might and honor and glory and blessing.” Note here that the same power is being attributed to the one sitting on the throne and to the Lamb, that is, to God the Father and to the Son according to the human nature (v. 13).
 

(b) From the description of that power which was given to Christ. Ps. 8:[6]; 1 Cor. 15:27; Heb. 2:8: “All things have been put under His feet.” Matt. 11:[27]: All things have been given Him by the Father. John 3:35: The Father gave all things into His hands. Eph. 1:20–23: “He set Him at the right hand in the heavens, over every power, rule, and might, and dominion, and every name that is named not only in this age but also in that which is to come, and He has put all things under His feet.” Heb. 2:8: “In that He subjected all things to Him, He left nothing that was not subject to Him.”
 

(c) From the effects of that power. Luke 4:36: “In authority and power He commands the spirits,” etc. Luke 9:1: He gives the apostles “power and authority over all demons,” etc. Through this power of His, Christ will one day call all people to judgment and will execute judgment most powerfully. Acts 10:38: “God anointed Jesus with the Holy Spirit and with power, and He went about doing good and healing all who were oppressed by the devil.” But now, this might that showed itself in Christ by the performing of miracles and the casting out of demons is a truly divine and infinite might. Phil. 3:21: “By the efficacy of His power, Christ can subject all things to Himself.” Therefore surely the omnipotence given Him was truly divine.
 

(d) From His sitting at the right hand of God. The right hand of God includes truly divine and infinite power, and for this reason it is also called “the right hand of power” (Matt. 26:64; Mark 14:62; Luke 22:69). But now, Christ was exalted to the right hand of God according to His human nature. Therefore.
 

Chemnitz lists the statements of the ancients in De duab. natur., ch. 25. We cited some of them in our article On the Person of Christ [1610 Loci Theologici, locus 7], § 105. To those we should add: Cyril, Dial. 6: “With His flesh, the Only-Begotten rules all things.” On John, bk. 2, ch. 140: “According as He is God, He has this power naturally, but according as He became man, He confessed openly that He had received this power.” Basil, on Psalm 2: “Although by nature, as God, He is Lord of all, nevertheless as man He received from the Father the lordship over these.” Theophylact, on John 3: “He put all things into the hands of His Son according to His humanity.” Sedulius, on Ephesians 1: “ ‘He put all things under His feet,’ that is, under the dominion of His humanity.” Nicephorus, Hist., bk. 18, ch. 36: “The disciples saw Christ on the mountain in Galilee, and there He confirms that the Father gave Him, according to His human nature, power over heaven and earth.”
 

See also the approval of our adversaries, which the brightness and force of the truth have squeezed out of them. (1) Of the Papists: Thomas, on John 3: “He put all things into His hands according to His humanity, for He has dominion over all those things that are in heaven and on the earth.” Lyra, on Luke 2: “Not only as God but also as man, Christ will rule forever, not only over men but also over the angels.” Matthias Bredenbachius, commentary on Matthew, p. 270, Cologne edition of 1560: “This power was given to Christ as man because, as God, He had it from eternity.” Bellarmine, De Christo, bk. 3, ch. 16: “The humanity of Christ was granted power over all creatures.” (2) Of the Calvinists: Zanchi (De incarnat., bk. 2, q. 12, p. 400) refutes the distinction between “power” and “authority.” De natur. Dei, bk. 2, ch. 6, p. 117: “We say that the human nature in Christ has infinite might, and that by this infinite might, it happened that the sins of the world have been expiated. But how does He have infinite might? Not of Himself and of His own nature but by accident and through another thing, that is, because of the deity to which He is hypostatically united.” Vorstius, Resp. 2. part. discept. Slad., p. 70: “Although in Matt. 28:[18] ‘all authority’ is not exactly same thing as ‘all power,’ nevertheless the latter must be contained under the former here, because otherwise the former would be empty and in vain unless it could exert itself through that in actuality.”
 

Second, omniscience.
 

§ 215. (2) Omniscience was given to Him. Luke 2:40: Because Christ “grew in (habitual) wisdom,” He was “filled with wisdom,” which was divine and infinite and dwelt within Him personally, and it is denoted by “the fullness of wisdom.” Col. 2:3: “In Christ all the treasures of wisdom and knowledge are hidden.” Socinus (Defens. anim., p. 222) takes the words “wisdom and knowledge” to mean that which we can and should know and understand.
 

(Piscator, in his commentary, gathers from the connection of this verse with the preceding ones that the meaning is: “True and perfect wisdom is in the knowledge of Christ, that is, that we correctly acknowledge Christ according to His person and office.” And, to be sure, Luther explained the apostle’s text in the same way: Jena edition, vol. 6, f. 200, and Wittenberg edition, vol. 3, fol. 237, fac. a.8 But this interpretation should not be opposed to the one in which this passage is understood to mean the divine wisdom personally dwelling in Christ Himself and hidden under the veil of His flesh. Hilary, De Trinitat., bk. 9: “The treasures of wisdom are within Him, but they would not have been hidden if they were there by manifestation. For perfect wisdom is in the knowledge of Christ because all the treasures of wisdom have been hidden in Christ. And all the riches of wisdom and knowledge have been hidden in Christ because the whole fullness of the
 

Godhead dwells in Him bodily, [Col. 2:]9.”)
 

Col. 1:19: “In Christ all the fullness was pleased to dwell,” not only of power but also of wisdom and knowledge; on account of this He also “knew all things” (John 21:17). “He knew what was in man” (John 2:25), “because the Spirit of wisdom, knowledge, and understanding rested on Him” (Isa. 11:[2]). He was given to Him not according to measure but “without measure” (John 3:34). Therefore the wisdom and knowledge given Him were infinite.
 

We prove this: (a) From the judiciary power given to Christ, for which there has to be a manifestation and, consequently, also a looking at the secret things of the heart (1 Cor. 4:5). (b) From worship, for this presupposes that Christ, even as man, looks into and understands the hidden groanings of our heart. (c) From a comparison. In Acts 5:3, Peter looks into the heart of Ananias. Through the revelation of the Spirit, Elisha sees what his servant Gehazi, being absent, is doing (2 Kings 5:26). But if the gracious presence, the gift of prophecy, and the revelation of the Spirit, could accomplish this in holy men of God, how much greater a light of wisdom and knowledge shall we think must be established from the personal presence of the omniscient Word? The saints9 who see God face-to-face in eternal life know Him no longer partially in an enigma but with full and perfect vision (1 Cor. 13:10). Therefore who would wish to deny omniscience to the soul of Christ, with which divine Wisdom itself has been personally united?
 

See the statements of the fathers in our article On Christ [1610 Loci Theologici, locus 7], § 109. In addition: the judgment of Lyra, on John 3: “In His divine nature Christ has the same knowledge as the Father. In His human nature He knows all things that God knows by means of the knowledge of vision.” Dionysius Carthusianus writes, on Revelation 1, f. 194: “The knowledge of all things and the revelation of all secrets were made to the soul of Christ at the first instant of the incarnation.”
 

Third, vivifying.
 

§ 216. (3) The power to make alive (vis
[image: ]) has been given to Him, and that is a truly divine and infinite attribute. John 5:26: “Just as the Father has life in Himself, so He has given the Son to have life in Himself.” (Some of the ancients take this as a reference to the divine nature according to which the Son has received from the Father a divine essence and life through His eternal begetting. Alcuin, De trinit., bk. 1, ch. 15: “ ‘He gave the Son to have life in Himself,’ that is, He begot the Son who had life within Himself,” etc. This interpretation can be approved from the Syriac paraphrase, which rendered it [image: ], 10 “in His own essence.” Meanwhile, we ought not deny that this passage can be explained also as a reference to a temporal giving through the personal union, which happened to Christ according to His human nature, which is how Athanasius and Cyril explain this passage. You see, life and the power to give life are given to Him; by His voice and preaching people who are spiritually dead in their sins are made alive (v. 25), and by His voice the physically dead will one day be called forth from their graves (v. 28). But now, people who are dead in their sins are made alive by the voice and preaching of Christ the man, because the human voice declares the human nature. Therefore. Furthermore, just as the Father gave the Son the power of judgment, so also He gave Him life and the power to vivify (vv. 26–27). But now, He gave the Son the power to render judgment according to the flesh, as is clear from the further specification in v. 27: “because He is the Son of Man.” Therefore. John 6:55: “My flesh truly is food, and My blood truly is life-giving drink,” namely, because His flesh is given for the life of the world, and whoever eats of this bread will live forever.
 

We prove the same thing: (a) From the opposition that the apostle uses in 1 Cor. 15:21: “As by a man came death, by man also came the resurrection of the dead. Just as in Adam all die, so in Christ all are made alive.” Verse 45: “The first man became a living soul; the last, a life-giving spirit.” The assumed flesh of Christ was not changed into a spirit, but the Son of Man became spirit through the personal union. This happened in such a way that He not only became spiritual through His resurrection with regard to His body—that is, adorned with spiritual properties and freed from earthly difficulties—but He also gives life to all things and will give life to our bodies.11 The first Adam was endowed with a living soul; the Second Adam was anointed with the life-giving Spirit. And just as the body of Adam became formally living because of its union with a living spirit or soul, so the assumed man because of the purest union with the Word became a life-giving spirit. That is, the assumed man became God because of the union with the life-giving Spirit, having been anointed, and even was equipped with life-giving power. Lyra, on this passage: “The fullness of the vivifying Spirit was not only in Christ for sufficiency but also even for superabundance toward others.” (b) From its effects. With His voice He arouses the dead [Mark 5:41]. With His hand He touches the bier [Luke 7:14] that He may show that the assumed human nature has been enriched with the power to vivify.
 

See the statements of the fathers in our article, On the Person of Christ [1610 Loci Theologici, locus 7], § 111, to which the following should be added. Athanasius, De nat. hum. susc.: “The life-giving spirit is the flesh of the Lord, because He was conceived from the life-giving Spirit.” Cyril, De incarn., ch. 7: “He makes the workings of His divine majesty common, as with His flesh, so that He can also give life to the dead and preserve the weak.” In De rect. fid. ad Regin., he calls the flesh of Christ “life-giving.” Theophylact, on Luke 7: “Not only does Christ work miracles with His word (resuscitating someone from the dead), but He also touches the bier that we may learn that His body is life-giving. You see, because His flesh became all things that are proper to the life-giving Word, as a consequence it, too, was made alive and takes away death and corruption.”
 

Fourth, the power to execute judgment.
 

§ 217. (4) To Him was given the power to execute judgment, which is a truly divine and infinite attribute. John 5:26–27: “The Father gave to the Son to have life in Himself, and He also gave Him the power to execute judgment, because He is the Son of Man.” It is clear that this power to execute judgment is: (a) A truly divine attribute, because it includes both omniscience and omnipotence. Omniscience shines forth from the manifestation of all things, even the most hidden things. 1 Cor. 4:5: “He will bring to light the hidden things of darkness and will make manifest the counsels of the hearts,” in which respect the Day of Judgment is called “Manifestation” [[image: ]]. Omnipotence shines forth from His raising of the dead prior to the judgment, the summoning and gathering of all people to His judgment seat, the promulgation of the decisive sentence, and the effectual execution of it. In order that we may understand that the human nature of Christ is to be assumed for the participation in these truly divine works, Scripture asserts that Christ will return for the judgment in the glory, power, and might that befit the true God alone.
 

(b) It is clear that this power befits Christ also according to His human nature. This is clear: (α) From His name. The judge here is called “the Son of Man” (Dan. 7:13; Matt. 16:27; 19:28; 24:30; 26:64). But now, the Son of Man is named from His human nature, without which the title “Son of Man” does not at all befit Him. He is called “Christ” (Acts 10:42; Rom. 2:16; 14:10; 2 Cor. 5:10). But now, the name “Christ” includes both the anointing deity and the anointed humanity, as we showed above. He is called “man” (Acts 17:31). But now, the name “man” befits Him properly according to His humanity. He is called “Lord” (1 Thess. 4:16; 2 Thess. 1:7; Jude 14). But now, not only was He born Lord from eternity by the Father according to His divinity, but He also “was made Lord” in time according to His humanity (Acts 2:36). (β) From the description of this judge. This judge “will come in the clouds of heaven” (Dan. 7:13; Matt. 24:30; 26:64). “He will sit on the throne of glory” (Matt. 25:31). He will be seen by all (Zech. 12:10; Matt. 24:30; Rev. 1:7). He will assemble the elect and the damned (Matt. 25:34; etc.). He is said to have been “designated” or “appointed as judge” (Acts 10:[42]; 17:31). He “will come down from heaven” (1 Thess. 4:16). “All people will be placed before His judgment seat” (Rom. 14:10; 2 Cor. 5:10). All of these passages show that the power to execute judgment belongs to Christ according to His human nature. (Υ) From the determination of time. This judicial power is said to have been given to Christ in time (Dan. 7:13; Luke 22:69; John 5:22, 27). But now, whatever has been given to Christ in time has been given to Him according to His human nature. (δ) From the addition of a distinguishing and demonstrative particle. John 5:27: “He gave Him power to execute judgment because He is the Son of Man.” We noted the emphasis of this specification earlier. (ε) From the emptying that preceded. The administration of judgment belongs to His state of exaltation. But now, the exaltation opposed to emptying befits Christ according to His human nature (Phil. 2:9). Therefore so does the administration of judgment. (ζ) From a comparison of His ascension and return to judgment. Christ will return to judge in the same way as He ascended into heaven (Acts 1:11). But now, He ascended visibly according to His human nature. Therefore He will administer judgment visibly according to the same nature. (η) From the condition of this duty. Executing judgment belongs to the royal office of Christ. But now, the things that belong to the office of Christ befit Him according to both natures.
 

The devout ancients teach the same thing. Cyprian, Sermon de ascens.: “The humility of our flesh has been honored by the throne of judgment.” Cyril, on John, bk. 2, ch. 144: “Christ added the reason why He said that the Father had given Him the power to execute judgment, adding, ‘Because He is the Son of God,’ that we may understand that all things were given to Him as man.” Augustine, on Psalm 74: “Because He, as the Son of Man, receives the power to judge, therefore He says in the Gospel, ‘He gave Him the power to execute judgment, because He is the Son of Man.’ According as He is the Son of God, He never received the power to judge because He never lacked the power to judge.” Of the Papists, Thomas acknowledges this very thing in his Comment. theol., treatise 2, ch. 57: “Because the judiciary power pertains to the exaltation of Christ, just as does also the glory of the resurrection, therefore Christ will appear in the judgment not in humility, which pertained to merit, but in a glorious form pertaining to the reward.” Of the Calvinists, Tilenus says (part 3, Disput. 67, thesis 5): “The judiciary authority and power that is in God through nature is in Christ as man through grace” (of the union and exaltation). Thesis 6: “Christ will not judge as a delegated judge but entirely as the Chief Judge, because He is the God-man.” We cited more in support of this position in our treatise On the Last Judgment [Commonplace XXXI], § 30.
 

[Christ as man does truly divine works. First], omnipresence befits Christ as man.
 

§ 218. (III) It is clear that Christ accomplishes truly divine works also according to His human nature, because: [A.] According to His human nature, being truly present, He governs all things in heaven and on earth most powerfully; this present and powerful dominion of Christ is called omnipresence. It should be observed that the omnipresence that is attributed to Christ according to His human nature is taken by some orthodox theologians in two meanings: First, that it denotes the presence of the flesh to the Word and of the Word to the flesh through nondistance [[image: ], indistantia], flowing forth immediately from the personal interpenetration and union. You see, because the flesh of Christ, at the first moment of the incarnation, instantly was made into the hypostasis of the Word and was personally united therewith, therefore after the incarnation the Word is not outside the flesh nor the flesh outside the Word, and consequently the Word never and nowhere is separated from the flesh nor is the flesh torn away from the Word. Rather, wherever you place the Word, there you must also place the flesh, lest you introduce the Nestorian sundering of the person subsisting of both natures, as blessed Luther says in his book Quod verba adhuc firmiter stent: Hoc est corpus meum. The flesh subsists in the Word nonlocally and nondistantly. For this reason, intervals of places cannot hinder or turn aside the presence of the flesh to the Word. Rather, just as the Word is omnipresent on the basis of the infinity and immensity of His deity, so the assumed flesh that subsists nonlocally in the infinite hypostasis of the Word is omnipresent on the basis of the personal union. That is, the flesh is most present to the Word and is never separated therefrom by any time or place, since all creatures and all the machinery of heaven and earth in comparison with the Word and His hypostasis, in which the assumed flesh subsists, are like the tiniest point and, in fact, like nothing at all (Isa. 40:12, 15, 17; Dan. 4:[35]; Wisdom 11:[22]).
 

Some do not want this presence through nondistance, which flows forth immediately from the personal interpenetration, to be called “omnipresence,” though they nevertheless do not at all deny the actual thing. Therefore they are taking the word “omnipresence” only in the second meaning, by which it indicates the most present and most powerful lordship by which Christ, exalted to the right hand of God, preserves and governs all things in heaven and on earth with the full exertion of His majesty. To be sure, one cannot deny that the presence of Christ the God-man to all creatures must be distinguished from the hypostatic presence of the flesh to the Word and of the Word to the flesh, that is, the presence of the united natures to each other. This is because: (a) The hypostatic presence of the natures to each other, considered precisely and formally, infers no respect to creatures, because if you remove all creatures and if you remove the entire system of heaven and earth, the presence of the Word to the flesh and of the flesh to the Word nonetheless remains indissoluble after the union has taken place. In fact, as its substantials or essentials it has the person of the Word and the human nature without any respect to place or time. However, the omnipresence of Christ taken in the second meaning is related necessarily to creatures, since it is a relative attribute; for what is omnipresence but a presence to all creatures? Therefore the former can be called “most inward,” but the latter, “most outward.”
 

(b) The former began from the first moment of the incarnation and remains the same both permanently and immutably, but the latter did not follow until the exaltation with regard to its plenary use. You see, though amid the state of emptying, Christ was able to exercise the full light of this majesty that had been communicated to Him, and He actually showed some rays of it. Nevertheless the plenary use of it and the full use of His lordship did not follow until His exaltation.
 

(c) The former depends uniquely, immediately, adequately, and simply on the hypostatic union and personal interpenetration, but the latter in a certain respect depends also on the exaltation, namely, as regards the plenary use of the divine majesty already communicated to the flesh previously through the personal union with the Word and because of it. The hypostatic union, considered in and of itself, is the sufficient and adequate beginning of omnipresence, taken in the latter sense as the plenary use of the conferred lordship. However, because the state of emptying intervened, through which Christ voluntarily emptied Himself and took on the form of a servant, omnipresence did not follow until the state of exaltation.
 

(d) The former excludes all respect to place because the union took place nondistantly and because the hypostasis of the Word into which the flesh was assumed through the union is neither a place nor is subjected to intervals of places. The latter, on the other hand, does have a relation to places (for what else is omnipresence but presence in all places?), though it may not be local; for it is one thing to be present in a place and another to be present locally. The first expresses the object; the second, the mode of presence.
 

(e) The former can be without the latter, as the state of emptying shows, in which Christ did not always and everywhere in and through the flesh show His divine majesty that was communicated to Him through the hypostatic union. But the latter is never and nowhere without the former, nor can it be. After all, Christ, present to all creatures in and through the flesh, could not have had dominion unless the flesh, exalted into the hypostasis of the Word, had been made a partaker of divine majesty and glory. From this one also understands in what sense and respect omnipresence is deduced from the hypostatic union.
 

Although all these things are so, nevertheless one can and should reduce the opinion of those who use the word “omnipresence” with two meanings to a sound sense. Through the word “omnipresence” they understand not only the plenary use of His lordship in heaven and on earth but also the supremely present presence of the flesh to the Word amid the state of emptying by which the Word, present to all creatures, was not separated from the flesh but had it supremely present to Himself—in fact, more present than any other creature in heaven and on earth. In fact, the Word was personally united with it, and we cannot affirm or think this about any other creature in heaven or on earth. They themselves acknowledge, or certainly are compelled to acknowledge, that the total and full use of the divine majesty communicated to the flesh through the union did not follow until the exaltation and, consequently, that such omnipresence, that is, the plenary use of His dominion, did not yet take place in His emptying.
 

§ 219. Furthermore, we prove the omnipresence of Christ the man, that is, His present and powerful dominion in heaven and on earth: (1) From the personal union. Although Christ, in and through the flesh, began after His exaltation to govern all things in heaven and on earth with regard to plenary use, nevertheless amid the state of emptying, He had the majesty of omnipresence that had been personally communicated. And had He not voluntarily emptied Himself for our salvation, He could have shown the plenary use of His universal dominion, in and through the flesh, at the very first moment of His incarnation. As testimony of this fact, He sometimes showed some rays of that majesty, and this proves clearly that the personal union is not at all to be separated from the foundations of omnipresence, because it is the first and principal foundation thereof. However, if the word “omnipresence” is used in its first sense as the nondistance of the flesh and Word arising from the personal interpenetration, then the union is not just the first and principal foundation but also the unique, immediate, and adequate foundation thereof. After the union of the natures occurred, it cannot afterward ever be dissolved or taken apart. Hence the Word is never and nowhere absent from His flesh nor the flesh absent from the Word. Rather, wherever the Word is, there it is not without flesh but is incarnate, dwelling in His own flesh, which has been personally united to Himself. And wherever the hypostasis of the Word is, there also is the human nature that has been exalted into that hypostasis, because it is the hypostasis not only of the divine nature but also of the assumed human nature. The assumed flesh is the Word’s own temple, outside of which the Word never and nowhere is, nor can be, after the union has taken place; otherwise the union would be dissolved and the Word would be more present to other creatures than to His assumed flesh. The Word has communicated His entire self (with all His fullness) and His entire hypostasis to the flesh. Therefore one cannot think that a part of the hypostasis is present to creatures outside of the flesh and a part is present to the flesh. Rather, wherever the hypostasis of the Word is, there also the hypostasis of both natures is present, and as a consequence, I cannot place one nature there outside the other.
 

(2) From the promise. Matt. 18:20: “Where two or three are gathered in My name, there am I in the midst of them.” Matt. 28:20: “Lo, I am with you until the end of the world.” John 14:23: “If anyone loves Me … I and the Father will come to him and make Our dwelling with him.” Verse 18: “I will not leave you orphans. I will come to you.” Here Christ the God-man is speaking. Therefore He is promising His gracious presence not just according to the divine nature but also according to the human nature. The pronoun “I” is the name of the entire person. Therefore it brings in the presence of the entire person according to both natures.
 

They make the exception that “this promise is to be understood as referring to the deity alone.” Piscator, Schol. on Matthew 2, p. 185: “That which is attributed to the whole does not immediately befit each part, because [image: ] is one thing, but [image: ] is another, as Damascenus teaches, De orth. fid., bk. 3, ch. 7. Therefore, as it does not follow to say, ‘The whole man understands; therefore so does his belly,’ so also one cannot infer that ‘the whole Christ is omnipresent; therefore so, too, is His human nature.’ “ (See also Keckermann, System. log., bk. 1, chs. 20 and 22; System. theol., bk. 3, ch. 2, p. 318.)
 

We respond. The disciples were especially saddened because they heard that Christ was going to leave them according to His human nature (John 16:7). Therefore against these thoughts about His total absence according to His human nature, this promise was set forth, which is based on the immediately preceding words about power in heaven and on earth being given to Christ. But now, that power was given to Him according to His human nature. Therefore this promise also includes His human nature.
 

This can be proved from Matt. 18:20. (a) The name of the whole person is used: “I.”
 

(b) He adds: “It will be done to them by My Father.” According to whatever nature Christ is the Son of God, according to that same nature He is also in the midst of those who pray, as the conjunction “for” [[image: ]] shows. But now, He is the Son of God according to both natures.
 

(c) The name “Christ” notes not only the divine nature but also the command and confidence of the whole Christ, God and man, our Mediator and our Savior. According to whatever nature Christ is our Mediator and has ordered us to pray and has promised to hear us and is apprehended by us confidently, according to that same nature He is also present to us as we pray. But now, He is our Mediator, etc., according to both natures.
 

The supremely intimate union of the natures proves this. We cannot say that the entire person of the God-man is present where the humanity is absent, since after the incarnation the humanity is like a “part” of the person. Therefore as often as presence is predicated about the incarnate Christ, those predications befit Him according to both natures, though not in the same way and not on the basis of the same principle. Wherever the human nature of Christ is not present, there also Christ is not man unless someone should wish to say that Christ is man somewhere without His human nature. Therefore we must note this distinction: When the question involves the sufferings, workings, and affections of the whole, there an inference from the whole to the individual parts is not always valid, because the whole sometimes acts and suffers some things according to one part and some according to the other. Thus a whole man understands, but with respect to one part, namely, the soul. A whole man is wounded, but with respect to one part, namely, the body. However, when the question involves the presence of the whole, then it is correct to proceed from the whole to the parts, because the parts as such always are and remain united with the whole, and this union brings with it the real presence of the things united. Thus soul and body are united in essence in man; therefore while that union endures, wherever the whole man is, there also is not only the soul but also the body. By equal logic, because the divine and human natures have been united in Christ personally, therefore while that union endures, wherever the whole Christ is, there is not only the divine but also the human nature, since they are like parts of the whole person, and this person subsists of and in both natures. But if Christ were present to us according to only one nature, we would not have the whole and complete Christ present to us. If He were present to us only according to the divine nature, then He would be present to us by that nature according to which He is a consuming fire, but He would be very far away from us according to that nature by which He is our brother. Therefore what comfort could be drawn from that promise?
 

“Yet,” they say, “in John 8:55 the pronoun ‘I’ is taken as a reference to the divine nature alone.” We respond that the manner is different. For there the subject concerns the Word without the flesh, not yet incarnate or the simple person; but here the discussion involves the incarnate Word and the composite person, which includes both natures. There the conversation is about the eternal existence of the Word, even before the incarnation; but here it is about the presence of the incarnate Word among the devout. (Cf. our Harm. de resurr., ch. 12, p. 474.)
 

§ 220. (3) From His ascension. Christ ascended into the heavens in such a way that “He was made higher than the heavens” (Heb. 7:26), that “He ascended above all the heavens” (Eph. 4:[10]). Therefore His ascension was very different from the assumption of Enoch and Elisha. I can infer correctly about Enoch and Elisha: They ascended into heaven; therefore they are no longer present on earth (except through the extraordinary and miraculous act of God, as Elisha was present at the transfiguration of Christ). But it is not permissible to make the same inference about Christ, because the terminus of His ascension is not a circumscribed place but the infinite right hand of God.
 

For this reason we add: (4) The argument from His sitting at the right hand of God. According to whatever nature Christ sat at the right hand of God, according to that same nature He is present in heaven and on earth and governs all things. But now, Christ sat at the right hand of God according to His human nature. Therefore. We confirmed the minor premise earlier in our second thesis on the basis of Ps. 110:1; Mark 16:19; Eph. 1:20; Heb. 1:13; 10:12; and Rev. 3:21. The confirmation of the major premise can be taken both from an explanation of the simple term “the right hand” and from that of the composite phrase given in Scripture, namely, “sitting at the right hand of God.”
 

From this comes a double syllogism that serves to confirm the major proposition. The first is this: However the right hand of God is to be understood, that is how the sitting at the right hand of God is also to be understood. But now, the right hand of God is not a corporeal, circumscribed, limited, defined place but is rather the infinite power of God and His supremely present majesty in heaven and on earth; it is the supremely present and supremely powerful lordship by which God preserves and governs all things. In Holy Writ, the right hand of God is described in this way: It “is glorious in power and shatters the enemies” (Exod. 15:6). It “supports the devout” (Ps. 18:[35]). It “saves” or “delivers” (Ps. 44:[3]; 108:[6]). It “sustains” (Ps. 63:[8]). “It can change all things” (Ps. 77:[10]). “It does valiantly” (Ps. 118:16). It is present in heaven, in hell, in the farthest reaches of the sea (Ps. 139:[8–10]). It “spanned the heavens” (Isa. 48:13). From these and similar passages of Scripture we gather this kind of description of the divine right hand: It is the infinite power of God, governing, regulating, and administering all things everywhere in heaven and on earth most presently and powerfully. For that reason it is also called “the right hand of power ([image: ])” (Matt. 26:64; Luke 22:69), “the right hand of majesty” (Heb. 1:3), “the throne of majesty” (Heb. 8:1), “the right hand of the throne of God” (Heb. 12:2), “the throne of glory” (Matt. 25:31). Therefore sitting at the right hand of God must also be explained and understood in such a way as to mean participation in divine power, majesty, and dominion in heaven and on earth.
 

The second is as follows: In whatever manner and sense Scripture itself explains the sitting at the right hand of God, that is the most correct and simple manner and sense in which to take it. But now, Scripture itself explains the sitting at the right hand of God as a reference to the supremely present and supremely powerful dominion over heaven and earth. Therefore. We prove the minor premise from a comparison of passages. Ps. 110:[1]: “The Lord said to my Lord: ‘Sit at My right hand until I make Your enemies Your footstool.’ “ The apostle quotes this passage in 1 Cor. 15:25, 27, and draws this inference: “He must rule until He places His enemies under His feet … for He has subjected all things under His feet.” What to David was “sitting at the right hand of God,” to the apostle was “ruling and having all things subject.” Thus Mark 16:19: “The Lord Jesus was taken up into heaven and sits at the right hand of God.” With this passage we compare the apostle’s words in Eph. 4:10: “Christ ascended above all the heavens to fill all things.” Therefore “sitting at the right hand of God” and “filling all things,” namely, by the presence of majesty, are equivalent in meaning. And because that power and presence of majesty exerts itself especially through works of grace in the gathering, preservation, protection, etc., of the Church, therefore the final verse follows in Mark: “The apostles preached everywhere, the Lord working with them.” Paul follows with v. 11: “He gave some prophets, some apostles, some evangelists,” and precedes with v. 8: “He gave gifts to men.” In Acts 2:33, Peter claims the miraculous pouring out of the Holy Spirit as the fruit and consequence of this sitting at the right hand of God: “Being exalted at the right hand of God and having received the promise of the Holy Spirit from the Father, He has poured out this that you see.”
 

Especially we must note the emphatic description of the sitting at the right hand of God that Paul provides (Eph. 1:[19]–22) and that Peter gives (1 Pet. 3:22). The words of Paul are: “God exerted the might of His power in Christ, raising Him from the dead and setting Him up at His right hand in the heavens above every principality and power and might and dominion and everything that is named, not only in this age but also in the one to come. He has put all things under His feet, and He has made Him the Head over all things to the Church.” Note here that with those last words (“He has made Him the Head over all things to the Church”) he is not limiting or restricting that power to the Church, but with them is describing the effect and fruit of that dominion over all things that was granted to Christ. You see, as God preserves the whole world for the sake of the Church, so also He has communicated this divine majesty and power to Christ according to His human nature that He may be the King and Protector of the Church. The words of Peter are: “Christ is at the right hand of God, having gone into heaven, with angels, authorities, and powers subject to Him.” Finally, we must also note that when Christ will come in the clouds of heaven to the judgment, nonetheless He will “sit on the throne of His majesty and at the right hand of the power of God” (Matt. 24:30; 25:31; 26:64). Therefore the right hand of God is not a finite, circumscribed place in heaven; otherwise, as Christ comes in the clouds to judge, He would no longer be sitting at the right hand of God. Note also that as they stand before His judgment seat, all people will look upon Christ the Judge (Zech. 12:10; Matt. 24:30; Rev. 1:7). Yet if Christ, with His glorified body united to the Word personally and exalted to the right hand of God, were restricted to a determined place in heaven in such a way that He could be present and looked upon in only that one place, how would all men, countless in multitude, be able to look at Him in that one place all at the same time? If the throne of majesty on which Christ will sit when He comes to judge had been removed so many thousands of intervals from the earth, how could all people see Him with one and the same view?
 

§ 221. Against this argument that we have formed in favor of omnipresence from the sitting at the right hand of God, they make the exception: (a) “Christ is said to sit at the right hand of God ‘on high’ (Heb. 1:3) and ‘in the heavens’ (Eph. 1:20). Therefore the right hand of God signifies a fixed place in heaven” (Piscator, Schol. on 1 Pet. 3:22). We respond. God is said to “dwell on high,” to “be in the heavens,” to “look down from heaven upon the sons men.” This all is said about God Himself, who is enclosed in no place and is excluded from no place. Nevertheless one does not and cannot conclude from this that He has dominion only in a fixed place in heaven. The Holy Spirit defines the height of God and of the right hand of God not by an elevation of place, but by the inexpressible loftiness of celestial glory and majesty. Athanasius, Cyril, Augustine, Philip, and Calvin himself explain “in heaven” and “on high” as references to heavenly sublimity and glory, as the introduction to the Lord’s Prayer also proves: “Our Father, who art in heaven.” Christ is said to sit at the right hand of God “in heaven” because His kingdom is heavenly and divine, not earthly, and is administered in a heavenly way, not an earthly way. He who is coming in the clouds is said to sit at the right hand of God “in heaven,” but not in heaven alone; nonetheless He will sit at the right hand of God, not as in a fixed, circumscribed place (because the right hand of God is neither local nor circumscribed), but in heaven, that is, in heavenly, divine, and lofty glory, above every principality and power (Eph. 1:20), “far above all the heavens” (Eph. 4:10), so that “He is higher than the heavens themselves” (Heb. 7:[26]). Chrysostom, on Ephesians 1: “He encloses Himself at the right hand of the majesty on high, not in a place. Rather, He shows Himself as more eminent than all because He has reached the throne of His Father’s splendor.” Oecumenius, on Hebrews 1: “The image of the throne means equality of honor.”
 

(b) “In Col. 3:1, He is said to be seated above at the right hand of God.” We respond. A highness not of place but of majesty is being described, and a loftiness of glory, something that is clear from opposition. “Seek the things that are above” (that is, heavenly, spiritual, divine), “not that are on earth” (that is, carnal, earthly, mundane) [Col. 3:2]. “Therefore mortify your members that are on the earth” [Col. 3:5].
 

(c) “In Acts 7:[56], Stephen sees Christ standing at the right hand of God in only one place.” We respond. This does not follow: “Christ is seen or is viewed standing in one place at the right hand of God; therefore He sits in only one place at the right hand of God.” The topic here involves a special revelation and vision revealed to Stephen, which does not undermine nor limit the majesty of Christ, who rules everywhere most powerfully and most presently, but rather confirms it. But if, according to the hypothesis of our adversaries, the body of Christ is only in heaven, and heaven is just above the firmament, how could Christ, who was standing at the right hand of God, be seen by Stephen, since the body of Christ has a quantity incomparably less than the smallest star? Therefore, as Christ stands at the right hand of God, He appears visibly in one place; meanwhile, He sits invisibly everywhere at the right hand of God. He appears standing, that is, ready to bring aid and to punish His foes. Ambrose, bk. 10, Letter 82: “Jesus was standing as though an advocate, He was standing as though concerned, to help Stephen, His competing athlete. He was standing as though ready to crown His martyr.” The same, Sermon 60: “On account of His power as King, He is said to sit. On account of His goodness as intercessor, He is set forth as standing. Christ is the Judge when He sits down, the Advocate when He stands up. Clearly, He is Judge for the Jews, Advocate for the Christians.” Gregory, Homily ascens.: “A judge is characterized by sitting; but a fighter and helper, by standing. Therefore in the hardship of his struggle, Stephen rather sees Him standing whom he considers his Helper. But then, after His ascension, Mark describes Him as sitting, because after the glory of His ascension, He shall be seen at the end as Judge.” (However, “to stand” in the Hebrew manner of speech sometimes is used simply for “to exist.” See 2 Sam. 24:16; 1 Chron. 21:15.)
 

(d) “In Wisdom 3:1, the souls of the just are said to be in the hand of God, and yet they are not omnipresent” (Bellarmine, De Christo, bk. 3, ch. 15). We respond. To be in the hand of God is one thing; to sit at the right hand of God is another. The “hand” and “right hand” of God signify: First, divine majesty and omnipotence; it is the present and powerful lordship in heaven and earth. It is used in this sense when Christ is said to sit at the right hand of God, for the apostle explains this as ruling and filling all things. Second, divine vengeance and judgment (Exod. 3:19; 1 Sam. 5:6). Third, the glorious protection, defense, guardianship of God, a most happy and blessed state (Deut. 33:3; John 10:29). In this sense the souls of the just are said to be in the hand of God, namely, in that hand about which Ps. 16:11 says: “Your delights are in Your right hand forever” and “Into Your hands I commend my spirit” (Ps. 31:[5]; Luke 23:46). The arguments cited earlier, and especially a comparison of passages of Scripture, show that when Christ is said to sit at the right hand of God, more is contained in those words than when the souls of the devout are said to be in the hand of God.
 

(e) “In Rev. 3:21, sitting on the throne of Christ has been promised the devout, and yet they are not omnipresent.” We respond. A clear distinction is established there between the throne of the Father to which the heavenly Father has exalted Christ, and the throne of Christ to which Christ exalts the saints. On the throne of God the Father, there sits no angel, much less a saint (Heb. 1:13), but the saints sit on the throne of Christ. The throne of the Father is His infinite majesty, power, and glory; the throne of Christ, which He shares with the saints, is a distinct honor in the judgment and eternal blessedness in heaven. The former is infinite and everywhere; the latter, finite and in paradise. The former is one; the latter, many (Matt. 19:28; Rev. 4:4; 20:4). The former is eternal and uncreated; the latter seems to have been prepared (Matt. 25:34) and set up (Dan. 7:9).
 

(d) § 222. (5) From the filling of all things. “Christ ascended above all the heavens to fill all things” (Eph. 4:10), namely, with His omnipresent majesty and omnipotent dominion. It is clear from Jer. 23:[24] and Wisdom 1:7 that this is the sense of that expression.
 

They make the exception: (a) “This filling of all things must be referred to Christ’s divine nature.” Drusius, Praeterit. 7, p. 281: “ ‘Christ ascended above all the heavens to fill all things’ as true God who, as a result, is called ‘Place,’ because He fills all things and there is no place that is not filled by Him.” We respond. We accept what is conceded, that “filling all things” must be explained as a reference to His omnipotence, but we deny that this predication is to be referred only to the divine nature of Christ, because His ascension and His filling of all things are connected immediately, as the context shows. Therefore according to whatever nature the ascension befits Christ, according to that same nature the filling of all things must be attributed to Him. After all, what kind of a logical connection would this be: “Christ ascended into heaven according to His human nature in order to fill all things according to His divine nature”? In fact, on the contrary, because the end and consequence of His ascension is the filling of all things, therefore the filling of all things must indeed be attributed to Christ according to that nature by which the ascension itself, as antecedent and purposed (or an act ordained for this end), befits Him. Moreover, even before His ascension Christ already had filled all things with His deity. Therefore with what appearance of truth can one say that Christ ascended so as to begin to fulfill all things with His deity? All the more correctly does Theophylact express this in his commentary on this passage: “For this reason He accomplishes all these things that He may fill all things with His dominion and working, and this He does in His flesh, because He had already filled all things with His divinity.” Oecumenius, ibid.: “He once filled all things with His bare divinity. But He, incarnate, descended and ascended to fill all things with flesh [[image: ]].”
 

(b) “This passage should be understood with regard to the fulfillment of prophecies.” (See Bellarmine, De Christo, bk. 3, ch. 16, from Jerome, Bernard, and Sedulius.) We respond. [image: ] [“filling of all things”] is the very definition of divine omnipresence that the Holy Spirit has handed down (Jer. 23:[24]; Wisdom 1:7). Now, when the topic involves the fulfillment of the Scriptures, then clear mention of Scripture or of the prophetic statement is always added (Matt. 1:22; 2:17, 23; 4:14; etc.). Here, however, there is no mention of Scripture. In fact, it rather appears from the context that the apostle is giving the reason why Christ had to ascend above all the heavens, namely, to fill all things. Thereby he makes a very great distinction between the ascension of Christ and the ascension of Elijah. If Christ had ascended only into the heavens, as did Elijah, He would not have been able to fill all things with His majesty and dominion. But because He ascended not only into the heavens but “above all the heavens,” He was “made higher than the heavens” and was placed at the infinite right hand of God in and through His ascension; therefore He was able to fill all things. Moreover, not all the prophecies had yet been fulfilled through His ascension, because there still remain to be fulfilled those which the prophets published about His return to judgment. Finally, even if we conceded that the apostle is speaking about the fulfillment of the Scriptures, one still could not yet infer from this that the words of the apostle cannot and ought not be taken to mean omnipresence. We invert the argument. Because the prophets also prophesied about the presence and dominion of Christ as man (Ps. 8:[6]; Dan. 7:14; etc.), this prophecy also had to be fulfilled.
 

(c) “This passage should be explained as a reference to the filling through granting the gifts of the Holy Spirit.” Piscator, Schol.: “This is what the apostle means to say: that Christ ascended into heaven so that, the Holy Spirit having been sent from there, He might fill all the members of the Church with those gifts, as is clear from the verses following.” Tossanus follows Piscator in this passage, as he also does in others, and urges Hilary and Ambrose: “… that He might adorn the Church, His Bride, with the heavenly gifts of the Holy Spirit” (Not. margin., [on Eph. 4:]8). We respond. When Scripture uses the verb “fill” with reference to the granting of gifts, it also expressly mentions “gifts” (Col. 1:9; Phil. 1:11). But here the apostle is speaking in general, “… to fill all things,” not to fill all the Church or all the members of the Church. We concede that the filling of all the members of the Church which has happened through the granting of the gifts of the Holy Spirit is a consequence and effect of the filling of all things, that is, of the divine majesty granted to Christ the man, as is clear from [Eph. 4]:8, 10–12; Acts 2:33; Eph. 1:23. But we deny that this filling of all things is to be limited and restricted to the filling of all the members of the Church, since the specific is inferred from the general, and the specific does not limit the general. Moreover, it is a truly divine work and one of infinite power to adorn all the members of the Church with the gifts necessary for salvation and, in this way, to fill all things. But if they truly believe from the heart that this work belongs to Christ the man, let them acknowledge that this truly divine work of infinite power is attributed to Him as man.
 

(d) “In Eph. 1:23 the apostle himself restricts this filling of all things to the Church.” We respond. The Church is called the “fullness ([image: ]) of Christ,” not because the filling of all things about which Eph. 4:10 speaks is to be restricted only to the Church, but because Christ is the Church’s Head, which would be maimed and mutilated unless it had the Church as its mystical Body, joined most closely, just as the natural body is not full and whole unless the other members along with the head are present. Although Christ is perfect in and of Himself and does not need us in any way, yet because He wanted to be the Head of the Church out of His immense love, therefore in this respect the Church12 belongs to His fullness.
 

What is added, [image: ] [“who fills all in all,” Eph. 1:23], can be taken in two ways: First, passively, as Chrysostom interprets it, so that the meaning is that Christ is filled in all, that is, individual believers as members of the Church belong to the fullness of Christ because the Church is the Body of Christ, the Head, joined together with the faithful as His members. Second, actively, that it be understood as being placed in the middle voice. This explanation seems to fit the text more appropriately because of the addition of [the direct object] “all things” ([image: ]). The apostle had said that the Church is the fullness of Christ; then, lest anyone think that Christ needed this supplement of Himself, he adds, “Christ fills all in all,” that is, He is supremely present to all things through His divine majesty and working, He accomplishes all things in all, and as Head united with His Body He works all things in the Church. (e) “This can be understood about a filling of places, yet only one that is through His effects, for Christ wanted to fill all things with His glory and to work marvelous things in all people,” as Bellarmine says, op. cit. We respond. His substantial presence must not be excluded from those effects, because the divine power that was communicated to Christ according to His human nature is not absent as it exercises dominion and works, but present.
 

(f) “This can be understood as a successive filling of places, by taking ‘places’ to mean ‘categories of places.’ Christ had been on earth, had walked on the sea, had been in the air, on the cross, and had been beneath the earth in hell. Therefore He had to go up into heaven to illumine and fill all things with His presence.” We respond. One cannot say that all things are filled through a successive and local progression. Rather, this requires a simultaneous presence in all places. Why should we want to depart from the interpretation of Scripture (Jer. 23:24)?
 

(g) “This passage teaches that Christ did not fill all things with the presence of His flesh. For descending and afterward ascending conflicts with filling. He ought to spread Himself about rather than descend and ascend, if He wanted to fill all things at the same time,” Bellarmine, op. cit. We respond. Let the thoughts of human reason be removed. God needs neither expansion nor diffusion for His presence.
 

§ 223. (6) From the subjection of all things. All things13 are subject to Christ according to His humanity. Ps. 8:[6]; 1 Cor. 15:27; Eph. 1:22; Heb. 2:8: “He has put all things beneath His feet.” Paul explains this universality in his Epistles to the Corinthians and to the Hebrews in the aforementioned passages, saying that “nothing at all” has been excepted from that universality “except Him who subjected all things to Christ.” He says: “In that He subjected all things to Him, He left nothing not subject to Him,” and, “When he says that all things are subject to Him, it is plain that He is excepted who subjected all things to Him.” But if all things are subject to Christ, then all places and all intervals of places also are subject, so that they can in no way keep Him from being able to fulfill His promise and to be present with us. To Christ is subject “whatever can be named in this age and in that which is to come” (Eph. 1:21). Among those things that can be named are also the intervals of places. Aristotle (De coelo, bk. 2, ch. 4) asserts that “place” befits bodies only because of “mortal weakness.” But if all things have been subjected to Christ, who has been exalted to the right hand of the Father, surely He is no longer subject to that mortal weakness in which He could not be present except in a single place and would be circumscribed by a corporeal place.
 

(7) From His dominion. According to His human nature, Christ was “made Lord” (Acts 2:36), and, having been exalted to the right hand of the Father, “He rules in the midst of His enemies” (Ps. 110:2; 1 Cor. 15:25). “He has dominion from sea to sea” (Ps. 72:8; Zech. 9:10). Therefore He is also present in heaven and on earth.
 

They make the exception: “Presence is not immediately required for dominion.” Bellarmine, De Christo, bk. 3, ch. 16: “The humanity of Christ presides over all creatures and has authority over all people. From this it does not yet follow that He is everywhere. For why could He not have power over something absent? Do we not see this ordinarily among men, that a king has authority over his entire realm yet does not occupy it with his presence except for a tiny corner of a house or of one little room?” We respond. The former dominion is not earthly or mundane but heavenly and divine. Therefore we should not think or declare about it according to the custom of this age and of earthly kings. It is a part of human weakness that earthly kings cannot be present to all their realms and provinces but rule instead through their deputies. But, on the contrary, it is a mark of divine majesty and power that God, being truly and essentially present, governs and administers all things. Because this majesty and power has been given to Christ according to His human nature, we must certainly not exclude substantial presence from His dominion.
 

So, then, we draw this conclusion: The dominion with which Christ rules as God and man is one, not multiple and diverse. Therefore just as He exercises dominion not being absent but present according to His divinity, so also He administers all things being present according to His humanity.
 

§ 224. (8) From the condition of the Head. Christ is Head of the Church not only according to the divine nature but also according to the human nature, as the homogeneity of head and members shows (Eph. 5:[23], 30). And this is proved from the fact that through His placement at the right hand of God and the subjection of all things, Christ was “given” or established as “Head over all things to the Church,” that is, for the salvation of the Church (Eph. 1:22; Col. 1:18). This placement at the right hand of God and subjection of all things befit Christ according to His human nature, as we showed above. But now, it is not fitting for the head to be divided and separated from its members through intervals of places. “Surely,” says Chemnitz (De duab. natur., ch. 30, p. 507), “the Head of the Church has not been pulled apart nor separated from His members but is very intimately united with them. Christ is our Head not only according to the divine nature but also according to that nature according to which He is kin to us and consubstantial with us, His members. Even the Scholastics teach correctly that this pertains to the definition of a head.”
 

They make the exception: (a) “Christ dwells in our hearts through faith, Eph. 3:17.” We respond. Faith is not being contrasted to the presence of the humanity of Christ but to the open vision of God (2 Cor. 5:7).
 

(b) “Christ, existing in heaven with His body, by His Spirit unites to Himself the faithful as members of His own body.” We respond. When Christ bestows that Spirit on the faithful, He is present, not absent. Otherwise a monstrous body would be born from this, whose head would be separated from its members by a very long distance. Just as balsam ran down from the head of Aaron on his members [cf. Ps. 133:2]—not separated or disjoined but most closely and presently united with their head—so the oil of the Holy Spirit runs down from Christ, as Head, on the faithful, as members of His mystical Body, which are not separated from the Head but most closely and presently united with Him. Therefore far be it from us to wish to separate the human nature of Christ, according to which He earned the giving of the Holy Spirit to the faithful, from that distribution of the Spirit.
 

§ 225. (9) From the administration of the royal office. According to the canon of the Council of Chalcedon, the names of “the office befit Christ according to both natures.” To be present to the Church, to govern and defend it, to rule in the midst of enemies, etc., are names and works of the office—the royal office, to be precise. Therefore they befit Christ according to both natures.
 

They make the exception: “This canon adds that ‘each nature does what is its own.’ But now, it does not belong to the human nature to be present with the Church everywhere.” We respond. It clearly adds: “Each nature doing what is its own with the communication of the other ([image: ]).” Therefore because being present everywhere is not proper to human nature and yet is required for the administration of the royal office, therefore through the hypostatic union and glorious exaltation to the right hand of God, the Word communicates this glory and honor to it. We shall deal in greater detail with this subject in the third genus of the communication of properties.
 

(10) From invocation. According to whichever nature Christ must be invoked by us, according to that same nature He is also present with us, because the object of religious invocation requires the presence of the same (Deut. 4:7; Ps. 91:15; 145:18; Isa. 55:6; etc.). But now, Christ must be invoked religiously by us according to both natures, as we shall demonstrate later. Therefore.
 

(11) From the appearance of Christ. On the road to Damascus, Paul “sees Jesus” (Acts 9:27). “The following night the Lord stood by him and said, ‘Take courage’ “ (Acts 23:11). “The Lord stood by me and strengthened me” (2 Tim. 4:17). The apostle proves the resurrection from these appearances (1 Cor. 15:8), something that he could not have proved in any way unless he had seen Christ on earth according to His human nature. Stephen “sees Jesus standing at the right hand of God in heaven” (Acts 7:[55]). John sees Christ “walking in the midst of the gold lampstands,” that is, of the churches (Rev. 1:13), to which type an antitype certainly must correspond.
 

Zanchi makes the exception, De natura Dei, bk. 2, ch. 6, p. 138: “With His deity by which He is everywhere, Christ shaped a new body for Himself and appeared on earth in it. Meanwhile, He left His natural body in heaven.” By this logic, however, he imperils the verity of the human nature, introduces a duality of bodies, and undermines the argument for the resurrection drawn from these appearances. Hence Zanchi himself was admonished by others and corrected this opinion later.
 

§ 226. (12) From the institution of the Holy Supper. Christ is present on earth according to whichever nature a testimony of His presence is given in the Holy Supper. Yet in the Holy Supper testimony is given of His presence not only according to the divine nature but also according to the human nature, because by means of the blessed bread He distributes to us His body and by means of the blessed wine He distributes to us His blood, and for this reason John relates among the “witnesses testifying on earth” not only “the Spirit and water” but also “blood,” namely, of Christ, who is presented to the communicants in the Holy Supper and offers the testimony of grace to believers (1 John 5:8). Therefore Christ is also truly present on earth also according to His human nature.
 

Bellarmine makes the exception, De Christo, bk. 3, ch. 13: “Ubiquity conflicts with the sacrament of the Eucharist, even though it was devised to support it. For if the flesh of Christ is everywhere, we surely shall not need the Eucharist because at home we would have the body of Christ in bread and wine and all other foods.” We respond. He confuses the sacramental presence with the majestic presence. The body and blood of Christ are in the Holy Supper through sacramental presence, which properly and accurately speaking does not depend on the majestic presence or omnipresence but on the institution and will of Christ. Meanwhile, we are correct in saying that the Holy Supper is a clear witness that Christ is present on earth also according to His human nature and hence that what the Calvinists repeat so often is false, that “the body of Christ is only in heaven until the day of the last judgment.”
 

§ 227. These are the unshakable foundations from which we assert that Christ the man has omnipresent dominion in heaven and earth. Power and will are the two necessary and sufficient principles of actions. The will of Christ, that He wishes to be present with us on earth, is clear from His promises (Matt. 18:20; 28:20). Power or ability depends: on the personal union, which is indivisible and inseparable; and on the communication of properties, for because the Word communicated His entire self to the assumed flesh, He also communicated that divine majesty and glory by which He can be omnipresent; and on His placement at the infinite and omnipotent right hand of God. Whoever does not believe the omnipresence of the flesh to creatures will never sincerely believe the intimate, indivisible, and indissoluble presence of that flesh to the Word or with the Word. To this power and will of Christ is added the need of the Church. For it is necessary that Christ be present with us according to that nature by which He is our brother, because we cannot deal with the bare divinity, which is a consuming fire. The dignity of the office of Christ is also added, because being present with the Church befits Christ as King and, in fact, also as Prophet and Priest.
 

§ 228. We cited the statements of the fathers about omnipresence in our treatise On the Person of Christ [1610 Loci Theologici, locus 7], § 122, to which we must add these: Jerome, Adv. Vigilant.: “Will you put chains on the apostles so that they are held in custody until the Day of Judgment and are not with their Lord? It is said about these that they follow the Lamb wherever He goes. If the Lamb is everywhere, so, too, must they who are with the Lamb be believed to be everywhere.” (Here Jerome wanders from the path of truth because he attributes omnipresence to the dead saints on the basis of the passage from Revelation wrongly explained, as we showed in our treatise On Death [Commonplace XXIX], § 341. He thinks correctly, however, in attributing omnipresence to the Lamb according to the human nature.)
 

Ambrose, on Luke 10, bk. 7, ch. 47: “Although You are everywhere, and though we do not see You standing in our midst, there will still be a time when all flesh will see You returning.” On Hebrews 4: “Because He is offered in many places, are there many Christs? Not at all, but one Christ is everywhere. He is complete here, complete there.”
 

Chrysostom, Homily de Joh. Bapt: “Christ is beyond the heavens, beyond earth. Wherever He wishes to be, He is there. Wherever He is, He is there wholly. Wherever He is and wherever you are who seek Him, you are in Him whom you seek.”
 

Theophylact, on John 19: “And so the holy, indivisible body of Christ is divided and shared in the four corners of the earth, for it is distributed to each one and sanctifies the soul of each person with his flesh through His flesh. It is whole and undivided, existing everywhere in all.”
 

See also these hypotheses of the fathers: (a) They claim that the flesh of Christ is truly present in the Supper administered in many places at the same time on earth. (b) They deny that the Word is outside the assumed flesh (Athanasius, Contra Arian., orat. 2 and 4; Cyril, Ad Regin., bk. 2). (c) They assert that the natures in Christ are united [image: ] (“inseparably, nondistantly”). (See the Council of Chalcedon and Damascenus, De orth. fid., bk. 3, ch. 3.) (d) They teach that the hypostasis of the Word has been communicated to the flesh. (e) They acknowledge that a communication of infinite majesty and glory has been made to the flesh. (f) They defend the exaltation of the flesh to the infinite right hand of God. (g) They acknowledge the universal lordship of Christ the man in the whole world.
 

§ 229. Some of our adversaries seem to have been convinced by the brightness of the truth to acknowledge in some way this same thing: (1) The Papists. Among the ancient ones, Hugh of St. Victor, De sacram., bk. 2, part 8, ch. 12: “The body of Christ has this dignity from the nature of its union with the divinity: that it is in many places at the same time.”
 

Biel, Sent., 4, dist. 11: “Not only can the body of Christ be in diverse places definitively and sacramentally, but also both itself and another body, through divine power, can be in many places circumscriptively.” Furthermore, many of the Scholastics claim that “any natural body can be present in many places at the same time through divine power,” as we shall see later.
 

Among the more recent Papists: Jacobus Faber Stapulensis: “Indeed, wherever Christ is, He is incarnate. He is not incarnate without His body. Great is the faith that acknowledges that Christ is present corporeally where He is sacramentally. But that is a greater faith to recognize that He is present everywhere corporeally. The latter is to recognize without limit; the former, with limit. Faith without limit is greater than that which has limit.” On 1 Corinthians 12: “The body of Christ is wherever the Word is, for the Word was made flesh. The Word is nowhere without the flesh nor the flesh without the Word.”
 

Paul Kemerius writes in his Propositiones: “It is very easy to prove with many firm reasons that Christ is everywhere with His body.” He deduces this from “the assumption of Christ into the glory of God, from the indivisible unity of the person, and from the communication of omnipotence.”
 

Johannes Ertlius and Caspar Francus make the same claim. The latter, in his essay in which he explains the reason for his defection, cites the words of Jerome (“If the Lamb is everywhere”) to prove the invocation of the saints.
 

Barradius, Harm. evang., commentary on Matt. 28:20: “Just as the humanity of Christ united with the divinity is worshiped and adored in heaven by the blessed angels and humans, so He wanted the same humanity united with the divinity to be on earth and to be worshiped and adored on earth by human beings who are on earth.”
 

(2) The Calvinists. Beza, Quaest., part 1, p. 24, Geneva edition of 1573 (in his Opera, f. 659): “If you wish, I shall even concede that the humanity of Christ is also present, but according to another [[image: ]], that is, not in itself nor in its essence but insofar as it coheres by hypostatic union with the Word, who is everywhere.” (I add the minor premise: The hypostasis of the Word that is present everywhere has been communicated really to the flesh through the personal union. Therefore the flesh of Christ is also supremely present everywhere by force of the hypostatic union with the Word.)
 

Bucer, on John 12: “The fringes of the Lord, or tapestries, fill the temple with His majesty [cf. Isa. 6:1] because all things in the Church are full of this man, and the power of His kingdom comes to all.”
 

Zanchi, preface to his book De relig., in the letter to the reader: “I said that the flesh of Christ can be called omnipotent and not omnipotent without contradiction, everywhere present and not everywhere present, namely, in different respects. For it is not present by means of its own essence [sua propria [image: ]] but by means of the hypostasis [[image: ]], which it has in common with the divine nature.” De incarnat., bk. 2, f. 201: “I surely would not contradict this, and all devout and learned people concede that the human nature of Christ is personally omnipotent and omnipresent because, though it is not so really in itself, it is so in the person.”
 

The preachers of Zürich in their Apologia, p. 108: “Therefore we say that Christ, that is, that person who is true God and true man at the same time, is present to all things and rules in heaven and earth, and this according to both natures. For after assuming the human nature, the Son of God is everywhere and acts as the Christ, that is, He is present and acts as the person who is God and man at the same time.” (This very thing they later corrupted very much, and what they gave with one hand they snatched away with the other: “We claim that He is present according to the divine nature indeed in essence; according to His human nature, in efficacy and consent. For the Word does all these things with the knowledge and consent of the human or assumed nature, so that the action is of the whole person.”)
 

Sohnius, Opera, vol. 2, p. 398: “If the humanity is not everywhere, the divinity is, namely, personally or in personal subsistence—that is, if the one person of two natures is not everywhere or if these two natures are not united everywhere, then there must be two persons.” Page 399: “If they take ‘personally’ to mean that the human nature is said to be present everywhere insofar as it subsists in the person of the Son of God and has its own personal being while preserving its natural properties, such an opinion can be stated and, at times, it is given by our people.” (However, later, through great perversity, he twists this so that he denies that the human nature of Christ is present on earth. Nevertheless we draw this conclusion firmly from what they conceded: The human nature truly subsists in the person of the Son of God; therefore it is also truly present.)
 

Martinius, Incis. contra D. Mentzer., p. 33: “If Christ wished to be present with His body, who would deny that He could?” (We sum up. Christ wants to be present with us with His body, as is clear from the institution of the Supper. Therefore He can be.)
 

Finally, because our foes appeal to the agreement of Philip Melanchthon and Tilemann Hesshusius, we must note these statements of theirs. Philip, Letter ad Mart. Görlic.: “I would rather die than affirm what they affirm, that the body of Christ can be in only one place. Therefore I rebuke them constantly.” The same, Letter ad Oecolampad.: “In the promises about the presence of Christ there is no need to pull the humanity apart from the divinity.” Pappus, Defens. 3. contra Sturm., p. 105:
 


Once I saw and wrote down from the psaltery of a certain Mr. Johannes Galenus of Wittenberg, who was at Strasbourg to study in 1563, the following words: “Dr. Philip Melanchthon wrote in his own hand these words about the Sacrament of the body and blood of Christ on Palm Sunday, 1560, in the book of Dr. Major: ‘The true body and blood are presented in the cup. But the question now arises: How can Christ be corporeally in the Sacrament, because His body cannot be in diverse places? I answer: Christ said that He would be present. Therefore He is truly present in the Sacrament, even corporeally. We must not look for another reason. That is how the word is spoken; therefore it necessarily takes place. However, as far as the body is concerned, Christ can be wherever He wishes whenever He wishes. Therefore His body is now of a different sort than ours. We must not argue about ubiquity in this controversy, and the Scholastics are not speaking about this ubiquity. Rather, they are reciting the simple statement about the corporeal presence of Christ. The deity has neither body nor blood and is united with the humanity of Christ, and the humanity of Christ is most intimately united with His divinity everywhere, and the deity and humanity in Christ are inseparable. Therefore the body and blood of Christ are everywhere in the Sacrament and in its action, according to the word, “This is My body, this is My blood” and “I shall be with you until the end of the age.” ‘ ”

 

Hesshusius, commentary on 1 Corinthians:
 

The sixth prerogative of the flesh of Christ is that it is the Head of the whole Church, scattered in many places throughout the world and gathered by the ministry of the Word at all times; that it fosters, sustains, guards, rules, preserves, and watches over the individual members and fills and accomplishes all things in all. Also, this glorious property befits no creature. No apostle nor prophet can be present to the Church and each of her members in such a way. No angel can bring help to each of her members, drive away all perils, help in every necessity. But the humanity of Christ, because it is united with the Word in a personal union and because it is established as the Head of the whole Church, is present to all members of His Body, fosters each of the devout with His Spirit, etc. Also, He has all creatures present in His hand according to His promise in Matthew 18[:20] and 28[:20]. Although these promises were declared in the concrete, we still must not imagine that He promised the presence of only His divinity, but rather of the person and also of His flesh, though we do not comprehend this with our external senses. Lest we have doubts about the presence of His flesh, He instituted the most holy Supper, etc. Paul says, Ephesians 1[:22]: “He put all things under His feet.” Therefore all creatures are present and subject to Christ’s human nature, which has been raised from the dead, etc. In Ephesians 4[:10] the apostle affirms that this Christ, who ascended above all the heavens, fills all things. He is speaking not only about His working or efficacy but also about His presence. Therefore he adds, “He ascended above all the heavens to fill all things.” How this can be done—that Christ’s human nature, which is finite, fills all things—we cannot comprehend with our own abilities, just as we cannot grasp or understand with regard to His divinity how that fills all things, for we must imagine no mass, no extension. But because the Holy Spirit truly revealed these mysteries in the Church through the apostles, we certainly are obligated to assent to Him.
 





Second, working miracles.
 

§ 230. [B.] Christ works miracles through, in, and with the flesh. Working miracles is a truly divine work, as is evident. But now, the assumed flesh is not an idle or purely passive instrument, but a cooperating, effectual, and active instrument; not separated but united, through which Christ worked miracles. Therefore truly divine work belongs to Christ’s assumed flesh.
 

We prove the minor premise: (1) From the origin [principium] of miracles. The origin of acting [principium agendi], from which miracles proceed, is miracle-working power, a truly divine might and authority. But now, that truly divine miracle-working power, might, and authority are communicated to Christ according to His human nature. Acts 10:38: “God anointed Jesus with the Holy Spirit and with power, and He went about doing good and healing all who were oppressed by the devil, because God was with Him.” From this we draw the following inferences: According to whichever nature Christ was anointed with the Holy Spirit, according to that same nature was He endowed with miracle-working power, as the context shows. But now, the Holy Spirit anointed Christ according to the human nature. Therefore. According to whichever nature Christ was given all power in heaven and earth, according to that same nature He is also effectual in working miracles. But now, He was given all power in heaven and on earth according to His human nature (Matt. 28:[18]). Therefore. According to whichever nature God was with Christ, according to that same nature did He work miracles and heal all who were oppressed by the devil, as the context shows. But now, God was with Christ according to the human nature. Therefore. This is why He “commands the unclean spirits according to authority, in authority, and with power” (Mark [1]:27; Luke 4:36), namely, in that authority which He confesses was given Him according to the flesh. This power “goes out from Him, healing all the people” (Mark 5:30; Luke 6:19), namely, that power which was given to Him as “the Lamb that was slain” (Rev. 5:12). The humanity of Christ acts in miracles not only through the might that is naturally and essentially His own but also through the truly divine power communicated to Him from the united deity—or, as the apostle says, the humanity of Christ acts according to the anointing of the Spirit and of power.
 

(2) From the condition and state of Him who acts. Christ’s voice calling the dead to life is not only human but also a divine voice. Christ’s hand touching the lepers is not only human but also a divine hand, because He who speaks with His mouth and touches with His hand is not only man but also God in the unity of the person. The words “Lazarus, come out!” (John 11:43) are not only a human voice beating the air and striking the ears of bystanders, like the voice of all other men, but the omnipotent voice of the very Son of God calling the dead Lazarus back to life (John 5:28). Christ’s hand touching the leper (Matt. 8:3) is not only a human hand touching the leper in the same way as the hand of other people also could have touched, but it is the omnipotent hand of the very Son of God healing the leper by touching him. Now if the hand of a living man can accomplish works proper to its soul-endowed substance because it belongs to the soul-endowed man, why could not Christ’s hand perform truly divine works—miracles? It is, after all, the hand belonging to the omnipotent Son of God.
 

(3) From His universal dominion. According to whichever nature Christ became Lord of all, all things were made subject to Him, He was established over every authority and dominion, etc., according to that same nature He can also work miracles. But it was according to His human nature that Christ “became Lord of all” (Acts 2:36), that “all things were subjected to Him” (Ps. 8:[6]), that “He was established over every authority and dominion” (Eph. 1:[21]). Therefore. The major premise is one of obvious truth, because if Christ is Lord of all, therefore also in miracles He can act beyond and contrary to the usual sequence of things, effectually change their nature, and arrange all things according to His choice.
 

(4) From the ministry of the human nature used in miracles. When Christ worked miracles, He used a physical ministry and touch, for He aroused the dead with His voice, healed lepers with the touch of His hand, opened the eyes of the blind by smearing mud on them, etc., to show that His human nature shared His miracle-working power. If He had wished to exclude and separate His human nature from the working of miracles, He would have done them with only a divine willing and would not have used the ministry of the human nature.
 

Athanasius, Contra Arian., orat. 5: “Reaching out His hand, the Word healed the person ill with fever. Uttering a human voice, He raised Lazarus. Reaching out His hands on the cross, He felled the prince of the air.” Orat. de blasph. in Spiritum: “To be sure, He was spitting as a man, but that spit was divine, because He healed the eyes of the blind man with that saliva.” De Trinit., dial. 5, p. 184: “The Word united to the man did miracles not separately from the assumed nature, but rather it pleased Him to exert His divine power through it, in it, and with it.” De incarnat. Verbi, p. 50: “Christ’s flesh is the instrument that His divinity used in miracles.”
 

Cyril, De incarn. unigenit., ch. 7: “The Word makes the workings of divine majesty common with His flesh so that with a touch He raises the dead, heals lepers, gives light to the blind, and performs the rest of His miracles.”
 

Augustine, Enarr. Psal. 56: “Christ worked miracles through the flesh.”
 

Damascenus, bk. 3, ch. 15: “The divinity worked divine signs, but not without the flesh.” Same book, ch. 17: “Not according to its own working [[image: ]], but because of the Word united with it, the Lord’s flesh does divine works, while the Word shows and reveals its own working through the flesh.”
 

Theophylact, on Luke 5: “Meanwhile, I shall also indicate this, that His holy flesh has divine power, that it purifies and gives life, since it is God’s flesh.” On Luke 7: “He works miracles not just with a word, but He also touches the bier that we may learn that His body is the body of Life.” (Cf. Leo, Letter 10 ad Flavian.)
 

Thomas, [ST,] part 3, q. 43, art. 2: “The soul of Christ is considered in two ways: first, according to its own power, either natural or gratuitous (inhering in Him habitually and subjectively). Second, as it is the instrument of the Word of God personally united to itself, for in this way it had an instrumental power to make miraculous changes.”
 

Gerson, Sermon de quat. domib., Nineteenth Sunday after Pentecost: “Because of its hypostatic union with the Word, the humanity, as a secondary cause, shared in all of Christ’s miracles.”
 

Paraeus, in Iren., p. 268: “If, then, Christ the man is God, surely He did miracles with His own power, not with that of someone else, as did Peter. However, we teach that this power belonged formally to the deity and personally to the humanity because of the unity of the hypostasis.”
 

Third, the work of redemption.
 

§ 231. [C.] He completed the work of redemption in and through the flesh. The work of redemption is a truly divine work (Ps. 49:[7]; Isa. 59:16; etc.). But now, Christ’s human nature was not excluded from the work of redemption, but Christ completed that divine work in it, through it, and with it. The following passages prove this: “In the blood of Your covenant, You have freed the captives from the pit,” etc. (Zech. 9:11). “The Son of Man has come to give His life a ransom [ [image: ]] for many” (Matt. 20:28). “This is the blood of the new covenant, which will be shed for many for the forgiveness of sins” (Matt. 26:28). “This is My body, which is given for you” (Luke 22:19). “Behold, the Lamb of God, who takes away the sins of the world” (John 1:29). “The bread that I shall give is My flesh, which I shall give for the life of the world” (John 6:51). “He bore our sins in His body on the tree” (1 Pet. 2:24). In these and similar passages of Scripture, the ransom for redemption is attributed to the offering of Christ’s body and the shedding of His blood that happened on the altar of the cross. Therefore, surely, in and through the assumed nature that truly divine work was done.
 

Fourth, the establishment of the ministry and the gathering of the Church.
 

§ 232. [D.] The establishment of the ministry and the gathering of the Church is also attributed to Christ as man. The establishment of the ministry and the gathering of the Church is a truly divine work (Ps. 68:[11]; 147:15; Isa. 6:8; 41:27; Hosea 12:10; etc.). But now, this work is attributed to Christ also as man. “All power has been given to Me in heaven and earth. Therefore go and teach all nations …. And, lo, I am with you all the days until the end of the age” (Matt. 28:18–20). Note here the inferential particle [image: ] [“therefore”]: “To Me is given all power; therefore go and teach.” Note also the promise added: “I shall be with you.” From this we draw a conclusion as follows: According to whichever nature Christ was given all power in heaven and earth, and according to whichever nature He is present with us until the end of the age, according to that same nature He also established and preserves the ministry and gathers to Himself from the human race a perpetual Church. But now, it is according to His human nature that Christ was given all power. Therefore. (Cf. our Harm. de resurr., ch. 12, p. 448.) “After our Lord Jesus said these things to the apostles, He was taken up into heaven and sits at the right hand of God. And they went about everywhere preaching, the Lord working with them,” etc. (Mark 16:19–20). These words describe the fulfillment of the promise offered in Matthew: “I am with you.” The meaning is this: Because after His ascent Christ sat down at the right hand of God, being present everywhere and ruling powerfully, therefore He was able to be present with the apostles everywhere and to work with them as they preached the Gospel, by virtue and power of His sitting at the infinite right hand of God. “Christ ascended above all the heavens to fill all things. And He gave some prophets, others apostles, others evangelists, others teachers, that the saints might be prepared for the work of the ministry” (Eph. 4:10–12). Thus the fruit of the Lord’s ascension is the establishment and preservation of the ministry. Therefore as He ascended into heaven according to His human nature, so also He instituted and preserves the ministry according to the human nature. Here we should place the prophecies of the Old Testament. Ps. 22:[22]: “I shall tell Your name to my brothers; in the midst of the Church I shall praise You.” That is, “Freed from suffering and death, I shall establish and preserve the ministry of the Word, through which the benefits from My suffering and death are distributed in the Church.” Isa. 53:10: “When He sets down His soul for sin, He will see His long-lived seed, and the will of the Lord will be directed in His hand.”
 

Fifth, the sending and outpouring of the Holy Spirit.
 

§ 233. [E.] The sending and outpouring of the Holy Spirit also belongs to Christ as man. The outpouring and sending of the Holy Spirit is a truly divine work, as is evident. But now, Christ poured out the Holy Spirit on the apostles and sent Him into the hearts of believers also according to the human nature, which we prove: (1) From the personal union. Through the personal union, Christ’s human nature was “anointed with the oil of gladness,” or with the Holy Spirit, “beyond His companions” (Ps. 45:[7]). “He received the Holy Spirit without measure” (John 3:34). According to the human nature, Christ is “full of the Holy Spirit” (Luke 4:1). Therefore “of this fullness we have all received”
 

(John 1:16).
 

(2) From the title “Head.” Just as anointing ran down from Aaron’s head to his members [cf. Ps. 133:2], so from Christ our Head the vigor of the Spirit flows down to all the members of His mystical Body. But now, Christ is the Head of the Church also according to the human nature; therefore He bestows the Holy Spirit on believers also according to His human nature.
 

(3) From Christ’s prayer, “I shall ask the Father, and He will give you another Paraclete” (John 14:16). Whoever asks the Father to give the Holy Spirit teaches by asking that He does not of Himself have this power and authority to send the Holy Spirit but receives it from the Father. But now, this cannot be understood as a reference to Christ’s divine nature, because Christ as God has this power and authority by nature, through His eternal begetting from the Father. Therefore it is as man that Christ asks and receives from God the Father the power to send the Holy Spirit.
 

(4) From Christ’s breathing on the apostles. Through a physical breath, Christ distributed the Holy Spirit to the apostles (John 20:22) to show that the power to give the Holy Spirit had been given to Him also as man.
 

(5) From His exaltation. The sending of the Holy Spirit is the salutary end and effect of the exaltation of Christ and His sitting at the right hand of God. “If I go away, I shall send you a Paraclete” (John 16:7). “Being exalted at the right hand of God and receiving the promise of the Holy Spirit from the Father, He poured out this which you see” (Acts 2:33). But now, Christ was exalted and placed at the right hand of God according to the human nature. Therefore.
 

[6] From the administration of Christ’s office. The sending of the Holy Spirit belongs to the prophetic and royal office of Christ because when He was exalted to the right hand of God, He established the Holy Spirit as the teacher of the Church. Through Him He is effectual for conversion and salvation in the hearts of human beings, and He strengthens them against all the attacks of Satan and the world. The administration of the prophetic and royal office, however, befits Christ according to both natures.
 

Cleansing from sins.
 

§ 234. [F.] Cleansing from sins is also attributed to Christ as man. The remission of sins and cleansing from sins is a truly divine work (Isa. 43:25; Mark 2:7; Luke 5:21). But now, these works are attributed to Christ also as man. Matt. 9:6; Mark 2:10; Luke 5:24: “The Son of Man has power on earth to forgive sins.” Note here the emphasis of the expression “on earth.” If the Son of Man has the power to forgive sins on earth, then surely as man He was not removed from the power of the Keys, which is exercised on earth in forgiving sins. Because the salutary eating of His body and drinking of His blood ought to result in the forgiveness of sins in believers, therefore He presents His body not in heaven but on earth along with the bread and wine to those who eat and drink as a confirmation of the promise of the forgiveness of sins. In Luke 24:47 He commands that they “preach in His name the forgiveness of sins.” But now, Christ’s name includes not only the divine but also the human nature. “The blood of Jesus Christ, the Son of God, cleanses us from all sins” (1 John 1:7). Therefore surely Christ’s blood has the power to wash and cleanse us of our sins. “If the sprinkled blood of goats and bulls and the ashes of a heifer sanctify defiled persons for the purification of the flesh, how much more will the blood of Christ, who offered Himself to God through the eternal Spirit, purify our conscience from dead works” (Heb. 9:13–14).
 

The raising of the dead.
 

§ 235. [G.] The raising of the dead also befits Christ as man, and this, as is evident, is a truly divine work. John 5:[28–]29: “Those who are in the tombs will hear the voice of the Son of Man, and those who hear it will come forth.”
 

The administration of judgment.
 

[H.] The administration of judgment is attributed to Christ as man, and this, too, is a divine work. “He gave Him the power to execute judgment, because He is the Son of Man” (John 5:27). Compare what we said about the power to give life and the power to execute judgment in the second part [§ 230]. You see, to the extent that the resurrection from the dead and the administration of judgment are considered with regard to their origin [ principium], namely, of the power to act effectually, to that extent they pertain to the second class of gifts. But to the extent that they are considered with regard to the effect and work, to that extent we can refer them to this third class of gifts.
 

The glorification of the devout.
 

[I.] Finally, the salvation and glorification of the devout [ pii] also befit Christ as man. “You will call His name Jesus, because He will save His people” (Matt. 1:[21]). But now, Christ is our “Jesus” not only with regard to the divine nature but also with regard to the human nature. “No other name is given under heaven,” etc. (Acts 4:12). But this name includes not only the divine but also the human nature.
 

The worship of religious adoration.
 

§ 236. (IV) Until now we have been showing that divine names, attributes, and works belong to Christ the man. It remains for us to show that we also owe Him, according to His human nature, the divine worship of religious adoration. Note here that we are claiming that Christ is to be worshiped by us neither according to His divine nor His human nature alone, but according to both natures, and that His human nature or assumed flesh is and is said to be “deserving of worship” [[image: ]]: (1) Not in and of itself with regard to its essential properties, because it does not subsist of itself. Therefore it is also not to be adored of itself. (2) Nor by accident, just as when the king is honored, his purple robe is also honored by accident. Because it does not subsist in the Word as an accident but is part of the person, it is not to be adored according to accident. (3) Nor because of a habitual excellence subjectively inherent in it by which it is superior to the angels, in which sense and respect the Papists attribute hyperdulia14 to it. (4) Nor because it had been changed in substance into the divine nature or had been absorbed by the divine nature, which was the heresy of Eutyches and Schwenkfeld. (5) Nor in the sense that it constitutes its own person distinct from the Word, which opinion in Nestorius the Council of Ephesus condemned, anathema 8: “If anyone dares to say that the assumed man ought to be worshiped together with God the Word, and glorified together with Him, and called ‘God’ together with Him, as one with another—for the added preposition ‘together with’ compels this to be understood—and does not rather venerate Emmanuel with one adoration and pay to Him one glorification, according to the passage ‘the Word became flesh,’ let him be accursed.” But Christ, God and man, is adored with one and the same adoration, because there is one undivided hypostasis of both natures.
 

§ 237. We prove our position: [A.] From clear passages of Scripture. Ps. 72:11: “All kings will worship Him, all nations will serve Him.” The entire context and the New Testament’s quoting make it clear that this psalm must be taken not as a reference to Solomon, the type, but to Solomon’s antitype, namely Christ, who was “far more excellent than Solomon” (Matt. 12:[42]). He is said to be deserving of worship even according to the human nature, in respect to which He is said to “come down like rain on wool and like drops [that] water the earth,” [Ps. 72]:6, that is, in regard to which He will come down from heaven, assume true flesh from the Virgin Mary, and with respect to which He is said to “rule from sea to sea,” v. [8]. However, these befit Him also according to His human nature. So, too, does adoration.
 

Ps. 97:7: “Let all the angels worship Him.” The author of the Epistle to the Hebrews (1:6) applies these words to Christ, the God-man, as the firstborn of the heavenly Father, who was brought into the world. Theophylact, on Hebrews 1: “The Father brings the Son into the world in no other way than in the flesh.”
 

Ps. 118:[25–]26: “Hosanna! O Lord, give prosperous success. Blessed is He who comes in the name of the Lord.” With this rejoicing, blessing, and invoking the people of Jerusalem receive Christ, the Son of David (Matt. 21:9; Mark 11:9; Luke 19:38), something that Christ holds and defends as valid and pleasing against the Pharisees. Therefore invocation and blessing befit Christ as the Son of David.
 

Isa. 11:1–2, 10: “A shoot will come forth from the root of Jesse, and a branch will grow out of his root, and the Spirit of the Lord will rest on Him…. The nations will entreat Him.” Therefore Christ is owed the worship of adoration even according as He is a shoot come forth from the root of Jesse and so as true man. Paul cites that prophecy with these words: “The root of Jesse will come” (namely, the famous root), “and He will rise to rule the nations, and the nations will hope in Him” (Rom. 15:12). Therefore the nations will hope in Christ according as He is the man who will rise from the root of Jesse, and they will invoke Him.
 

Isa. 45:23: “I have sworn by Myself, the word of righteousness will go forth from My mouth, because every knee will bend to Me, and every tongue will swear.” In Rom. 14:11, Paul refers this passage to Christ, who will come as the Judge of the world on the Last Day. But now, Christ will execute that judgment not only according to the divine nature but also according to the human nature. Therefore. We also add this argument from the text: According to whichever nature Christ is our righteousness, according to that same nature also must every knee bow to Him, as the immediate context shows: “To Me every knee will bow and every tongue swear: ‘My righteousness [is] in the Lord.’ “ But now, Christ is our righteousness not only according to the divine nature but also according to the human nature (Jer. 23:5; 33:15; 1 Cor. 1:30). Therefore.
 

Dan. 7:13–14: “I saw in a vision at night, and behold, with the clouds of heaven came one like the Son of Man, and He came to the Ancient of Days, and they made Him come into His sight. And He gave Him power and glory and kingship, and all peoples, tribes, and languages will serve Him.” According to whichever nature the Messiah is the Son of Man, came in the clouds of heaven, and received from the heavenly Father power and kingship, according to that same nature we must serve Him religiously. Yet He is the Son of Man, etc., according to the human nature. Therefore.
 

Joel 2:32: “He who invokes the name of the Lord will be saved.” Paul applies this to Christ the God-man in Rom. 10:13.
 

John 5:22[–23], 27: “The Father has given the Son all judgment in order that all may honor the Son just as ([image: ]) they honor the Father … And He gave Him power also to execute judgment, because He is the Son of Man.” According to whichever nature the Father gave the Son all judgment—that is, the whole governance over the whole world and especially the kingdom of grace—and the power to execute judgment, according to the same nature He is also to be adored religiously and is to be given equal worship of honor with the Father. The logic of the connection depends on the word [image: ] [“in order that”], which expresses the end because of which the Father gave the Son all judgment, and on the word [image: ] [“just as”], which shows the equality of honor. But now, it was according to the human nature that the Father gave the Son all judgment and power to execute judgment, as is clear from the specification in v. 27, “because ([image: ]) He is the Son of Man,” and from the word [image: ] [“a”] in the same verse, which joins Christ’s human nature with the divine with an undivided connection. Therefore.
 

Phil. 2:9–11: “Therefore God also has highly exalted Him and given Him a name that is above every name, that at the name Jesus every knee should bow, of things in heaven and on earth and beneath the earth, and every tongue confess that Jesus Christ is Lord to the glory of the Father.” According to whichever nature Christ was emptied and exalted and received by grace a name that is above every name, according to that same nature every knee must bow to Him, that is, all creatures must worship Him religiously. But it was according to His human nature that He was emptied and exalted. Therefore.
 

Rev. 5:12–14: “The angels and the twenty-four elders,” that is, the entire church triumphant, “say: ‘Worthy is the Lamb who was slain, to receive power and wealth and wisdom and might and honor and glory and blessing.’ And I heard every creature in heaven and on earth and under the earth, in the sea, and all things that are in them, saying, ‘To Him who sits on the throne and to the Lamb be blessing and honor and glory and might forever and ever.’ And they adored the Living One forever.” According to whichever nature Christ is the Lamb who was slain and has been placed on the Father’s throne, according to that same nature does the church triumphant adore Him. But now, He was the slain Lamb, etc., according to the human nature. Therefore.
 

§ 238. [B.] From rational arguments: (1) From the personal union. The worship of religious adoration is due to that nature which forms one person with the Son of God. Christ’s assumed human nature forms one person with the Son of God. Therefore. Both premises are deduced from Heb. 1:4–6, where it is said of Christ: “He was made as much superior to the angels” (that is, according to the human nature) “as the name is more excellent that was appointed to Him” ([image: ], again according to the human nature). “For to which of the angels did He say, ‘You are My Son?’ … Again, when He brings His firstborn into the world, He says, ‘Let all angels adore Him.’ “ From these it follows clearly that, because of the majesty of His person, the angels are supposed to worship Christ not only according to the divine but also according to the human nature. Now, whatever honor is presented to Christ by the angels should be presented to Him all the more by human beings. But the angels present the honor of religious adoration to Christ according to the human nature (Heb. 1:6), for the angels adore Him according to that nature in which He has been given a more excellent name. Therefore. The Word with His flesh is the Second Person of the Trinity. Therefore we must worship the Word with His flesh. The hypostasis of the Word after the incarnation is the hypostasis not only of the divine but also of the human nature, and the person of the incarnate Son of God does not subsist in only one nature and of one nature, but in two and of two natures. Therefore whoever worships and adores just one nature and passes over and excludes the other does not worship and adore the whole person but dissolves the union.
 

(2) From the communication of divine glory and majesty. According to whichever nature divine majesty and glory, all power in heaven and earth, omniscience, omnipresence, etc., were communicated to Christ, according to that same nature He is also to be worshiped and invoked religiously. The logic of the connection is clear: From Dan. 7:[13–]14: “The Ancient of Days gave the Son of Man power and kingship that all tribes and languages might serve Him.” And it is clear from the fact that the foundation for religious invocation is the omnipotence, omniscience, and omnipresence of Him who is to be invoked religiously. Ursinus, commentary on Isaiah 2, f. 81: “Adoration attributes [to Him] a looking into hearts, presence in all places, and infinite power to help all who call upon Him.” Junius, De invoc. sanct., f. 1703 of his Opera: “Whoever is to be adored with the devout affection of our heart, three things must be in him: to know, to will, to be able.” But now, it is according to His human nature that divine majesty and glory, all power in heaven and earth, etc., have been communicated to Christ. Therefore.
 

(3) From the administration of His office. According to whichever nature Christ is our Mediator, Redeemer, Savior, our Jesus, Judge of the living and the dead, King, and Lord, according to that same nature He is also to be invoked religiously by us. The logic is that according to whichever nature He confers spiritual and heavenly benefits on us, according to the same we must also call on Him and ask Him for spiritual benefits. And according to whichever nature Christ has acquired and earned spiritual and heavenly benefits for us, according to the same He is to be invoked religiously and asked to distribute the heavenly benefits. But now, it is according to His human nature that Christ is our Mediator, Redeemer, Savior, etc. Therefore.
 

(4) From His exaltation. According to whichever nature Christ was exalted and placed at the right hand of God, according to that same nature He is also to be invoked religiously. The logic of the connection depends on the apostle’s words: “He has highly exalted Him and given Him a name that is above every name, that at the name of Jesus, every knee should bow” (Phil. 2:9[–10]), and from the doxology of the church triumphant: “The Lamb that was slain is worthy to receive power and blessing” (Rev. 5:12). But now, it was according to His human nature that Christ was exalted. Therefore.
 

(5) From the institution and conferring of Baptism. In whosesoever name we are baptized, He must also be invoked religiously. (The logic is taken: From Acts 22:16: “Rise and be baptized and wash away your sins, having called upon His name.” From the genuine interpretation of the phrase [image: ] [“in the name,” Matt. 28:19], given in our treatise On Baptism [Commonplace XXIII], § 80. And from the elegant statement of Basil, Letter 78: “As we are baptized, so we worship; as we worship, so we believe.”) But now, we are baptized into Christ’s name also according to the human nature: Because the name “Son” includes not only the divinity but also the assumed humanity, because the Son is not two but one. Because we are said to be baptized “into Christ’s death” (Rom. 6:4). Because Christ was given all power in heaven and earth according to the human nature, and from that power Baptism was instituted. Because the power of Baptism depends on the merit of the God-man Christ. Because we are said to be baptized “in the name of Christ” (Acts 2:38) and “of Jesus” (Acts 19:5), which includes both natures, etc. Therefore we must devoutly call on Him also according to the human nature.
 

(6) From the connection of faith and invocation. In whomever we believe and hope, Him we also invoke religiously (Rom. 10:14). But now, we believe and hope in Christ the God-man not as God alone but also as man: “Blessed are all who trust in Him” (Ps. 2:[12]). “Whoever believes will not be in haste” (Isa. 28:16), which Paul applies to Christ the God-man: “Everyone who believes in Him will not be confounded” (Rom. 10:11). “You believe in God; believe also in Me” (John 14:1). Therefore.
 

§ 239. [C.] From examples. Christ as God and man, even in His state of emptying, was adored by the Magi (Matt. 2:11), by the disciples on the ship (Matt. 8:25), by Peter (Matt. 14:30), by the Canaanite woman (Matt. 15:22; Mark 7:25), by the father of the lunatic (Matt. 17:15; Mark 9:24), by the blind men (Matt. 20:[30]; Mark 10:47; John 9:[38]), by a leper (Luke 17:[15]), by the thief on the cross (Luke 23:[42]). He was adored in His state of exaltation after the resurrection by the disciples (Matt. 28:17; Luke 24:52), by Thomas (John 20:28). He was adored after His ascent into heaven by Stephen (Acts 7:60). In the introductions of his Epistles, Paul asks for “grace, peace, and mercy” not only from God the Father but also from Christ for the churches. Calvin, Conc. evang. and commentary on John, cites very many of these examples, as of the Magi, the centurion, the blind man (John 9), Thomas, etc., but he takes this as “merely civil honor.” However, the circumstances of the text, the quality of the petition, and the commendation of faith attributed by Christ to such worshipers bear witness that these examples describe religious adoration, something that many of the followers of Calvin acknowledge.
 

§ 240. [D.] We cited statements of the fathers in our treatise On the Person of Christ [1610 Loci Theologici, locus 7], § 115, to which the following should be added. Cyprian, Sermon de asc. Christi, f. 475: “With festive affections, the heavenly host of angels venerates the man raised above them, whom the Father had crowned with glory and honor, placed at His right hand, and given this unique privilege, that at His name every knee should bow.”
 

Athanasius, Letter ad Adelphium contra Arian., p. 133: “We adore the incarnate Word of God. For though His flesh is of itself a part of created things, nevertheless it has been made the body of God, and we do not bestow adoration on a body divided and apart from the Word.”
 

Cyril, De rect. fid. ad Regin., col. 286, and in Defens. anathem. 8: “If anyone says that the flesh of our Lord is not worthy of worship, as of a man, and that we must not adore it as the flesh of our Lord and God, the holy catholic Church declares him accursed.”
 

Ambrose, De Spiritu s., bk. 3, ch. 12, f. 149: “Let us see, lest the prophet be saying that we must worship that earth which the Lord Jesus took into the assumption of the flesh. So we take ‘footstool’ to mean ‘the earth,’ but we take ‘the earth’ to mean the flesh of Christ, which we worship today in the mysteries and which the apostles worshiped in the Lord Jesus. Christ, you see, has not been divided.” Ibid.: “Surely the angels worship not only Christ’s divinity but also His footstool.”
 

Leo, Sermon 8 quadrages.: “Do not think that there is only divinity or only humanity in Christ, but believe both faithfully, and worship faithfully.”
 

Theodoret, on Hebrews 1: “Christ has always received worship and adoration from the angels, for He was always God. But now they also adore Him as man.” Ibid.: “The Lord’s body, glorified with divine glory, is adored by the heavenly powers.”
 

Theophylact, on Matthew 28, f. 51: “Because the human nature that was condemned at first has now been united with the Word of God personally and sits in heaven and is worshiped by the angels, He says justly, ‘All power has been given to Me.’ ”
 

Oecumenius, on Hebrews 1, f. 804, in the Greek: “With the flesh, let the angels worship the Son, and let them worship Him who is with flesh.” Philippians 2, f. 66: “We must consider these things, then, in regard to His incarnation and not in regard to the divinity,” namely, that Christ has been given such a name.
 

Bede, on Philippians 2, f. 856: “ ‘He gave Him a name that is above every name.’ To Christ, according to humanity; to Christ, dead according to the flesh, rising and ascending, He gave a name that is above every name,” etc.
 


Damascenus, bk. 3, ch. 8:

 

The one Christ is perfect God and perfect man whom we worship along with the Father and the Spirit with one worship, worshiping even His spotless flesh. We do not say that the flesh is undeserving of worship, for we worship it in the one hypostasis of the Word, which indeed became its hypostasis. When we do this, we do not worship the creature, for we worship Him not as mere flesh but as flesh united with divinity, and because His two natures are brought into one person and one hypostasis of the Word of God.
 





Ibid.: “I fear to touch the coal because of the fire joined together with the wood. I worship both together, belonging to Christ, because of the divinity united with the flesh.” (Cf. the same, bk. 4, ch. 2.)
 

§ 241. [E.] Some of our adversaries seem to support the truth, though they later twist it into an alien sense. (1) Of the Papists, Busaeus writes (Disp. contra Gerlach., thesis 78): “By reason of the Word with which it is personally united, the flesh, together with the divinity, is to be adored with one adoration.” (Later, however, he explains or rather perverts this very thing. According to him, the sense is not that the flesh, according as it is personally united with the Word, is the object of religious adoration, but that “it is the flesh of Him who is the object of adoration.” You see, he explains this with the metaphor taken from the king’s purple robe, which is honored when the king is honored, not because it is the object of the honor but because it is the purple robe of him who is honored.)
 

(2) Of the Calvinists, Beza, Ad quartam Brentiani libri partem de adorat. Christi, f. 619: “We admit that we fully agree with those words that he cites from Augustine: In Christ the Lord, the humanity not just alone but united with the divinity, one Son of God, true God and true man—whoever despises worshiping will suffer the eternal penalty of death.” And a little later: “Indeed, let it be the flesh of God, not God, and hence let it be adored not bare or considered in itself, but as the flesh of Him who, because He is God, cannot fail to be adored without final destruction.” Resp. ad act. coll., part 1, p. 162: “Also to the very flesh, that is, to the humanity of Christ, adoration and invocation are directed, yet not simply but in a certain respect, that is, not according as it is simply and in itself a creature—for that would be pure idolatry—but according as it is the humanity of the Son of God.” (It will become clear in the antithesis how he perverts in other places these things that seem to be said rightly.)
 

P[eter] Mart[yr], Loc. comm., class 4, ch. 10, § 49: “We do not at all deny that Christ’s flesh must be worshiped because of the conjunction that it has with the divine nature.” Orat. de morte Christ., f. 202: “Do we give this worship to the humanity or the divinity? To the whole Christ. We do not divide the natures (for when we show respect to the king, we do not command him to put aside his purple robe), though the manner of adoration is taken from the divinity.” Defens. de Euch. contra Gardiner., fol. 365: “What, then, do they say? That the flesh of Christ is worshiped in the mysteries. We do not deny that this ought to be done.”
 

Zanchi, De trib. Eloh., bk. 2, ch. 1, p. 28: “Also, every knee shall bow to the man Christ, not simply but because that human nature is united hypostatically with the divine nature.” The same, on Philippians 2, f. 128:
 


The name “Jesus” is the name of one person who consists of two natures, divine and human. If, then, at the name of Jesus every knee should bow, it follows that this whole person is to be adored, and thus the flesh with the deity—with one adoration—as the Council of Ephesus has defined it and as the apostle here expressly asserts it. For adoration is due to the entire person. The adoration must not be divided, because the person cannot be divided. Rather, just as the person is one and the same, so He must be adored with one and the same adoration. It is true that the deity is worshiped of itself, but Christ’s human flesh only in the person and because of the deity. But because the apostle teaches that adoration is to be directed to the whole person, there is no reason why the flesh would be separated from the adoration of the deity.

 





The same, De Filii Dei incarnat., bk. 2, f. 199: “Along with Athanasius, the Synod of Ephesus, Cyril, and other fathers, we believe that God’s flesh (that is, Christ’s flesh) is to be worshiped, because it is part of His person since it was assumed into the unity of the person.”
 

Franciscus Junius, Theses de person. Patris et Filii, f. 1631: “Sixth, the deity of the Word is proved by His glory and majesty, which we are to worship with religious worship. I am speaking about the natural and essential glory that belongs to the person according to His divinity of itself, but according to His humanity, by grace of the union.” Disp. de oratione, p. 170: “Religious prayer must be offered to the Son as our mediator and only intercessor before the Father—not as man or man only, but as He is God and man by the unity of the person, as the two natures are inseparably united.”
 

Ursinus, De sacramentis, ch. 5, f. 435: “In every place that we know Christ is physically present, there we owe Him the honor of adoration. We freely assert with Augustine, on Psalm 98, that no one should eat the flesh of Christ unless he have first worshiped [it]. Not only do we not sin by worshiping it, but we sin by not worshiping it.”
 

Sohnius, Opera, vol. [3], explanation of Psalm 65, p. 231: “Some orthodox fathers such as Cyril, Contra Nestorium, have said that Christ’s flesh is to be worshiped not with regard to the essence but with regard to the hypostasis or subsistence, and because it is the flesh not of some man of himself but of the Son of God through the hypostatic union.” (These words were unable to please the editor of the works of Sohnius, so he noted in the margin: “Scripture says the man Christ is to be worshiped, not the flesh of Christ.”)
 


Hospinian, De orig. et progressu Form. Concord., fol. 293b:

 

It is outside of controversy among the orthodox that we must worship the whole Christ as God and man with a single invocation and that His humanity cannot and should not be separated from the divinity in worship because it is the humanity of God and has been united with the Word. The former is properly adored in the humanity as in its own temple, and for this reason Cyril calls it the “adorable nature.” For because of the union, the whole Christ, and even the flesh along with the Word, is adored.
 





Folio 295: “No one denies that the whole Christ, God and man, must be worshiped and that the human nature is a partaker of this worship. The reason for this honor or adoration is solely the adorable union of the flesh with the Word, which is properly worshiped.” (However, the union itself is not worshiped but the united natures.)
 

Bucanus, Locus 28, f. 267: “The human nature in Christ, considered in itself, cannot be worshiped because it is a creature but only according as it has been inseparably united with the person of the Son of God, for, as Damascenus says, the one hypostasis is worshiped along with the flesh with one worship by every creature.” Folio 371: “Christ is to be invoked under two names, first, as God, the author of all goodness, and, second, as Mediator and Intercessor.”
 
  


Antithesis.
 

§ 242. The real communication of divine properties to Christ’s flesh is denied both by the Papists and the Calvinists, like Samson’s foxes here tied together by their tails [cf. Judg. 15:4], though in other chief parts of doctrine they disagree with each other. (I) The Papists. At the time of the publication of the Augsburg Confession, before the Jesuits were born, the Papists thought nothing was lacking in our doctrine about Christ’s person and office. Emperor Charles V and the Roman Catholic princes speak thus, Resp. ad art. 3: “In the third article [of the Augsburg Confession], there is nothing that is offensive because the entire confession agrees with the Apostles’ Creed and with the sure rule of faith.” Protest. in art. Schmalc., 1537: “Regarding these articles” (on God, one and three and on the incarnation of the Son) “there is no controversy between us and our adversaries” (the Papists) “because we both confess them.”15 At this time, however, Luther’s doctrine on the real communication of properties and on the majesty of Christ the man was not unknown. In fact, he had explained it in his public writings against Karlstadt and Zwingli, and we have a summary of it repeated in that very Article III. In it, our churches confess that “Christ ascended into heaven to sit at the right hand of the Father, to rule forever, and to have lordship over all creatures.” Here observe both: The naming of that nature according to which we confess that Christ was exalted to the right hand of God, because as He ascended into heaven according to the human nature so also He sits at the right hand of God according to the same nature. And the explanation of His sitting at the right hand of God, that it is the granting of lordship over all creatures.
 

As time passed, however, the Jesuits followed the example of the Calvinists and began to attack the real communication of divine properties and actually bore witness that Luther, in his book De conc. et eccles., wrote correctly: “Among the Papists are hiding many Nestorians who deny in Christ the real communication both of the natures and of the properties.” Bellarmine, De Christo, bk. 3, ch. 1: “The Lutherans teach two things, from which it follows that they are either Nestorians or Eutychians or a monster composed of both heresies, for they say that the flesh of Christ has the attributes of divinity. If they wish those attributes to be joined essentially to the humanity, they are Eutychians; but if accidentally, they are Nestorians.” (However, in ch. 8 Bellarmine himself acknowledges that there is a third possibility, namely, that those attributes are communicated personally. Cf. our De glor. Dei, disput. 2, § 12.) In the Theses Jesuitarum Ingolst. published at Wittenberg in 1564 by a crypto-Calvinist with the recommendation of the rector, thesis 34: “The divine properties can be ascribed to the human nature neither verbally nor in reality.” The same thing is taught by Busaeus, Contra Gerlachium; Gregorius de Valentia, Contra Heerbrandum; etc.
 

§ 243. (II) The Calvinists. The Apol. admon. Neostad., p. 14: “The third genus of predication” (which we have placed in this locus as the second, by which the divine properties are predicated about the assumed nature), “new and unheard-of up to this time, is nothing other than a monster brought together partly from the madness of Eutyches and partly from the blasphemy of Nestorius, and also from the dreams of the Monophysites and Monothelites. It opens a window to Arianism and other errors.” The same thing is repeated by the crypto-Calvinist Saxon theologians at the Synod of Dresden in 1571, whose words we cited in our treatise On the Person of Christ [1610 Loci Theologici, locus 7], § 124. Beza, Coll. Momp., p. 262: “There can be no communication of omnipotence and of its properties in the human nature unless it be changed into divinity.” Page 265: “We also confess that the greatest gifts of divinity that can come to a creature and of which the human nature is capable of receiving were conferred on the humanity of Christ. However, these gifts are not the properties of the divinity, which are incommunicable, but created habitual gifts that the human nature has in itself, by which it surpasses all creatures.” Resp. ad Colloq., part 1, p. 93: “It is clear that nothing can be said truly about the humanity except what it is essentially or what is in it accidentally and subjectively.” (On the basis of this hypothesis, one quickly infers a dissolution of the personal union because the hypostasis of the Word belongs to the flesh neither essentially nor accidentally.) Danaeus, Exam. contra Chemn., p. 294: “No essential property of the Word is really [image: ]” (that is, communicable and capable of being shared) “to anything created, unless we say blasphemously that the very divine essence is really communicable and capable of being shared by the assumed flesh.” Bucanus (Locus 2, p. 16) lists among the heretics “the Ubiquitarians,16 who attribute to Christ’s humanity the essential properties of the divinity, not remembering the dictum: ‘Removing the properties removes the nature,’ etc.” (Cf. our De glor. Dei, disp. 7, §§ 26–27, where we cited more statements from the Calvinists in this vein.)
 

§ 244. In particular, the communication to Christ the man of: (1) Omnipotence is denied by the Papists. Bellarmine, De Christo, bk. 3, ch. 16: “The power conferred to Christ’s humanity is not absolutely omnipotence over all creatures, for with the words ‘You have put all things under His feet’ and ‘The Father gave all things into His hand,’ there is only signified that Christ’s humanity is in charge of all creatures and that it has authority over all.” Gregorius de Valentia, in Destruct. labyrinth., p. 56: “To Christ, power was communicated, not omnipotence.”
 

The Calvinists also deny it. Coll. Mompelg. p. 279: “ ‘All power,’ about which Christ speaks in Matthew 28[:18], must not be understood as a reference to God’s omnipotence but only to Christ’s lordship, which was given Him according to His humanity after His exaltation to the right hand of God. For this ‘all power’ is completely different from that which is essential in God and which is considered absolutely.” Tilenus, Not. ad l. Bell. de Christo, bk. 1, ch. 8: “Christ is speaking not about omnipotence but about [image: ], or ability. We cannot claim that Christ as man is capable of omnipotence without confounding the properties of His natures and transfusing into the human nature that which befits the divine, which is the madness of both old and recent Eutychians.” Similar statements occur in Danaeus (Contra Chemn., p. 363), Piscator (Disp., vol. 2, p. 11), Tossanus (Not. Bibl. Germ., Matt. 28:19), whose words we cited in De glor. Dei, disp. 7, § 30.
 

(2) Omniscience. We cited the words of the Coll. Momp. (p. 310), Adm. Neostad. (p. 23), Bucanus (Locus 38, q. 7) in our aforementioned disputation, § 23. Nahum, in Conc. evang. for the First Sunday after Epiphany, urges the argument that Christ is said to have increased in wisdom.
 

(3) The power to give life. The Coll. Momp., p. 338: “The power to give life is so specific to the deity that it cannot be communicated to Christ’s flesh nor to any creature, unless it be changed into divinity.” Danaeus, Contra Chemn., p. 118: “But Christ’s flesh no more conferred the divine works of giving life, healing, etc., than the apostles’ flesh was useful for performing their miracles or the rod of Moses for working his miracles.” (Cf. Martinius, Contra Mentz., pp. 285 and 305.)
 

(4) The power to execute judgment. Bellarmine, De Christo, bk. 3, ch. 16: “When Christ says in John 5 that the Father gave Him the power to execute judgment because He is the Son of Man, we can understand it in this sense, that He is speaking about the power to judge not in just any way but outwardly and perceptibly.” We quoted the words of the Adm. Neostad. (p. 23) and Bucanus (Locus 38, q. 5) in our aforementioned disputation, § 34.
 

(5) Omnipresent dominion. Of the Papists, Bellarmine, De Christo, bk. 3, ch. 11: “Ubiquity conflicts with the clear Scriptures, which say that Christ the man was not everywhere with regard to His humanity.” Chapter 12: “Ubiquity conflicts with the articles of the Creed about Christ’s conception, birth, death, burial, descent into hell, resurrection, ascension, and descent to judgment.” Chapter 13: “Ubiquity conflicts with the sacrament of the Eucharist.” The other Jesuits and all the Calvinists teach the same thing. (See Beza, Colloq. Mompelg., p. 33; Peter Martyr, Dial. contra Brent., f. 6; Contra Steph. Gardinerum, objection 2.) Palatinus Kednadon, Dial. de pers. union., p. 96: “They claim that it is not possible by any power, not even divine, for Christ’s body to be present in many places at one and the same time. (Cf. our aforementioned disputation, § 37.)
 

(6) Miracle-working power. We cited the words of the Adm. Neost. (p. 23) and Danaeus (Contra Chem., p. 157) in our aforementioned disputation, § 35.
 

(7) The power to cleanse from sins. Bellarmine, De Christo, bk. 3, ch. 16: “As man, Christ forgave sins as an instrument of divinity, and that does not require infinite power.” Danaeus, Contra Chem., p. 371: “Christ’s blood itself does not forgive us our sins.”
 

(8) The power to raise the dead. The Coll. Momp., p. 277: “The raising of the dead is the work of the divinity alone, and that cannot be attributed to the humanity.”
 

§ 245. Finally, the worship of religious adoration is taken away from Christ the man by: [a] The Papists. Tanner, In Thom., 2, disp. 4, § 27:
 


On the basis of the faith it is evident that, because Christ the man is at the same time God, He must be worshiped with the same worship by which God is worshiped, with the most perfect latria. The actual difficulty is about Christ as man, the humanity itself. Some people seem to deny—such as Alexander of Hales, Biel, Paludanus, and Cordula in Vasquez, bk. 1, no. 26—that it can be worshiped with the perfect adoration of worship by which we worship the incarnate Word. Others—such as Vasquez, d. 4, ch. 4, citing Bonaventure, the Waldensians, Catharinus, Sanctesius, Clichtoveus—think that this alone is worshiped appropriately. Indeed, it is certain that Christ as man, if the word “as”17 is taken not reduplicatively but as specifying—and even the humanity of Christ—is rightly worshiped and adored at the same time along with the Word with the same adoration. There are some who hold this opinion with reference to the faith, but in a different way: [The humanity of Christ is worshiped] because the Word is the object of worship or adoration of Himself, containing with Himself intrinsically the absolute and primary reason for worshiping, but the humanity is merely the material object of adoration and indeed only secondary and respective, so to speak; that is, it is worshiped because of an excellence not proper to itself but of another, so to speak.

 





(These statements could seem sound and orthodox, but one should note that they claim that the humanity is the object of adoration only by accident, for they say, “The flesh is worshiped along with the Word in the same way as the purple robe is honored accidentally when the king is honored.”) For this reason Tanner adds, § 28:
 


Therefore Durandus also said, Sent., 3, dist. 9: “Christ of Himself is adored with latria, His humanity by accident.” This manner of speaking, though rare and to be avoided, should not be reprehended by anyone. Suarez, vol. 1, Disput. 53, sect. 2: “This signifies that the humanity has been united with the Word only by accident,” wanting, rather, that it should be said that it is worshiped of itself, not primarily, but secondarily. Nevertheless some people, namely Vasquez (bk. 1, v. 76), defend it as acceptable. Others—such as Thomas, Bonaventure, Richard (3, dist. 9)—have said in a safer and better way that it is worshiped subsequently [ ex consequenti]; and others say not badly that it is worshiped through something else [ per aliud]. We have an example in a body that is simultaneously respected correctly along with a person, though the excellence because of which it is respected may be in the soul and not in the body.

 





(This example comes closer to reality than the other one that they use commonly about the king’s purple robe being honored accidentally when the king is honored. Meanwhile, we should note that the union of body and soul is essential and separable, because the soul is separated from the body in death; but the union of the Word and His body is personal and inseparable and even closer. Thus this example does not correspond in all respects.) Tanner goes on, [§] 29:
 


Meanwhile, we must also confess in general that Christ, precisely as man, and even His humanity considered according to itself alone, nonetheless can be worshiped correctly (for in many places it is neither fitting nor expedient that He be worshiped in this way) with a lesser worship that they commonly call hyperdulia, in which the reason for the worship is His created dignity and excellence, namely, either the grace of the union—in which case some also call this worship a latria that is imperfect and “in a certain respect,” which probably proceeds from the actual virtue of religion—or habitual grace and created sanctity inhering in His soul, in which case it is also properly called hyperdulia, and, according to what is truer, it does not differ in quality [habitu] from the dulia given to the other saints.

 





In § 30: “The reason for this opinion is that Christ, even viewed as such, has an exceptional and notable excellence and is even worthy of a [kind of] worship, but not that perfect latria as that which can be given to nothing unless the proper and immediate reason for worshiping, the uncreated excellence, be there, which is not here.”
 

As Christ’s humanity after the union does not subsist apart and separately but in the Word by whom it was assumed, so also it cannot and should not be worshiped apart and separately either with religious latria or with hyperdulia. For this reason the Council of Ephesus (anathema 8) and the Fifth Council (collat. 8, canon 9) agree18 that it is the Nestorian heresy to “worship together” and “glorify together” the Word with the flesh, because from this the dissolution of the person follows.
 

Tanner objects: “These definitions of the councils have been set forth only against the Nestorians but not against those who, when they acknowledge one worship of Christ on the part of the person as a complete and total terminus, merely double the worship of Christ according to the double manner of worshiping, either in order to two incomplete ends or to one complete and the other incomplete.”
 

However, these words contain a clear begging of the question, for the question here is whether we are permitted to double the worship of Christ in any way or respect at all. The councils and fathers deny this, because from the double worship is inferred a doubling of the person. For this reason Tanner himself admits that “it is neither fitting nor expedient for the humanity of Christ, considered according to itself, to be so worshiped everywhere,” obviously because he sees that this very idea is connected to the very present peril of the Nestorian sundering of the union.
 

§ 246. [b] The Calvinists. See Danaeus (Contra Chem., p. 417), Beza (Opera, vol. 2, Apol. 3. ad Selnecc., p. 462), Herb. Incis. 86. Spin. p. 171, Pelargus (Comp. correct., p. 372). See their words, cited in our aforementioned disputation, § 38. Paraeus, Meth. controv. Ubiq., p. 30: “We adore Christ with one adoration, not in respect and grade but in number.” Iren., p. 144: “As with faith, so also with adoration do we discern the natures in Christ according to the Scriptures.” Matthias Martinius, Not. ad method., p. 445: “He who will thus worship Christ’s flesh as he does the deity in the union makes it deity, from which blasphemy Christ’s flesh itself shrinks as far as possible.” Here, note19 against the specious pretexts of some Calvinists, that when the real communication of omnipotence, omniscience, and omnipresent dominion is taken away from Christ’s flesh, the worship of religious adoration cannot be given to Christ the man, because that is its foundation.
 

§ 247. The general arguments of our adversaries are taken: (I) From a clear denial of the communication. “God bears express witness that He will not give His glory to another (Isa. 42:8; 48:11). Therefore divine and infinite gifts have not been given to Christ according to His human nature.” We respond. He is not giving His glory to another who exists outside Himself and His divine nature. (See the full explanation of this response in our De glor. Dei, disp. 9, § 1.)
 

§ 248. (II) From the multiplication of the divine properties. “If divine omnipotence, omniscience, the power to give life, etc., are said to have been communicated to Christ’s human nature, then two omnipotences, two omnisciences, two powers to give life have been established.” Bellarmine, De Christo, bk. 3, ch. 10: “From the communication of properties it follows that there are in the world two omnipotent, immense, and infinite things, namely, the deity and humanity of Christ.” We respond. A multiplication can be inferred not from a personal communication of this sort but from a physical transfusion and subjective inhesion. (See our aforementioned disputation, § 2.)
 

§ 249. (III) From a subversion of the foundations of deity. “Whoever claims that infinite divine gifts have been communicated really to Christ’s assumed flesh subverts the foundations with which Christ’s deity is proved against the Photinians and Arians.” We respond through an inversion. The doctrine of the real communication of properties rather presupposes the true and eternal divinity of Christ and solidly refutes the chief argument of the Arians against Christ’s deity (as is shown by our De fund. consol., disp. 2, § 139, and the aforementioned disputation, § 13).
 

§ 250. (IV) From the destruction of His true humanity. “Christ’s true humanity is shattered through the hypothesis of the communication of the divine properties to His flesh.” We respond. It is one thing to speak of the natural [ physica] and essential transfusion of the divine properties into the human nature and the abolition of the properties essential to the human nature; it is another thing to speak of the personal communication of the divine properties. We reject the former and embrace the latter. (See our De fund. consol., disp. 4, §§ 34ff., and De gloria Dei, disput. 9, § 19.)
 

§ 251. (V) From the introduction of immensity. “If Christ’s humanity is really omnipotent, omnipresent, etc., it will also be infinite and immense.” We respond. As the human nature with the finite quality of its essence preserved was able to be elevated into the hypostasis of the Word and be made a partaker of the infinite hypostasis, so through the personal union and the exaltation to the right hand of God, with the same finite quality of its essence being preserved, it was able to become a partaker of the divine properties. (See the aforementioned disp. 9, § 17.)
 

§ 252. (VI) From the undermining of the personal union. “If we attribute the attributes of divinity to the flesh essentially, we introduce Eutychianism; if accidentally, Nestorianism; and both of these undermine the personal union.” We respond. We say that they are communicated to the assumed flesh neither essentially nor accidentally. See our aforementioned disputation 9, § 18, and De glor. Dei, disp. 2, § 12, where we showed from Bellarmine himself that there is necessarily a third [possibility], something that can be proved from the article of the Trinity. “Begetting” is predicated about the Father, “being born” about the Son, “proceeding” about the Holy Spirit, and these are predicated neither essentially nor accidentally. Not the former, because that would be common to all the persons; not the latter, because accidents do not belong to God. Therefore they are predicated personally.
 

§ 253. (VII) From the condition of the finite. “The finite is not capable of the infinite. The flesh is finite; the divine properties, infinite. Therefore the assumed flesh cannot be capable of them.” We respond. Capability is of three kinds: (1) Of union, by which one thing is united with another in whatever way and is conjoined or can be conjoined to it. (2) Of knowing, by which a cognitive power knows something and, by knowing it, receives it. This is either adequate, by which everything that pertains to a thing is comprehended by understanding it adequately, or inadequate (or imperfect), by which something is known in some way. (3) Of physical comprehension, or a quantitative capacity, by which an amount is comprehended by an amount, such as a jug by wine.
 

The finite is not capable of the infinite as it is such in actuality by the capability of physical comprehension (or by quantitative capacity), nor [is it capable of the infinite] by the capacity of adequate knowing. Meanwhile, the finite is capable of the infinite by the capacity of inadequate knowing, because the finite human and angelic intellect knows the infinite God; and by the capacity of union: (a) Because the infinite God is present to all finite creatures through power, to the faithful through grace, and this presence cannot take place without a union and participation. (b) Because the finite, assumed flesh has become a partaker of the infinite hypostasis of the Word through the personal union, which mystery Irenaeus describes in these words (bk. 3, ch. 18, p. 203): “The Son of God became the Son of Man, etc., while the man was carrying and containing and embracing the Son of God.” Book 4, ch. 75, p. 310: “The Word of God became an infant with the man and thus is capable of effect, just as the man was able to contain Him.” (c) Because the whole fullness of the Godhead (which certainly is not something finite but infinite) is said to dwell in Christ bodily, or in Christ’s finite body, and this indwelling includes a capacity that is proper to “union.” (See our treatise On the Person of Christ [1610 Loci Theologici, locus 7], § 128.)
 

§ 254. (VIII) From a denial of the communication of properties. “Things proper cannot be communicated. But the divine properties are supremely proper to the Word. Therefore.” Bellarmine, De Christ., bk. 3, ch. 50: “If they are communicated, then they are no longer properties but commonalities.” We respond. If the communication of properties is denied absolutely and simply, the union itself must also be denied. We draw this conclusion: If the communication of the hypostasis is denied, the personal union must be denied, because the form of the union consists in the communication of the hypostasis, as we showed above. But now, if all communication of properties is denied simply and absolutely, the communication of the hypostasis must be denied. The reason is that the hypostasis of the Word is supremely proper to the Son of God and indeed is so proper that nothing can be said to be more proper to Him, because by it there is a distinction between the Father and the Son in the utterly simple unity of the divine essence. Therefore if all communication of properties is denied absolutely and simply, the personal union must be denied. In fact, examples of the soul-endowed body and the fiery iron bear witness that there is a communication of properties, because a body partakes of life, sense, and movement from its soul, and the fiery iron partakes of the power to glow and burn from the fire. (See Scaliger, Exerc. 12, sect. 3.) About this communication by coupling [[image: ]] Aristotle speaks in this way: “For it sometimes happens that the subject is not hot, but when coupled it is hot” (De part. animal., 2, ch. 2). For this [communication] described by the Philosopher, three things are said to be required: First, that the subject of the property (to which [the property] adheres as to the primary recipient [[image: ]]) be united in some manner of union with another to which it is communicated. Second, that one of the things united be born to act, while the other be born to suffer or receive. Third, that this communication happen by coupling. All of these can be applied by analogy to the personal communication. Properties are considered either inherently and primarily (proper according to being inherent)—and thus they are in only one subject—or by coupling and secondarily (according to common naming and use)—and thus they are communicated to the other. (See Havenreuterus, Theorem.; Regius, Prob. log. de accid; D. Cramer, Org. de praedic.; Dr. Schroeder, De comm. propr.; and Dr. Mentzer, Contra Martin., pp. 290, 366, 552.)
 

§ 255. (IX) From a denial that the divine properties are inherent. “Making statements about something requires that what is stated be within it. But the divine properties are not subjectively in Christ’s flesh. Therefore.” We respond. The expression “be within” in that philosophical axiom is not to be taken strictly and specifically as a subjective inherence (for otherwise it could not protect its own truthfulness), but broadly and generally as any attribution. Now if we wanted to take “be within” strictly for subjective inherence alone, we would become tangled in many difficulties. Action is said about the one who acts; meanwhile, passing action is not subjectively in the one who acts. With regard to a thing, it is said to be true or good. Omnipotence and omnisapience are stated about God, but they are not in Him subjectively. Creation is predicated about God, but it does not inhere in Him subjectively.
 

In Phys., bk. 4, ch. 3, the Philosopher lists eight modes in which something can “be within” something. (1) By which a part is in a whole. (2) By which the whole is in its parts. (3) A species in a genus. (4) A genus in species. (5) An accident in a subject. (6) Originated things in their origins. (7) Subordinates in their end. (8) A located thing in a place. The interpreters add: (9) By which a form is in its material, and (10) A thing in time. But none of these modes is understood in that rule when many things are said about other things and yet they are within those other things by none of these modes. Therefore we must understand the most general mode of “being within” as that which denotes nothing else than the truth of the reality, namely, when the intellect places them together, as the reality itself requires. “Making statements about something requires that what is stated be within it” [ Dici de aliquo requirit inesse], that is, the truth of the predication has its foundation in the reality itself, and something cannot be truly attributed to someone in a declaration unless the thing expressed in the predicate truly befits the subject. Therefore the mind ought to follow the union of things when putting things together.
 

Once one has observed these points correctly, it readily appears that the minor premise in the argument must be limited. The divine properties are not within the flesh through being subjectively inherent; meanwhile, however, they are within it, that is, they truly belong to it, through personal communication, for we must distinguish between the subject of the predication and that of the inherence. The subject of the inherence is also the subject of the predication, but vice versa the subject of the predication is not the subject of the inherence.
 

§ 256. (X) From a sufficient enumeration. “If the divine properties had been communicated to the flesh, either all or some would have been communicated. It is not all, because the human nature is not infinite, eternal, and immense. It is not some, because the divine attributes are in reality the same thing [[image: ]] and in reality cannot be separated from one another. Therefore none have been communicated.” Sadeel, Oper. theolog., f. 154b: “If the properties are communicated in reality, then they all are communicated, because the properties of the divinity are in reality indivisible and inseparable.” Grabius, Refut. libr. D. Hunn. de pers. Christ., p. 115, in the notes to q. 88: “The divine essence as the fullness or properties of the deity cannot be separated from God’s essence. Therefore the best logical conclusion is that if Christ’s humanity is really omnipotent, it is eternal; or if it is not eternal, then it really is also not omnipotent.” The Liber Badensis, p. 110, repeats the same thing.
 

We respond. (1) The conclusion of this argument conflicts with the clear statements of Scripture that speak about gifts given in time. Therefore it is not to be heard in the Church. In fact, the conclusion actually is heretical, namely Samosatene, for Paul of Samosata taught that the two natures were completely incommunicable. Therefore it ought not be heard.
 

(2) The structure of this argument rests on this foundation alone: that, of those things that are really one, if one is communicated, the other necessarily must be communicated. But this proposition suffers much opposition in the divine mysteries. Hypostasis and essence in God the Father are really one, yet the Father through His eternal begetting communicated to the Son His essence, not His hypostasis. The hypostasis, essence, and attributes of the Word—namely, eternity and infinity—are really one, yet when the Word communicated His infinite and eternal hypostasis to the assumed flesh, He did not thereby make the flesh infinite and eternal. Hypostasis and personal property in the Word are really one, yet even though the hypostasis of the Word was communicated to the flesh, the flesh cannot and ought not be said to have been begotten from eternity of the Father, which is the personal property of the Word. (Cf. the oration placed at the end of our treatise On the Person of Christ, vol. 1, Loci [1610 Loci Theologici, locus 7].)
 

(3) Even in nature examples occur that can diminish the universality of this declaration. The soul is something whole in all places [[image: ]] and undivided and does not in reality differ from its powers. Meanwhile, however, it communicates to its body the power to sense and to move, but not its spirituality, immortality, etc. Fire communicates to iron the power to burn and give light, but not its lightness in weight.
 

(4) Therefore we distinguish between immediate and mediate communication. The whole fullness of the Godhead dwells in the assumed flesh (Col. 2:9), and this indwelling cannot exist without communication. But now, the whole fullness of the Godhead embraces in its circle all the divine properties. Consequently, just as the whole fullness of the Godhead of the Word is communicated to the flesh, so also all the properties of the Word must be said to have been communicated to the same, if not immediately, then mediately. Thus the infinity, eternity, and immensity of the Word were not communicated immediately to the flesh, because the flesh has not become infinite, immense, and eternal through the indwelling of the whole fullness of the Word and through the personal union of the infinite and immense Word. Otherwise God would be doing things that are in conflict with the truth of His nature, because He would be communicating something to something that did not yet exist, since Christ’s human nature did not exist from eternity but began in time, namely, at the first moment of its conception. Also, the verity of the human nature would be overturned, because infinity, immensity, eternity, and spirituality are opposed contradictorily to the finity and corporeity (so to speak) of the human nature. Meanwhile, however, these attributes also have been communicated mediately to the assumed flesh, because the hypostasis of the Word that was communicated to the flesh is infinite and eternal, etc.
 

(5) “Immediate communication produces immediate predication, mediate communication produces mediate predication,” but not immediate.20 That is, because eternity, infinity, and immensity are communicated to the flesh not immediately but mediately, therefore I cannot predicate the same things about Christ’s flesh immediately so as to say, “Christ’s flesh is eternal, immense, and infinite,” but only mediately, so as to say, “Christ’s flesh has been given an infinite hypostasis; Christ’s human nature has become a partaker of an eternal and immense omnipotence.”
 

(6) The basis for this distinction consists in the distinction of the divine attributes, which Athanasius teaches in his Sermon de sanctiss. Deipara and which Zanchi, Sohnius, and other Calvinists embrace, a distinction among the properties of the first and second class or among the inactive [[image: ]] and active [[image: ]] attributes of God. Attributes of the first class are those attributes in the divine essence and nature that are and are considered as not exerting themselves outwardly through their workings. Attributes of the second class are those of which the divine nature consists, as substantial and operational acts, and which exert themselves in workings toward creatures. You see, though the attributes considered in themselves within the Godhead are nothing other than the utterly simple essence of God (in which regard they are distinguished neither from the essence of God nor from one another), nevertheless if they be considered outwardly and with regard to their working [[image: ]], they are distinguished from one another, for some works are attributed to divine omnipotence, others to justice, still others to mercy.
 

(7) Therefore whatever properties of the divine nature have been communicated to the flesh in such a way that it possesses them not only through the personal union in the hypostasis of the Word, but the Word also exerts them in the flesh through His working, those properties have also been communicated in such a way that they are immediately predicated about the assumed flesh. For example, the omnipotence of the Word has been communicated to the assumed flesh in such a way that the assumed nature possesses it not only in the person of the Word, but the Word also exerts works of omnipotence through the flesh in His omnipresent dominion in heaven and earth, in the working of miracles, in the raising of the dead, etc. Therefore omnipotence is also immediately predicated about the assumed nature so that I can say, “Christ according to the human nature is omnipotent.” But whatever properties have been communicated in such a way that the flesh possesses them in the person of the Word, but He does not exert them through working, those are not predicated immediately about the assumed nature. For example, the infinity of the Word does not exert itself through the assumed flesh; therefore I cannot immediately predicate infinity about the assumed flesh. The reason why the assumed flesh has all the properties of the divine nature communicated to itself in the person of the Word, and yet not each and every one of them is predicated about the assumed flesh immediately, is not that considered inwardly they are really distinguished from one another or are separated from one another, but because considered outwardly they do not all exert themselves in working.
 

Bellarmine objects, De Christo, bk. 3, ch. 10: “Even if the deity were to do all things through the humanity and if all the attributes were to consist in action, the humanity could still not be called omnipotent, etc., for adjectives of the principal cause do not befit the instrument. Otherwise when someone would write in wise and learned fashion, his pen would be called wise and learned.” We respond. A distinction must be made between a separate and idle [[image: ]] instrument and a united and cooperative [[image: ]] instrument. A pen is a separate writing tool, but the flesh is an instrument of the Word personally united to Him.
 

(8) Scripture leads us to the purpose of the incarnation and teaches that from it we must pass judgment about the communication of the divine properties. The Son of God assumed the human nature so that in and with it He might perform the office of mediation, redemption, and salvation. Therefore He communicated those divine properties to the assumed flesh and used them in His office of mediation, redemption, and salvation. Those properties were omnipotence, omniscience, the power to give life, omnipresent dominion of heaven and earth, the power to execute judgment, the power to cleanse from sins, etc., for all these were required for administering the prophetic, priestly, and royal office. Eternity, infinity, and immensity, however, do not exert themselves in carrying out the works of the office, and we do not see the use of these attributes of themselves and separately in the administration of that office. I say “of themselves and separately” because it still remains true that the power which acts in the works of the office is infinite, immense, and eternal. Thus it is predicated mediately, not immediately, about the flesh.
 

§ 257. (XI) From the reciprocation of the union. “As the union is reciprocal, so also is the communication that arises from the union. But now, the reciprocal communication of properties is possible only in the concrete, or in the person, but not in the natures. Therefore as the deity cannot be called mortal, so also the human nature cannot be called omnipotent.” We respond. That reciprocation belongs in the first but not in the second genus of communication (about which we are speaking here). For though the union of natures is equal and reciprocal, nevertheless the condition of the united natures is not equal. The Word is the assuming person; the human nature is assumed. The Word communicates His hypostasis to the flesh, but the flesh is assumed and exalted into that hypostasis. The Word’s deity united to the flesh is utterly pure act, is utterly perfect and immutable, is like [image: ] [“actuality, perfection”]. Therefore through the union nothing could have been added to it in itself, but the human nature was able to be perfected and endowed with divine eminence, for it is like [image: ] [“potentiality”]. For this reason Scripture nowhere says that the deity of Christ died as it says that Christ’s flesh is life-giving. Damascenus, Orth. fid., bk. 3, ch. 7: “One should know that though we say that the natures penetrate each other, nevertheless we know that the interpenetration comes from the divine nature, for it passes through all things wherever it wishes and permeates all things, but nothing passes through or permeates it.” What is true in the personal interpenetration of natures also has a place in the personal communication of properties.
 

§ 258. (XII) From how the union is constituted. “As I cannot say because of the union that the human nature is God, so also because of the communication I cannot say that the human nature is omnipotent.” We respond. Those predications, “is God” and “is omnipotent,” are not the same in every detail with respect to the human nature, absolutely and simply speaking. For Christ does not call His human nature “God,” but meanwhile He does call it “life-giving” (John 6:51) and, hence, also omnipotent, because the power to give life and omnipotence are one in God. However, the predication “The human nature is God” is synonymic because God and the deity do not differ in the article on the Trinity. That other predication, that the human nature is omnipotent or that Christ is omnipotent according to the human nature, is a paronymous21 predication. Surely, therefore, these predications are not equal and the same as regards the human nature. Whatever is communicated with the other according to the union, that is predicated about it not synonymously but paronymously. For this reason I do not say that Christ’s human nature is God or the deity but that it is united with God, deified, subsisting in the hypostasis of the Word [[image: ].], etc., just as I do not say, “This iron glows and burns, therefore it is fire”; rather: “therefore it is fiery.” And I do not say, “This body lives and feels, therefore it is the soul”; rather: “it is soul-endowed.” You see, whatever is predicated about the other paronymously according to the union, the subject of that predication ought to be predicated about the same also not homonymously but paronymously. Indeed, Luther, in his Post. domest. for the festival of the Annunciation, speaks thus: “Our flesh and blood is God.” But there he is taking the predicate not synonymously as “deity” but paronymously as “deified, assumed into God, personally united with God,” in which sense we, too, say after the incarnation: “The Word is flesh” and “The flesh is the Word”—not through conversion, change, or adoption but through hypostatic union.
 

The devout ancients speak in this way: “Christ’s human nature has been deified,” Athanasius, Contra Arian., orat. 4. “Anointed with deity,” Nazianzen, Orat. 5 in pasch. “Divine humanity,” Augustine, De ovib. “Christ’s deified body,” Athanasius, Letter to Epictetus. “The body filled with deity,” Athanasius (ibid.) and Epiphanius (Contra Dimerit., bk. 3, vol. 2). “The divine [[image: ]] body,” Epiphanius, De adv. Christi, bk. 1, vol 1. “The divine body,” Cyril (Ad success., Letter 1) and Theodoret (Dial. 2). “The assumed, deified temple,” Cyril, bk. 8 on John 1. The flesh is said to be “deified,” Nazianzen (in Theoph.), Damascenus (bk. 3, ch. 17), etc. We must take all these as references both to the personal union of the flesh with the Word and to the communication of the divine properties made to the flesh.
 

§ 259. (XIII) From the denial of the communication of personal properties. “If the personal properties are not communicated, neither then are the essential ones, because they really do not differ in the Word.” We respond. (1) Just as the Father through the eternal begetting of the Son was able to communicate His essence and essential properties, yet in such a way that He remained distinct from Him with regard to His hypostasis, so also the Word was able to communicate His essential properties to the assumed flesh, yet in such a way that He did not communicate His personal property.
 

(2) To be begotten from eternity of the Father, which is the personal property of the Word, could not have been communicated to the assumed humanity while preserving the finity of its nature and birth according to the flesh in time. But now, the communication of those things did take place that do not destroy or overturn the human nature.
 

(3) The external works of God are works of His utterly free will and of the economy. Therefore the Word was able to communicate to the assumed nature whatever He wished to whatever extent and in whatever way.
 

(4) In the communication of the personal properties22 [to Christ’s human nature], we do not have Scripture leading the way as [we do] in the communication of divine omnipotence, omniscience, etc. Therefore as it is most simple, so also it is most safe to follow only the leading and light of the Scriptures.
 

(5) No finite intellect can comprehend how the hypostasis of the Word has been communicated to the flesh (and the personal union certainly requires this communication), and yet when the hypostasis is communicated, the personal property of the Word is not communicated, which nevertheless in reality does not differ from the hypostasis. From this we draw the firm conclusion that in these mysteries we must hold reason captive under the obedience of faith.
 

(6) To the assumed flesh, those attributes were communicated that were used in the works of Christ’s office. For that, however, the personal property of the Word was not required, but rather the essential property, namely, omniscience, omnipotence, the power to give life, the power to execute judgment.
 

Arguments against omnipresence.
 

§ 260. The specific arguments against omnipresence come: (I) From passages of Scripture. Bellarmine says (De Christo, bk. 3, ch. 11): “Omnipresence conflicts: (1) With those passages of Scripture which testify that, with regard to His humanity, Christ the man was not present somewhere and thus was not present everywhere at all times. ‘When the crowd had seen that Jesus was not there’ (John 6[:24]). ‘I rejoice that I was not there’ (John 11[:15]). ‘He is not here; He is risen’ (Matthew 28[:6]).” We respond. One cannot proceed legitimately from a negation of a natural and local presence to a negation of a personal presence, because it is impermissible to draw an argument from a negation of the species to a negation of the genus, from what is negated in a certain respect to an absolute negation. For as we must not deny the subsistence of Christ’s humanity in the infinite hypostasis of the Word and its placement at the right hand of God due to an essential property of the human nature, namely finity, so also personal presence is not taken away on the basis of natural and local presence. This is because Christ’s humanity, according as it is in the Word and at the right hand of God, is not in a place, because neither the Word nor the right hand of God is local.
 

Therefore we proceed in this way: If there are plural modes of presence, then where one mode or grade of presence is denied, all the rest are not immediately denied. Thus four modes or grades of divine presence are established: the presence of power, of grace, of glory, and of hypostasis, to which some people add the presence of consubstantiality [[image: ]] by which the Son is in the Father, and typical, symbolic, and sacramental presence, which can be referred to gracious presence. Therefore one may not proceed from a negation of gracious presence to an absolute negation of all presence. We read in 1 Kings 19:11[–12]: “God was not in the wind, He was not in the earthquake, He was not in the fire.” Yet this does not deny the presence of God absolutely, namely, that presence which is called the presence of power. In the same way, because there are two modes of presence in Christ—personal and majestic, flowing forth from the personal union and His sitting at the right hand of God, and natural, flowing forth from the essential properties of the human nature—therefore it is impermissible to proceed from a negation of one23 mode of presence to an absolute denial of omnipresence. In Luke 24:44 Christ says to the disciples: “I spoke these things to you when I was with you.” Yet He was very present to them. How, then, does He say, “When I was with you,” except according to another mode of presence that He previously had among them? There is one mode of presence of Christ’s flesh when it is considered in itself and naturally [ physice], another when it is considered as the glorified body, another when it is considered in the union, another when it is considered in its sitting at the right hand of God. Thus when it is denied that the human nature is present everywhere locally and naturally, we must not immediately infer from this that its presence is being denied absolutely, for the circumstances themselves supply a further specification about natural and local presence. The angel says, “Why are you looking for the living among the dead? He is risen; He is not here” [Luke 24:5–6]. Christ says: “The poor you always have with you. You can do good to them whenever you wish. Me you will not always have” [John 12:8], namely, in that mode that you will be able to alleviate My poverty and do good to Me in My own person. The things that Bellarmine brings out as opposition presuppose that Christ’s presence is denied absolutely in the passages cited.
 

§ 261. (2) From “those passages that testify that God is everywhere in order to discern Him in this way from all creatures. ‘I fill heaven and earth’ (Jeremiah 23[:24]). ‘Where shall I go from Your Spirit?’ (Psalm 139[:7]). ‘The Spirit of the Lord filled the whole earth’ (Wisdom 1[:7]), from which the fathers prove that the Holy Spirit is true God.” We respond. God is omnipresent essentially; Christ’s assumed nature is omnipresent personally. The argument for affirming the divinity of the Son and of the Holy Spirit is reported as: “Whoever is omnipotent and omnipresent is God. The Son is omnipotent and omnipresent. Therefore He is God.” But the major proposition must be limited in this way: “Whoever is omnipotent and omnipresent of himself and essentially.” In this regard, omnipotence and omnipresence cannot be predicated about Christ’s human nature, for that is not omnipotent and omnipresent through essence but through the grace of the union, according as it subsists nonlocally in the Word and has been exalted to the infinite right hand of God.
 

Bellarmine objects: “Nevertheless the argument that is produced in favor of the deity of the Holy Spirit from omnipresence is undermined. For the Arians will say that the Holy Spirit is indeed everywhere, but by accident, and therefore He is not true God but a creature.” We respond. The entire argument goes like this: “Whatever is omnipresent either is God by nature or is personally united with the Word. But now, the Holy Spirit is omnipresent; therefore He is either God by nature or is personally united with the Word. The latter cannot be said; therefore the first remains.” Or the argument runs as follows: “Whatever is essentially omnipresent is true God by nature. The Holy Spirit is essentially omnipresent. Therefore.”
 

§ 262. (3) From “those statements by which the fathers prove that there are two natures in Christ. The chief passage is John 3[:13]: ‘No one has ascended into heaven.’ “ We respond. Nothing at all departs from this proof due to the hypothesis of the omnipresence of Christ the man. You see, being omnipresent remains an essential property of the deity, just as being in a place and going from place to place remain a property of the humanity. Therefore as it is correct to prove the deity of Christ from that essential property of deity, so also it is correct to prove Christ’s true humanity from a property of humanity.
 

Bellarmine adds: “One cannot claim that Christ’s body is present in the same place visibly and invisibly at the same time without in this way claiming that it is in the same place twice.” But this is frivolous, because a different mode does not make the thing itself different. To the extent that Christ’s flesh was present to creatures locally and visibly in one place, to that extent the Word was not present except personally and invisibly, because the Word is neither local nor visible.
 


§ 263. (II) From articles of faith.

 

Omnipresence conflicts: (1) With the conception of Christ, for faith holds that Christ’s flesh was in the womb of Mary alone. Yet according to the Ubiquists,24 that flesh was in the wombs of all women shortly after the conception. (2) With Christ’s birth. Faith teaches that Christ’s body came forth from the womb into the light after nine months and thus was truly born. Yet according to the Ubiquists, before the ninth month and, in fact, on the first day of its conception, it was outside the womb and after the tenth month was still in the womb. In fact, it never came forth from it. (3) With Christ’s death. Faith requires that in Christ’s death His body and soul were separated, the body indeed lay in the tomb, and His soul descended into hell. Yet according to the Ubiquists, the soul was also in the tomb with the body and the flesh was with the soul in hell. (4) With His burial and descent into hell. (5) With the resurrection. (6) With His ascension into heaven. (7) With His return to judgment.
 





We respond. Here we are speaking narrowly about Christ the man’s omnipresent lordship in heaven and earth, which we deduce from His placement at the right hand of God. Therefore arguments from His conception, birth, death, etc., are outside the question. In those articles of faith we very simply defend and hold the literal meaning. We do not say that Christ’s flesh was conceived and gestated in the womb of other women but solely in the womb of the Virgin Mary. We do not change His ascension into a disappearance or vanishing. Rather, we follow exactly the literal sense of the words. Meanwhile, because articles of faith do not militate against each other, therefore we must not oppose them to the nonlocal mode of presence that the flesh receives from its subsistence in the Word nor to the majestic dominion that was conferred on the human nature from its sitting at the right hand of God. The ultimate terminus of the ascension, you see, is not a circumscribed place in heaven but the very right hand of God, which cannot at all be defined and proved from Scripture as a corporeal and circumscribed place.
 

§ 264. (III) From the sacrament of the Eucharist. “Omnipresence conflicts with the sacrament of the Eucharist, even though it was invented to establish it. For if Christ’s flesh is everywhere, then we surely do not need the Eucharist, and we go to our temples in vain, we recite the words of the Supper in vain, we prepare for that Supper in vain, because we have Christ’s body in bread, wine, and all other foods.” We respond. The personal and majestic mode of presence is being confused with the sacramental presence. Sacramental presence depends only on Christ’s institution and ordination. Because His sitting at the right hand of God is cited as the foundation for that presence, therefore it happens that the Calvinists blasphemously deny that Christ could provide what He promised. Therefore we prove the will of Christ only from the Words of Institution; the ability, from the infinite majesty and power communicated to Christ through the union and His sitting at the right hand of God.
 

§ 265. (IV) From the testimonies of the fathers. We respond. Those prove that Christ, according to His human nature, is not present in the same way as God, namely essentially, and that omnipresence never becomes an essential property of the human nature. Meanwhile, they do not deny that Christ the man is omnipresent personally and that He administers His royal office according to both natures.
 

To these arguments of Bellarmine, some of the Calvinists add: (1) Various absurdities. “The flesh of Christ cannot be present in many places at the same time unless it be multiplied, expanded,25 or extended.” We respond. The hypostatic and majestic presence that we attribute to Christ the man is divine, not human, having come from the essential principles of the human nature. But now, with regard to divine omnipresence, one cannot say or think that God is present through a multiplication or expansion or extension of His essence, which Athanasius treats in detail in his Orat. contra gregales Sabelii, past the middle. (2) The passages of Scripture that speak about Christ’s departure to the Father. We respond. Just as Christ was sent by the Father and came into the world not by a change of place but by the assumption of the flesh and visible appearance in it, so also He departed to the Father and left the world not by a change of place but by putting aside the form of a servant and by the use of the complete majesty communicated to Him.
 

§ 266. They take a specific argument against the worship of adoration “from the apostle’s words in Gal. 4:8: ‘When you did not know God, you served those who are not gods by nature.’ But now, Christ’s human nature is not God by nature. Therefore.” We respond. (1) The apostolic proposition is speaking about the personal object of worship (so to speak), not the substantial [reali] object, that is, the meaning of the statement is that we must worship no person who is not by nature God. However, we cannot infer from this that Christ’s human nature is not a true, substantial [ reale] object of worship. You see, though it is not a person distinct from the Word, yet it is a part, so to speak, of that person that is God by nature. We do not worship it according as it is a human nature but according as it personally subsists in the Word, so that in this way we do not direct our worship to another person than the one who is God by nature. (2) The apostle is speaking about the idols of the heathen that were consecrated through deification [[image: ]] and were being set up as objects of religious worship. Therefore this passage cannot be opposed to the religious worship of Christ the man. In fact, on the contrary, the apostle is making a direct opposition between those idols of the heathen and between Christ, to whom the Galatians had been converted from idols. (See Gal. 3:26–27; 4:6–8. Cf. Eph. 2:12–13.) (3) If that statement were extended more broadly and taken generally, one would necessarily (as we have said) have to distinguish between the personal and the substantial [ reale] objects of worship, whence these two theorems result: The first is concretive, that is, it speaks about the person in the concrete. Whoever is to be worshiped, he must be God by nature, for a person who is not God by nature cannot be worshiped. Rather, the person who is divine by His essence is the immediate object of worship. The second is abstractive, that is, it speaks about the nature in the abstract. Whatever is worshiped is either God by nature or is personally united with Him who is God by nature. For there is a twofold principle of worship: the divine nature and the hypostatic union with the divine nature, as the arguments of our position confirm. (4) Accordingly, what the apostle brings out in the concrete, that we must worship no one who is not God by nature, we must not change into the abstract, that we must worship nothing that is not God by nature.
 

The mode of communication is personal.
 

§ 267. Specific Thesis IV: The mode of communication by which truly divine and infinite gifts have been communicated to Christ according to His human nature is and is called personal.
 

As is the union, so is the communication that comes from that union. But now: (1) The union is not just verbal, therefore neither is the communication. But if that communication about which we are speaking here were merely verbal and only a manner of speaking, it would have brought no real improvement to the assumed human nature. The apostle asserts the contrary in Heb. 1:4, and nothing in the actual reality—that is, in Christ’s person—would correspond to this predication, and therefore that predication would be unable to defend the truth. For words are symbols of things, and as a thing is in being, so also is it in predication. Take away the verity of the thing and you have also taken away the verity of the predication.
 

(2) The union is not essential; therefore neither is the communication. What is proper to one nature in Christ never becomes proper to the other nature but is a distinctive property [[image: ]] and remains unmoved [[image: ]]. The divine properties are not derived and transfused into the assumed flesh as into another subject through falling down [[image: ]] nor through flowing out [[image: ]]. Rather, they remain the properties of the Word, for which reason the communication also cannot be called essential. In the Godhead, when the Father communicates the divine essence and all the essential properties of the divinity to the Son through His eternal begetting, this is essential communication on which the consubstantiality of the Father and the Son depends. However, when the Word communicates His own attributes to the assumed nature, that is not an essential communication, because the essence and nature of the Word and of the assumed humanity are not one.
 

(3) The union is not accidental; therefore neither is the communication. If those divine properties belong to the human nature by accident, then they are within and inhere in the human nature subjectively. However, this cannot be said, because the divine properties are not accidental and cannot inhere in the other subjectively.
 

(4) The union is not natural; therefore neither is the communication. If the communication were natural, those divine attributes would befit the assumed nature naturally. May this never be!
 

(5) The union is personal; therefore so is the communication. For as the assumed nature has been elevated into the hypostasis of the Word through the personal union, so also has it been elevated into the communication of properties [[image: ]] in that very elevation. The divine nature of the Son retains the divine properties within the intimate embrace of its hypostasis, for by assuming the human nature into its hypostasis, it also assumes the same into the communication of the properties of its hypostasis. Thus the human nature has divine majesty not from itself originally but from the Word, not through itself essentially, nor in itself subjectively, but in the Word truly and really, yet hypostatically and personally.
 

The devout ancients speak about this as follows: Athanasius, Ad Epictet.: “The communication took place from the communion and union of the Word to the humanity.” Gregory of Nyssa: “… through the union.” Cyril, De rect. fid.: “Christ’s flesh gives life not according to its own nature but according to its union with the living and life-giving Word, that is, not according to itself from the natural principles of its own essence” but according to something else, because of its intimate and pure union with the Word. They also explain this mode of communication with comparisons: of a soul-endowed body (Justin, Athanasius, Cyril, Augustine), of fiery iron (Basil, Homily in s. nativ.; Augustine, De incarnat. Verbi; Origen, De princ., 2, ch. 6; Athanasius; Cyril; Damascenus, Orth. fid., 3, chs. 15 and 17), and of firstborn light (Justin, De exp. fid.; Athanasius, De Trinit., dial. 5; Oecumenius, Colossians 2). For as the firstborn light communicates itself entirely to the body of the sun, as the fire introduces and communicates its whole self to the fiery iron, and as the soul through formation and animation communicates its own properties and workings to the body, so also the divine nature of the Word communicates all its glory and power to the flesh without conversion, confusion, abolition, and equating. The light does not become the body of the sun, the fire does not become the iron, the soul does not become the body, but the body of the sun becomes luminous, the iron becomes fiery, the body becomes soul-endowed.
 

Antithesis.
 

§ 268. The Jesuits and Calvinists: (I) Claim that “the communication is merely verbal,” as we showed earlier (ch. 10, “On the Communication of Properties in General” [§§ 174–85]). In his Not. ad lib. 3 Bellarm. de Christo, ch. 9, Tilenus imitated the words of Bellarmine and asserts that “this communication is both verbal and real in diverse respects.” He says:
 


It is verbal not because it is made up or gives nothing except words, but because it belongs to the correct explanation of words or phrases. When the question inquires about the two natures of Christ in contrast to each other, the properties of the one nature should not be considered to be communicated with the other. It is called “real” when the discussion involves the natures not in contrast but as put together in the person, that is, when the properties of both natures are communicated with the person.

 





But with his words he is only selling smoke. You see, if you ask whether Christ’s assumed nature is really and truly omnipotent, he answers: “It is omnipotent in the person, that is, it is the nature of that person who is omnipotent, but it is not a partaker of omnipotence.” Accordingly, as Bellarmine trifles (De Christo, bk. 3, ch. 15): “The humanity is given the sitting at the right hand of God not in itself but in the subject [ suppositum]. For it did not happen that the humanity in itself sits at the right hand of God but that it is the humanity of that person who sits at the right hand of God.” He explains this with this comparison: “When the king puts on his purple robe and sits on his throne, he exalts the purple robe to that throne not in such a way that the purple robe is said to sit or rule but that it is said to be the clothing of the one who sits and rules, and it is said that the purple-clad king sits and rules.” Chapter 16: “The glory of God the Father has been given to Christ’s humanity not in itself but in the subject.”
 

Against this sophism we set forth the following distinction: It is ambiguous to say that “sitting at the right hand of God was given to Christ’s humanity not in itself but in the subject [ suppositum].” For it is either understood in this way: that it was given not separately nor according to its essential properties but is considered according as it exists in the person of the Word; or it is understood in this way: that this sitting does not have anything to do with the humanity but pertains only to the hypostasis or the subject. We concede the assertion in the first sense; we deny it in the latter. You see, through the union the hypostasis of the Word is communicated truly and really to the assumed flesh, and the assumed flesh afterward was exalted to the right hand of God. Therefore divine gifts, majesty, and glory were really and truly given to this same flesh. Therefore this opposition is very faulty: “Sitting at the right hand of God and divine glory have been given to the humanity according as it subsists in the hypostasis of the Word; therefore it was not given to the humanity itself.” We must rather infer the contrary: therefore it was given to that humanity which subsists in the hypostasis of the Word. (Cf. our De glor.
 

Dei, disp. 2, § 14.)
 

§ 269. (II) Through false accusation they say that through our doctrine about infinite gifts having been communicated to Christ the man we introduce the Eutychian confusion of natures, the equalization of the same, the destruction of the human nature; that we establish a dual omnipotence, a dual omniscience, and even a dual divinity; etc. But these and similar clouds of false charges are immediately dissolved by the sun of truth—that is, the clear and lucid explanation of our position. Bucanus, Loci, p. 15, describes the heresy of Eutyches in this way: he taught that “after the union, Christ’s human nature was endowed with the properties of the divinity,” of course, that by an appearance he [Bucanus] might be able to make us guilty of Eutychianism because of our doctrine of the communication of the divine properties. However, on the basis of the history of the Church and the writings of the devout ancients, the heresy of Eutyches must be described far differently. [According to] Evagrius, bk. 2, ch. 4, Eutyches claimed that in Christ “something else was made from the two.” Theodoret, Epit. haeret. fabul.: “He also denied the assumption of the flesh, for he did not say that God the Word took on humanity from the Virgin but that He changed unchangeably and became flesh.” Damascenus, Orth. fid., bk. 3, ch. 3: “We say that the union has been produced from two perfect natures—divine and human—not by mixture or confusion or blending or mingling, as is said by the God-rejected Dioscoros and by Eutyches and Severus and their accursed company.” (Cf. our treatise On the Person of Christ [1610 Loci Theologici, locus 7], § 137, and the disputation of D. Rungius, De Eutychianismo.)
 

The time of the communication is the very moment of the incarnation.
 

§ 270. [Specific] Thesis V: The time of the communication is the very moment of the incarnation.
 

We must distinguish between the communication ([image: ]) and the plenary use of the things communicated ([image: ]). The communication of the divine attributes occurred at the first moment of the incarnation because: (1) The communication is the immediate effect and consequence of the hypostatic union.
 

(2) No greater majesty and glory can happen to the assumed nature than to be assumed into the unity of the person of the Word and become His own temple in which the whole fullness of the deity dwells.
 

(3) Scripture itself determines this time. “A shoot will come out from the root of Jesse … upon which the Spirit of the Lord will rest” (Isa. 11:1[-2]), namely, with all His fullness, because the Spirit is given to Him “without measure” (John 3:34). Because of this anointing of the Holy Spirit, He is called “Christ” in the first moment of His incarnation, and “that which is born of” Mary “is called holy” because of the communication of the Holy Spirit (Luke 1:[35]). On account of this, the Word is said to have become flesh, “full of grace and truth” (John 1:14). And when Christ “increased in wisdom and age and grace before God and men” (Luke 2:52), He was “filled with wisdom” (v. 40), not only in the same sense as Stephen is said to have been full of faith and power (Acts 6:8) because of the gracious indwelling of the Holy Spirit, but in a far more sublime way because of the personal indwelling of the Word along with the whole fullness of deity (John 1:14; Col. 2:9). In this respect, “all the treasures of wisdom and knowledge” are said to be “hidden in Him” (Col. 2:3).
 

(4) The use of the things communicated presupposes or requires communication. But now, before His exaltation, amid His state of emptying, He showed the rays of divine majesty communicated to Him by looking into secret thoughts, by the working of divine miracles, by His transfiguration, by the institution of the Eucharist, etc. For this reason, after He received His Baptism in the Jordan, it says that He came up from the Jordan “full of the Holy Spirit” (Luke 4:1). In fact, in the Baptism, the Holy Spirit not only “came down on Him” (Luke 3:22) but also “remained upon Him” perpetually (John 1:[32]). The full use of the communicated properties did not follow until Christ’s glorious exaltation, because in the days of His flesh, Christ did not always exert [ exseruit] the glorious and divine majesty communicated to Him according to the flesh through the personal union, but He only sent out some rays of it. From this the distinction between the states of emptying and exaltation is born, about which we shall say more below [§§ 293–319].
 

Antithesis.
 

§ 271. From this distinction between communication and the full use of the things communicated we can remove many arguments that our adversaries invent against the communication of divine properties to Christ’s flesh, such as: “Christ advanced in age and wisdom; therefore He was not omniscient. Christ went from place to place; therefore He was not omnipresent. Christ died on the cross; therefore His flesh was not life-giving.” We respond. One must distinguish between the states of emptying and of exaltation and also between the personal communication of the divine properties and the full use of them. Christ asserts amid His state of emptying that the Father had given Him all things [Matt. 11:27]. He calls His own flesh life-giving [John 6:54]. He promises to be present in the midst of those who beseech Him [Matt. 18:20]. Yet for our sakes He is said to have become poor, truly died on the cross, and confessed that He did not know the Day of Judgment. The full use of omnipotence, omniscience, and omnipresent lordship does not agree with the weaknesses that Christ underwent for us and for our salvation and with the death that He endured for our sakes. Rather, the personal communication of these divine properties agrees in the best way with His emptying. For if the fullness of the deity dwelling in the flesh did not hinder Christ from assuming the form of a servant, surely the communication of omnipotence, the power to give life, etc., did not hinder Him.
 

Questions about the second genus of the communication of properties.
 

§ 272. (I) The question arises: How does this second genus of communication differ from the first? We respond. It does so especially in four ways: (1) With regard to the subject. In the propositions of the first genus, a concrete word or name of the person is always placed as the subject; however, in this second genus, often an abstract word or name of the human nature is placed, which nevertheless does not indicate the human nature as subsisting separately and apart but according as it subsists in the Word and with Him constitutes one subsisting thing [ hyphistamenon].
 

(2) With regard to the predicate. In the first genus, divine things are predicated about Christ the man and human things about Christ our God; and, in turn, divine things about Christ our God and human things about Christ the man; and especially the discussion involves the essential properties to be appropriated and asserted to each nature. In this second genus, however, divine glorifications are declared about Christ according to His human nature, and the discussion involves only the high exaltation of the human nature. Therefore what is predicated is always and only a divine property.
 

(3) With regard to reciprocation. In the first genus, reciprocation takes place, for as divine things are declared about Christ the man, so also, going the other way, human things are declared about Christ our God. However, in this second genus, reciprocation does not take place, for though the flesh is said to be life-giving, the deity is not likewise said to be mortal or dead. The reason for the difference is that the Word assumed the flesh; the flesh did not assume the Word. But now, giving belongs to the one assuming and not to the assumed, and, in turn, advancement belongs to the assumed rather than to the one assuming. Christ’s divine nature is utterly perfect, in need of nothing, subject to no change, because with God there is no variation (James 1:17). But Christ’s human nature is in need, so that it can receive, be perfected, and be exalted.
 

(4) With regard to the expression “according to the other” [[image: ]]. In the first genus, “according to the other” is distinctive. For example, “the Lord of glory was crucified,” namely, “according to the other,” that is, according to His humanity or according to the flesh. In the second genus it is causal. The flesh is life-giving, omnipotent “according to the other,” that is, not from the property of its own nature but through and because of the personal union.
 

(5) in the manner of predication. In this second26 genus, a divine property is predicated and considered as it has been communicated to the flesh; but in the first genus, it is predicated and considered as it is a property of the deity. (Cf. what we said earlier at the beginning of this chapter XII [§ 201].)
 

§ 273. (II) The question arises: is it right for abstractive terms or names of the human nature to be placed as the subject in this genus of communication? The Calvinists are extremely reluctant to tolerate this, but we should note that the word “abstract” is ambiguous. (To philosophers, “abstract” [abstractum] is the quiddity of a thing, the thing in itself or substance, the being itself, the essence [[image: ]], when a thing is considered in itself, through itself, and in conformity with its own nature, according to its natural properties and according to its proper definition. In this sense we deny that Christ’s human nature is omnipotent in the abstract.) You see, sometimes when an abstract word is used, it means Christ’s human nature according as it is considered of itself and through itself, that is, formally. But at other times when an abstract word is used, it means Christ’s human nature considered not through itself and of itself but according to the grace of the union (namely, according as it subsists in the Word), of which union and because of which union a great addition took place. The flesh of Christ is not concrete when I consider it with the intimate embrace of the other nature and of the communicated hypostasis. But if I compare it with the entire person consisting of the two natures, it is concrete.
 

From this distinction we can resolve that apparent contradiction that occurs among our people regarding the use of abstract expressions. Hesshusius said that Christ’s human nature was not to be worshiped in the abstract, that is, outside the union and separated from the Word, because Christ’s human nature of and through itself is not such that it can be worshiped. On the other hand, Wigand claimed that Christ’s human nature is to be worshiped in the abstract, that is, that it is worthy of religious reverence, because it subsists in the Word and with Him constitutes one person. The same distinction should be set forth against the sophisms of the apostate Pelargus, who in his antithesis to Apologet. cont. D. Bald., thesis 83, writes as follows: “It is very certain that Luther and Philip and all the more sincere Lutherans meant the person when using the word ‘concrete’ and the nature when using the word ‘abstract.’ Today’s new subdistinctions concerning a divided abstract or a nonconcrete concrete smell like something completely sophistical or utopian.” And in thesis 85 he cites a passage from Selnecker, Exam. ordin., part 1, p. 387, in which he disapproves of “abstractive expressions, [such as] ‘The human nature is omnipotent and everywhere.’ “ He could have added the words of Luther on Isaiah 53: “We must believe in the concrete and keep completely silent about the abstract.” But anyone can see that Selnecker is using the word “abstract” in the first sense, so “abstract” is the same as “what has been torn apart and divided.” You see, in the second sense, placing the name of an abstract as the subject is in agreement with: (1) Scripture, which calls the flesh of Christ “life-giving,” asserts that Christ’s blood cleanses us of our sins, and teaches that Christ’s body was given into death for us. (2) The orthodox fathers, who did not at all shrink from abstractive expressions in this genus of communication, as is apparent from their words cited above. (3) Reason. For if the divine properties really and truly were communicated to Christ’s flesh,27 surely the same attributes can be justly predicated about His flesh.
 

Some describe concrete and abstract in this way: “It is concrete when one considers either the whole person or the two natures personally united, or one nature not according as it is in itself separately and apart but as it is in the very person of the Son of God and with respect to the personal union. It is abstract when one considers the natures in, through, and of themselves and with their own natural and essential properties outside the mutual embrace of the union.” However, if we wish to pass judgment on the use of “concrete” and “abstract” in accord with these descriptions, we shall have to deny absolutely that abstract words should be used in this genus, because the divine properties cannot be predicated about Christ’s flesh considered in itself and outside of the union; otherwise they would befit it essentially, though they nevertheless befit it only hypostatically. Those things that belong to the human nature of Christ through essence and that it has in common with others (such as, to consist of body and soul, to be finite, to have a part outside of the part, etc.) are said to be predicated about it essentially. They are predicated about it hypostatically not because of its own nature but through and because of the personal union (such as, to subsist in the Word, to partake of divine omnipotence, to be placed at the right hand of God, which can be predicated about no other man).
 

It should also be noted that mental abstraction is twofold: one is of precision, by which I consider a thing without the other things that are joined to it, but in such a way that I do not assume the contrary; the other is positive, by which I abstract not only the things joined, but at the same time I posit contrary things. When we say that Christ’s flesh is considered abstractively in the first sense, then this should be understood not as a positive abstraction, but as an abstraction of precision alone through which the flesh that always is in the Word and is never abstracted from the Word is considered in its own nature and with its essential properties. If we were to abstract Christ’s flesh from the Word by the positive abstraction of the mind and consider it as subsisting with its own subsistence outside the Word, we would fall into the snare of Nestorius. Gesner, Disp. 11 in L. Conc., D. 11: “ ‘Abstract’ ([image: ]) is one thing; ‘torn away’ ([image: ]) is something else. An abstraction happens in the mind while the thing remains whole; tearing away happens in reality and in mental actuality [[image: ]] by which the thing is destroyed and divided into parts. Abstract and distinguishing are surely something different.”
 

§ 274. (III) The question arises: Can the communication of the divine properties to the flesh be described with the word “effusion” [“pouring out”]?” Brenz, De majestate Christi, uses it quite often, and because of that word the Calvinists charge him with Eutychianism. However, one should note that he does not take it to mean a physical transfusion by which properties go from one subject into another, as water is poured from one jar into another, for he denies such a pouring out several times in clear language. He also did not want to express the mode of communication with this expression. Rather, through a colloquial way of speaking that the Hebrews used, he wanted the expression “pouring out” to mean the real and full communication of majesty and the indwelling not of some part but of the whole fullness of the deity in the assumed flesh. With the word “effusion,” he refers to: (1) The grace of the Giver. From grace, the heavenly Father gave Christ the name that is above every name. This grace is indicated by the word “effusion.” You see, the greater the grace and generosity of the giver, the more bountifully does he disburse his gifts. (2) The supply of gifts. What is generously and richly given is said in the Scriptures to be “poured out” (Isa. 44:3; Ezek. 36:25; Joel 2:28; Zech. 12:10; Acts 2:17; Titus 3:6; etc.). Therefore because the Holy Spirit is given to Christ not according to measure but with all His fullness, it is most right to say that He was poured out on Him. (3) The efficacy of the gift. “From that fullness” of the Spirit poured out on Christ and indwelling in Him, we also receive (John 1:16). “Your name is oil poured out, and we shall run in the fragrance of Your perfumes” (Song 1:3).
 

§ 275. (IV) The question arises: is it an essential property of every body to be circumscribed in a place? The Calvinists affirm this, and from this principle they attack the omnipresent dominion of Christ the man as greatly as possible. However, it must be noted that “to be circumscribed” refers to: (1) The essence of a body. (2) An external place. The first is called internal circumscription; the later, external. The former is a perpetual and inseparable property of a body and indicates nothing other than the finity of its essence, which is a necessary accident of every being except for God alone, because He is not circumscribed with the proper limits of essence. He is infinite. But now, no body is infinite. In the latter we must distinguish the primary actuality from secondary actuality, or potentiality from actuality in the proper sense. We concede that the primary actuality of circumscription is essential to every body, inseparable and perpetual, for every body can be circumscribed to a place because of the finite nature of its own physical essence. However, we deny that the secondary actuality of circumscription is essential and inseparable to every body, because a stronger agent can hinder it while the primary actuality remains preserved.
 

We prove this: (1) From the power of God. What can be separated from a body through God’s power while its essence remains preserved is not an essential, perpetual, and inseparable property of the body. Yet to be circumscribed in an external place can, through God’s power, be separated from the body while its essence remains preserved, as we shall prove in the next question. Therefore.
 

(2) From the clearness of examples. If being circumscribed in an external place were a perpetual and inseparable property of every body, then there would be no body that was not circumscribed in actuality in an external place. But the logical conclusion is false. This is because: (a) The farthest and highest heaven, according to Aristotle’s hypotheses, is not in a place. The Philosopher discusses this in De coelo, bk. 1, ch. 9: “It is clear that no place nor emptiness nor time exists outside of heaven. Hence whatever is there is of such a nature that it does not occupy a place nor does time cause it to grow old.” Scaliger, Exerc. 5, sect. 1: “All people admittedly take the first heaven not to be in a place, though this is a rule for other bodies.” (b) The body created on the first day was a true body, but it was not circumscribed to an external, physical place because nothing else was created except it. (c) Bodies that are glorified with regard to their essence will be true bodies, but they will not necessarily be circumscribed in an external place, which we confirmed in detail in our treatise On Eternal Life [Commonplace XXXIV]. We confirmed this from their spirituality, agility, subtlety, conformity with the angels, from the property of Christ’s body, from the condition of “place,” the constitution of heaven, the removal of the causes for location, etc. (d) According as the body of Christ subsists in the Word, it is not circumscribed to a place because it subsists in the Word neither in a place nor locally.
 

(3) From firm, logical conclusion. If “place” were entirely necessary for all bodies in such a way that they could not exist without it, it would be necessary either a priori or a posteriori, but neither agrees with the truth. It is not the former, because it does not enter the definition of its essence [[image: ]], which nevertheless would have to happen. Scaliger, Exerc. 307, sect. 17. It is not the latter, because no body would be able to exist without it, the contrary of which the cited examples bear witness.
 

(4) From the support of the philosophers. In Phys., 4, chs. 1 and 5, Aristotle says that “place befits a perceptible and moving body.” In De coelo, 2, ch. 4, he argues that “place befits bodies only because of their mortal weakness.” Metaph., bk. 2, ch. 4: “Place befits only a perishable body.” Scaliger, Exercitat. 5, sect. 6: “I admit that place is not of the essence of a body nor is it necessary to a body according as it is a body.” (In the same place he adds that “a body cannot be without place.” This must be understood according to the hypothesis set forth in sect. 3, that place is not an encompassing surface of the exterior body but is that which is contained within that surface, namely, the space within the body.) Zabarella, De nat. scient. constit., ch. 12: “Place is an external situation [ [image: ]] and a foreign accident of natural bodies.”
 

§ 276. (V) The question arises: Can it happen by divine power that one body is in many places? Scaliger denies this but adds modestly (Exerc. 5, sect. 6): “This discourse concerns the natural body, not the supercelestial gathering, for the latter can be in many places.” The Calvinists absolutely and simply deny this, even with regard to Christ’s body. Against them we justly set forth the disputations of the Scholastics, which say that through divine power any natural body can be in many places. Johannes Duns Scotus, Comm. ad 4. libr. Lomb., dist. 19, q. 2: “Can the same body be locally in different places at the same time? Here many hold a negative conclusion. However, different people prove it in different ways.” After listing his own arguments and those of several doctors, he adds: “Contrary to this opinion, that is, the denying one, this is enough in general that anything may be considered as possible for God that is not manifestly impossible on the basis of its terms and from which evident impossibility or contradiction is not concluded.” Then, after refuting the arguments brought out first, he concludes:
 


Therefore, to the question, I say that it is most utterly certain to me that with God everything is possible that does not include an evident contradiction and from which a contradiction does not necessarily follow. And this is of that sort. Therefore this is possible to God, as will become clear by explaining the reasons. Therefore I say that for God it simply is possible to put the same body in different places at the same time locally. This is clear from an understanding of the terms, because when I concede that anything, according to what is most known to me, is possible, this does not include an evident contradiction (nor does any author assert that it is included). This is of that sort, because the reasons that are brought out to prove the contradiction do not appear to conclude it, as will become clear by responding. I simply concede that to God it is possible for the same body to be in different places locally at the same time.

 





Franciscus Mayronis, Sent., bk. 4, dist. 11, q. 3:
 


Can God cause the same body to be everywhere? I say “yes,” because whenever something is limited to one place, if it be unlimited to more of the same definition, by the same logic it extends itself to anything. Therefore since one body does not limit itself to one place in number, it follows that it can by divine power occupy all things. However, this is difficult: Can it be in infinite places? I say “yes.” But the opposite [is claimed], because it would be infinite. I say that this does not follow, both because this happens by divine power and because the definition of “place” is an extrinsic definition.

 





Biel, Sent., bk. 4, dist. 11: “Not only can Christ’s body be in different places definitively and sacramentally, but also it and any other body can, through God’s power, be in many places circumscriptively.”
 

We confirm this opinion with these foundational truths: (1) “God can do more than we understand”; it can be done by Him (Eph. 3:20). Therefore though we may not be able to understand how it can happen that one body is in many places at one time, God can accomplish this. Questions as to what and how much God can accomplish must be dealt with carefully, lest we act wrongfully toward the infinite power of God. (2) For one body to be in one place depends on the will of God and on that order which nature has prescribed. But now, when God acts, He is not restricted to the natural order of things but is and remains the Lord of nature. Hugh, De sacram., bk. 2, part 8, ch. 12: “How can one body be in many places at one time? It is here and it is there and all of it is everywhere. Do not be surprised that He who has made ‘place’ has made a body and a place in the body and a body in a place, and that He caused one body to be in one place just as He wished. Had He so wished, He could have done otherwise.” (3) There is no contradiction when it is said that one body is in many places, because place does not come into the definition of “body.” Rather, being circumscribed in one place is an external accident of the body. But every accident is added to its subject outside the essence. Therefore if local and external circumscription is denied, the essence of “body” is not denied. Rather, that which is added outside its essence is denied. And if something is taken away that is outside the essence, the essence itself is not immediately taken away. (4) Whenever God wished, He was able to separate properties from things and creatures effectively through a miraculous and extraordinary act. For example, He separated the properties from iron (2 Kings 6:6), from water (Exod. 14:21; Josh. 3:16), from fire (Dan. 3:25), and from the sun (Josh. 10:13) while their essences were not destroyed but continued to exist. Therefore it is possible to separate “being circumscribed in one place” from a body without destroying the essence of the body. (5) Examples in nature prove that it is not so absurd for one being to be in many places [ in multis ubi]. Sound, which is one thing, is still whole in the individual ears of its hearers without any division thereof nor without having to gather the ears together. Our mind can conceive images of very different and very far removed things and can carry them about in the memory along with itself. (See Augustine, De spiritu et anima, ch. 2.) One body reveals its image in many eyes and mirrors. Angels are wholly in this place [ ubi] or that place without any multiplication of themselves, for they do not have parts according to which they exist in a place. Thus where they are, they are there wholly. All of the soul is in the head and all of it is in the feet.
 

§ 277. (VI) The question arises: Is the Lombard correct in saying (Sent., bk. 3, dist. 22. B): “It is not true to say, ‘Everywhere Christ was, He was man’ nor only, ‘Everywhere He is, He is man,’ because He is everywhere according to His deity, but the man is not everywhere, because He is not everywhere united to the man. But rather, ‘Everywhere He is according to the man, there He is man’ “? The Jesuits and Calvinists embrace this eagerly, but we respond that this principle of the Lombard is false. This is because: (1) The union of the Word and the flesh occurred not at a place nor in a place as a demarcation [terminus] but in the divine hypostasis of the Word, to which no intervals of places extend, because the Word is not a place and is not circumscribed to a place. Therefore the flesh, assumed into the nonlocal hypostasis of the Word, has been given a nonlocal mode of subsisting. (2) Wherever Christ is after the incarnation and glorious exaltation to the right hand of the Father, there He is man and there He has with Him the assumed human nature, because the Word is personally united with it, and this union is perpetual and indissoluble. (3) Hence, just as the Son of God is always man after the incarnation, so also He is man everywhere and remains so without any exception of time or place. For wherever the human nature of Christ does not exist, there Christ also is not man, unless one should wish to say that Christ is a man without a human nature. (4) Therefore we draw a conclusion in this way: Whoever is always and everywhere personally united to the humanity is always and everywhere man. But the Word is always and everywhere united to the humanity, because otherwise the union would be subject to place and time and thus would be local and temporary, which is absurd. Therefore the Word is always and everywhere man. (5) While the union of body and soul lasts, wherever a man is whole, the body and soul are also present there. Likewise, while the personal union of the natures lasts, there Christ is whole, and there He is present as the God-man, and thus according to both natures.
 

§ 278. (VII) The question arises: Does Christ’s ascension into heaven overturn His presence on earth according to His human nature? The Calvinists affirm this, but one must note that His presence can, instead, be established with the ascension of Christ. You see, Christ’s ascension must be considered not only with regard to its starting point and local movement (that Christ was carried up from the Mount of Olives on high and was lifted up from His disciples) but also with regard to its ending point, which is not a circumscribed place but is rather the infinite and immense right hand of God.
 

Some declare it in this way: Christ’s ascension is considered either abstractly and distinctly, so that it is only the movement of ascending by which Christ’s body in a visible form was suddenly carried higher and higher out of the sight of the disciples, in which respect the ascension and exaltation to the right hand of God are described distinctly in Mark 16:19 and Acts 1:9. Or it is described concretely and conjointly, so that the ascension embraces and includes the exaltation to the right hand of the Father (Ps. 68:[18]; Acts 2:33; Eph. 4:10; 1 Pet. 3:21[–22]; etc.). Because this exaltation occurred according to Christ’s human nature, one cannot draw an argument from the ascension to infer a complete absence of the human nature. Rather, on the contrary, one can draw an argument from the ascension to assert His human nature’s infinite majesty and the effects of divine power by example of Scripture in the passages just cited.
 

§ 279. (VIII) The question arises: is Christ’s return to judgment opposed to His presence among us? The Calvinists and Jesuits affirm this. We showed the contrary in our treatise On the Last Judgment [Commonplace XXXI], §§ 24 and 34.
 

(IX) The question arises: Do the Papists teach the same things as we do about the omniscience of Christ the man? There is no more correct way to judge about this than to set out the opinions of both sides. In our churches we teach that the soul of Christ, at the very first moment of the incarnation, was personally endowed with the Word’s own omniscience (as well as with the other divine excellences) because of the real, intimate, and indissoluble union and communion with the omniscient Word. However, just as in His state of emptying He did not always use the other gifts that had been truly and really communicated to Him, so also He did not always exert in secondary actuality28 the omniscience personally communicated to Him as man. Hence Christ’s soul truly advanced according to natural and habitual knowledge, as the omniscient Word did not always exert His own working [[image: ]] through His assumed humanity, that is, knowing and perceiving all things in actuality. Rather, the full use of His omniscience finally followed in His state of exaltation.
 

We prove this position: (1) From Mark 6:6: “He was surprised because of their unbelief.” Where surprise takes place, there actual omniscience cannot be established, because surprise comes from the object of an unexpected and unforeseen thing. However, Christ the man was surprised in the days of His flesh by the unbelief of the people of Nazareth. If you should wish to make the exception that Christ was surprised in appearance and in the opinion of men, we press the actual words, from which it is not proper to depart in articles of faith without urgent necessity—otherwise no certainty will remain for faith. If Christ was surprised only in appearance and in the opinion of men, a Manichaean could say, “The Son of God became incarnate in appearance, walked from place to place in appearance, ate food in appearance,” etc. The heretical Docetists would be able to claim from this passage: “Christ was saddened and suffered in appearance.” The Calvinists would be able to defend their thesis that Christ died for the reprobate only in appearance.
 

(2) Mark 13:32: “About that day and hour no one knows, not even the angels who are in heaven, nor the Son Himself, but only the Father.” Surely, then, in His state of emptying, Christ truly did not know some things. (See the various explanations of this passage listed in Bellarmine, De Christi anim., bk. 4, ch. 5, and in our treatise On the Last Judgment [Commonplace XXXI], § 76.) Here we urge the emphasis of the text, and we explain it with two arguments. First: If the knowledge of the Last Day is denied to angels and men, it is also denied to the Son of Man. The reason is that Christ is using a comparison of unequals in order that that discourse might rise higher and higher. He says, “Of that day and hour, no men know” (and yet men can acquire the knowledge of many things for themselves), “not even the angels in heaven” (who, because they always look at the face of the Father, seemed especially to know), in fact, “nor does the Son know.” But now, angels and men do not know that day, not only for others but even for themselves. That is, not only do they not know so that they are unwilling to tell it to others, but they actually and really do not know it. Therefore in the same way the Son does not know it. Now if the Son knew, but did not know only with regard to revealing it to others, this would not be a greater thing, nor would His discourse rise in comparison. Second: The knowledge of the Last Day that is attributed to the Father in the last part is denied to angels and men in the first part, as the contrast shows. But now, even the Father did not know that day with regard to revealing it to others, since He did not reveal it. Therefore the Son did not know it for Himself, not only for others.
 

(3) Luke 2:40: “The boy grew and became strong in spirit, filled with wisdom.” Verse 52: “He increased in wisdom and age.” Here note, first, that it is affirmed literally that Christ advanced in wisdom. But now, the advancement of wisdom does not remain with actual omniscience. Second, the same expression is used regarding the boy Samuel (1 Sam. 2:21, 26). Yet it cannot be denied that he truly did advance. Third, these two things are connected: “Christ advanced in age and wisdom.” But now, He truly and really advanced in age, or stature of body and size of members. Therefore He also truly and really advanced in wisdom. Fourth, it is said of Him that He advanced in wisdom not only “among men” but also “before God.” Bellarmine, loc. cit., refers this further specification only “to grace, because the other members (wisdom and age) are absolute, and one cannot be said to advance in wisdom and age ‘before others.’ “ However, the mode of speaking that is used with reference to Samuel (loc. cit.) shows the contrary. Some explain “before God and men” as this: “in those things that are of God and of men” or “to the praise of God and the advantage of men.” Others explain it “as a more excellent and divine manner.” The simplest explanation can be taken from the expression of 2 Cor. 8:21: that “to grow before God” is not a fiction and pretense but means truly and sincerely advancing in these things with God as witness, judge, and approver. “To grow before men” means increasing in the judgment of men who take note of that increase. Thus Christ is said to be “a great prophet, mighty in deed and word before God and all the people” (Luke 24:19). See the explanation of this expression in our Harm. de resur. From these, one may readily pass judgment as to what must be thought about the exception of Thomas ([ST,] p. 3, q. 12, art. 2), of the Lombard (Sent., 3, dist. 13, letters B and E), Bellarmine (De Christo, bk. 4, ch. 5): that Christ’s humanity “did not advance in itself but only in effect with regard to demonstration” and that it advanced in the same way “as a doctor of the church and of the academy is said to ‘advance’ when his disciples advance through his wisdom.” Some people add that He advanced only in appearance and in the opinion of men. However, arguments brought out into public show the opposite. If one is permitted to claim that Christ only increased in wisdom according to appearance, surely a Manichaean will also be permitted to say that He advanced in stature according to appearance. When Luke in the same chapter calls Joseph “the father of Christ” (2:48), he immediately adds the explanation: Christ was Joseph’s son “as was supposed” (3:23). If he had not wanted us to understand that Christ truly did advance, he would have added this same explanation to this verse (2:40).
 

(4) Phil. 2:[6]–8: “Although Christ was in the form of God, He emptied Himself, taking on the form of a servant, and was established in the likeness of men, being found in fashion as a man.” As Christ in the days of His flesh did not always reveal and fully use the divine omnipotence and majesty that was truly and really communicated to His assumed human nature through the personal union, so also He did not always exert His omniscience through His human nature, for exercising the full use of His omniscience in actuality conflicts with His state of emptying.
 

(5) Heb. 2:17: “He had to be made like His brothers in every respect,” “yet without sin” (Heb. 4:[15]). It is natural for the human soul to advance in wisdom. But now, Christ was made like us in all things, though not in sin nor in personal illnesses [aegritudines]. Therefore. In addition, Christ took on Himself not only the true, whole, and perfect human nature and the essential properties of the human nature but also our weaknesses and defects, as we showed earlier, not “by the necessity of condition” but “by the will of mercy,” Augustine, De c. D., ch. 9; not all defects, but those that were fittingly assumed for the work of redemption; not the defects of fault, but of punishment. But now, to advance in wisdom likewise pertains to those defects. Therefore. (We have listed the statements of the fathers in our treatise On the Last Judgment [Commonplace XXXI], loc. cit.)
 

§ 280. So that is our position about the omniscience of Christ the man.
 

Now, the Papists ascribe actual omniscience29 to Christ’s soul from the very first moment of the incarnation30 “in such a way that He knew all things that God knows, and none of them were ever hid from Him” (Thomas; the Lombard; and Bellarmine, loc. cit.; Osorius, Conc., vol. 1, p. 256), and they accuse as heresy the opinion of those who claim that “Christ’s human nature did not know all things at any time in His state of emptying.” Bellarmine (De anim. Christi, 4, ch. 1) and Pistorius (Spiritu 4, ch. 13–14, azoa. 2) ascribe to the soul of Christ sometimes three, sometimes four, sometimes five kinds of knowledge: (1) Uncreated, which He never lacked at any time. (2) Created, by which He, being in the Word, sees all things that God sees with the knowledge of vision. Others call this blessed, which they describe by saying that the soul of Christ simply receives the light of the Word and knows all things that God knows. As a result they attribute to Him the knowledge of all things without exception. Nevertheless some people add that the divine knowledge of the Word exceeds the knowledge of Christ’s soul in reference both to the mode of knowing and the number of things known. For this reason they make this created or blessed knowledge of Christ’s soul common with blessed souls, preserving only the difference of levels or extent. (3) Infused, which they say is similar to angelic knowledge. They define it as the infusion of all intelligible species31 and even the idea [ notitia] of all things and natures, even immaterial ones, impressed on Christ’s soul from the first moment of conception. (4) They call “acquired knowledge” that knowledge by which the acting intellect abstracts intelligible species from appearances [of objects]. Because this cannot be done all at the same time, but is done successively, they think that Christ did not arrive at this knowledge of all things that can be recognized by this intellect except in His full age, from those things that the senses perceive because of His excellent power of reason for arguing and reasoning. (5) Experimental. Some people connect this with acquired knowledge and consider it the same thing, but some distinguish the one from the other.
 

We respond. (a) We require the proof of all these from the Scriptures. (b) In fact, we even say that these ideas cannot be reconciled to the passages of Scripture that we have just set forth. (c) If they take uncreated omniscience to mean the omniscience that was communicated to Christ the man along with the other divine properties but whose full use He did not exert in the days of His flesh or in His state of emptying, but rather finally in His exaltation, they have us as their supporters. (d) If, on the other hand, they claim that that blessed or uncreated wisdom inheres subjectively in Christ’s soul and if they claim that Christ’s soul is the subject of the inhering of that knowledge by which He knows all things that God knows—something that they certainly seem to be doing when they attack the personal communication of the properties—then they are establishing two omnisciences in Christ: a divine one that is proper to the Word and a blessed one inhering subjectively in the soul of Christ. (e) From this it follows that they truly are Agnoëtae, Themistians, and Nestorians, because when they imagine a “blessed omniscience” that inheres subjectively, they reject the communication of the prior omniscience and thus actually deny that the humanity united to the Word knows all things according to its united subsistence, or, what is the same, they deny that the property of omniscience was communicated to Christ’s humanity through the personal union. (f) We concede that an infused knowledge, no less than other finite and habitual gifts of the Holy Spirit, was present in Christ’s soul, but we deny that it was so perfect in His state of emptying that He was not able to advance in it. (g) As Christ did not have a glorified body until in His state of exaltation after the resurrection, so also He did not have a glorified soul perfectly endowed with angelic gifts until in His state of exaltation. (h) Acquired and experimental knowledge are removed through the uncreated, blessed, and infused knowledge. If Christ’s soul knew all things absolutely and perfectly with the knowledge of beatific vision, how did He begin to know some things through intelligible species? If in Christ’s mind there shone forth the idea [ notitia] of all intelligible species and immaterial substances and of all things individually, past, present, and future, what use and place will there be for acquired and experimental knowledge? If all intelligible species were infused into the soul of Christ at the first moment of conception, how did it not know some things? (i) Nor can they flee to the “manifestation and showing of His knowledge,” for who would say that Adam, fully illumined with the light of knowledge, advanced in wisdom when he was giving names to the animals that were being brought before him? He showed that he was very wise, but he received no increase in wisdom. We treated the heresy of the Agnoëtae, with which the Papists try to smear us, in our treatise On the Last Judgment [Commonplace XXXI], § 31.
 

Practical use.
 

§ 281. The practical use is (1) Consoling. According to that nature by which He is our brother, Christ received all power in heaven and earth, is most present with us, is aware of our calamities, etc. How, then, will He be able to turn us away? How will He lack the power to help us?
 

(2) Instructing. Just as a personal change [[image: ]] came about from the personal union of the two natures in Christ, so also a spiritual change comes about from the spiritual union of God and the faithful soul, of Christ and the Church, through which and because of which divine works are attributed to faith and to the Christian with respect to faith. “All things are possible for one who believes” (Mark 9:23), from which passage blessed Luther correctly infers in his commentary on Galatians 3 that “faith is an omnipotent thing and its power is inestimable and infinite.” Our faith is “the victory that overcomes the world” (1 John 5:4). It overcomes the dragon of hell (Rev. 12:11); it justifies, regenerates, and saves the believer (Mark 16:16). No one can deny that these works are truly divine.
 

Here we should mention all the miracles that are done from faith and through faith. “These signs will accompany those who believe: in My name they will cast out demons,” etc. (Mark 16:17). “If you have faith like a mustard seed, you will say to this mountain, ‘Move from here,’ and it will move” (Matt. 17:20). “Whoever believes in Me will himself do the works that I do, and he will do greater ones than these” (John 14:12). “Through faith the devout conquered kingdoms, worked justice, obtained promises, stopped the mouths of lions, quenched the rage of fire, escaped the edge of the sword, became strong out of weaknesses,” etc. (Heb. 11:33–34). We also include the works of divine power that ministers of the Church perform in functions of their office, since “they demolish all arrogance that is extolled against every knowledge of God” (2 Cor. 10:5). They regenerate and save human beings (1 Cor. 4:15; Gal. 4:19; 1 Tim. 4:16; etc.). Nevertheless the power by which they do such things is not in man essentially, subjectively, or formally. Rather, the grace of God is what accomplishes such things. The power of Christ is what works in them. Meanwhile, God does them not separately from the devout but in them, with them, and through them because of that spiritual union which exists between the devout and Christ by faith, all of which can be deduced in greater detail with no difficulty. (Cf. Dr. Philipp Nicolai, De omnipraes., bk. 1, ch. 4.)
 



1 Read [image: ] with Cotta instead of [image: ].
 

2 Noncontradictory things or propositions of which one is contained under the other. For example, Gerhard says that the Holy Spirit and the water of Baptism are related to each other as subordinates in the giving of salvation, not as opposites. The water of Baptism is a means by which the Holy Spirit gives salvation, and thus the one does not rule out the other in the giving of salvation (Commonplace XXIII, On Holy Baptism, § 104). See also Commonplace XXX, On the Resurrection of the Dead, § 101.
 

3 Read et ea demonstratur instead of et ex ea demonstratur.
 

4 Read sed ad tempus ea quasi se abdicavit with Cotta instead of sed ad tempus, eaque se abdicavit.
 

5 Read obedientis instead of obedientia.
 

6 Read externam instead of aeternam.
 

7 Read tibi with Cotta instead of sibi.
 

8
Sermons on John 17 (1538), LW 69:67–68, WA 28:136–37; Labors on the Psalms (1519–21), LW 65, WA 5:637ff.
 

9 Read putabimus? Sancti with Cotta instead of putabimus sancti.
 

10 Read [image: ] instead of [image: ]
 

11 Read corpora with Cotta instead of corporea.
 

12 Read ecclesia instead of ecclesiae.
 

13 Read omnia with Cotta instead of omnium.
 

14
Hyperdulia is understood as veneration in the highest degree, yet not the adoration (latria) that is due to God alone. In Roman Catholic theology, dulia (“veneration”) is due to the angels and saints, hyperdulia is due to St. Mary, and latria is due to God alone.
 

15 Luther’s Smalcald Articles (1537) I IV.
 

16 See §179, footnote 2.
 

17 Read ut instead of et.
 

18 Read constant instead of Constant.
 

19 Read nota with Cotta instead of notat.
 

20 Read immediatam with Cotta instead of immediata.
 

21 That is, etymologically related, but not exactly synonymous.
 

22 Such as the Son’s eternal begottenness from the Father.
 

23 R ead unius with Cotta instead of unionis.
 

24 See § 179, footnote 2.
 

25 Read expandatur with Cotta instead of expendatur.
 

26 Read secundo with Cotta instead of tertio.
 

27 Read enim carni Christi with Cotta instead of enim Christi.
 

28 “In operation.” That is, Christ the man did not always make use of His omniscience, even though He actually (according to primary actuality) possessed it.
 

29 That is, the full use of His omniscience.
 

30 Read incarnationis with Cotta instead of increationis.
 

31 Intelligible species are conceptual images that represent real objects to one’s intellect.
 




  


CHAPTER XIII: ON THE THIRD GENUS
OF THE COMMUNICATION OF PROPERTIES
 

§ 282. Thesis: The third genus of the communication of properties is that by which, in the works of [Christ’s] office, each nature does what is proper to itself with the communication of the other.
 

Regarding this genus, one should likewise note: (I) Its foundation. The Son of God assumed the human nature so that in, with, and through it He might perform the work of redemption and the functions of His mediatorial office (1 John 3:8; etc.). Hence, in the works of His office, He does not act as God alone nor as man alone but as the God-man, and, what is the same, the two natures in christ do not act divisively but unitedly in the works of the office. From the unity of the person flows forth the unity of the effect [[image: ]].
 

(II) its titles. In Letter 29, Cyril calls this genus [image: ] and [image: ] [“common working”], because the person is acting according to both natures and is doing the works of the office, which are common to both. He calls it a [image: ], the “communication of operations,” the “communication of the proper [works] of each nature to the person.” In bk. 3, ch. 19, Damascenus calls it a “periphrasis” when we include the workings of both natures in one statement.
 

(III) its subject. In propositions belonging to this third genus, as the subject we always have the name of the person consisting in both and of both natures or, what is the same, the name of each nature subsisting in the one person, because the person is not a third thing distinct from each nature. Rather, the two natures, personally united, are one Christ, [image: ] [“from which, in which, and which”], as the devout ancients say. Therefore in this genus it is the same whether you say that the person of Christ “works according to both natures,” or that the person of Christ “works in each form or nature with the communication of the other,” or that each nature in Christ works with the communication of the other what is proper to each.
 

(IV) its species and examples. To this genus belong all the propositions in which the names and works of Christ’s office are predicated about Him: “Christ died for our sins” (1 Cor. 15:3). “Christ gave Himself for our sins” (Gal. 1:4). “Christ loved us and gave Himself for us as a sacrifice and offering to God” (Eph. 5:2). Therefore because the office of Christ is threefold—prophetic, priestly, and royal—three classes of propositions can also be established that pertain to this genus.
 

§ 283. (V) Reciprocation. In this genus of propositions, reciprocation does and does not take place, in different respects. It does take place in the effects ([image: ]) that come forth from the action of both natures, which the ancients call [image: ] [“the divine-human working”]. Damascenus, bk. 3, ch. 19:
 


We say that the actions are not divided and that the natures do not act dividedly but in a united way, each in communication with the other doing that very thing that was proper to itself. You see, the human nature was not doing [only] human things, for He was not only man. And the divine nature did not do only divine things, for He was not only God, but He is God and man at the same time. Therefore we must note with regard to our Lord Jesus Christ that at times we speak about His two natures but sometimes about His one person, and we refer both the former and the latter to the one [person]. For the two natures are one Christ, and the one Christ is the two natures. Therefore it is the same to say that Christ is acting according to both of His natures and that each of the two natures is acting in Christ with the communication of the other.

 





In ch. 15 he had explained this with the example of a burning cut. He says:
 


In the case of a fiery sword, just as the natures of the fire and steel are preserved so also are their two actions and achievements preserved. For the steel has the power to cut and the fire has the power to burn. The cut is the achievement of the steel’s work and the completion of its action, and the burning, of the fire. The difference between these is preserved in the burnt cutting and the cut burning, though neither the burning is done apart from the cutting nor the cutting from the burning. We do not say that because the natures have two actions there are two fiery swords, nor do we introduce a confusion of their substantial difference because there is one fiery sword. So also, in Christ, His divinity has a divine and omnipotent action, but His humanity has a power such as ours. It was the achievement of His humanity that took the hand of the girl and raised her up, but it was that of His divinity that gave her life.

 





Reciprocation does not take place in the formal principle of acting or in truth and actuality [[image: ]]. Because the human nature of itself and of its essential properties is not equipped with the sort of divine power that is required for carrying out the works of Christ’s office, therefore the divine nature communicates it personally to the human nature, as we showed in the second genus of communication. Hence the human nature in the works of the office acts not only according to its natural powers and properties but also according to the divine power personally communicated to it. Yet this sort of communication of properties and passions of the flesh to the divine nature does not take place. Damascenus writes about this as follows (bk. 3, ch. 15):
 


The divinity worked the divine signs but not without the flesh, and the flesh did its human works but not without the deity. The deity had been joined to the suffering flesh yet remained impassible and made the sufferings salutary. The holy soul had been joined with the working divinity of the Word of God, and that soul understood and saw what was being accomplished. Therefore the divinity communicates to the flesh its own glories but remains immune to the sufferings of the flesh. The divinity of the Word was working through the flesh, but His flesh was not similarly suffering through the divinity in this way, for the flesh is the instrument of the divinity,

 





namely, a united instrument, not separated and external. In ch. 17, he makes this more clear:
 


The flesh of the Lord was enriched with the divine workings [[image: ]] because of the utterly pure union with the Word, that is, the hypostasis, without suffering the loss of any of its natural properties. You see, it is not according to its own working [[image: ]] but because of the Word united with it that it works divine things, the Word showing its own working through the flesh. The fiery steel burns not in the natural manner, possessing the burning action, but possesses it from the union of fire to the steel. Therefore the flesh itself was mortal because of itself and life-giving because of its union with the Word according to the hypostasis, etc.

 





We must set forth these ideas against those who argue that Christ’s human nature in the works of His office and redemption does only those things that are human, just as the divine nature does those things that are divine. They are committing the fallacy of composition and division1 when they set forth an insufficient definition of this genus. Certainly it is very true that “in the works of His office, both natures of Christ act, each doing what is proper to itself,” but this does not state the entire definition. Rather, one must also add to it what the canon of the Council of Chalcedon adds: “with the communication of the other.” We have already explained in preceding paragraphs how this communication is constituted. But if one pays very careful attention, the words “with the communication of the other” contain the specific difference of this genus: for if this phrase were not added, there would be no communication of properties in this genus at all.
 

Therefore in this genus we must note three points carefully, so that the communication [[image: ]] may be more evident. The first is that the workings of both natures come together in one effect [apotelesma] and to one effect. Second, in the office of mediation and redemption, one nature is not idle and doing nothing while the other is doing something; even less is it separated from the other. Rather, it remains personally united with the other that is acting. Thus while the humanity is suffering, the divinity is not idle but is present personally with the suffering nature, strengthening and sustaining it so that it can endure the immense burden of the sins of the whole world and of divine wrath due to those sins, and making those sufferings salutary and precious before the whole world. Third, in the works of the office, the human nature not only does the things that are proper to itself through its own essential properties but also does those things that are truly divine through the majesty and power communicated to it. You see, some works of the office are such that the divine nature cannot do them without the assumed humanity (such as to give His body for the life of the world, to shed His blood for the forgiveness of sins, to give His soul as a ransom for many); but some, though He could accomplish them from the deity alone, yet due to divine good pleasure and His free and good will He uses the assumed human nature as an instrument personally and inseparably united with Himself to do them. Here the human nature is acting not of its natural properties and powers but of the divine power communicated to it through the hypostatic union.
 

§ 284. (VI) Its distinctive particles. In the description of the office, sometimes a property of the human nature is involved that must be explained carefully, lest a confusion of the natures result. Thus to suffer and die are properties of the human nature, but to suffer for the sins of the whole human race and to die for the life of the world are works of the office and a common effect, in which the properties of both natures concur. “By His bruise we are healed” (Isa. 53:5). “God redeemed the Church with His own blood” (Acts 20:[28]). “Having been justified in His blood, we shall be saved from wrath through Him” (Rom. 5:9). “Through His death Christ destroyed him who had the power over death” (Heb. 2:14). “You have been redeemed by the precious blood of the spotless Lamb” (1 Pet. 1:18[–19]). Healing, justifying, redeeming the Church, destroying the kingdom of the devil, etc., are works of the office, works that are predicated about Christ according to both natures. Nevertheless we do not say that Christ suffered and died according to both natures but that Christ suffered in the flesh, that Christ died according to the flesh, as we showed in the first genus of communication.
 

§ 285. Furthermore, because the works of the office are predicated about Christ according to both natures in such a way that the difference between the natures is kept safe and whole, one should note from Damascenus (De orth. fid., bk. 3, ch. 15) the distinction between “working” [[image: ]] and “effect” [[image: ]]. He says:
 


We say that there are two workings in Christ, for as God and being consubstantial with the Father, He similarly and equally had the divine working, and as man and being consubstantial with us, He had the working of the human nature. However, one must know that “working” [[image: ]] is one thing, the “working thing” [[image: ]] is another, the “work” [[image: ]] is another, and “the worker” [[image: ]] is still another. The “working” is the effectual and substantial movement of the nature. The “working thing” is the nature, from which the working comes forth. The “work” is the effect of the working and the very thing accomplished. The “worker” is the user of the working, that is, the hypostasis. The “working” is also called “work” and the “work” is called “working,” as also a “creature” is called a “creation.” After all, we say “all creation” when we mean “creatures.” One must also know that “working” is an activity, and, really, it is worked rather than itself working. If there is a “working,” it has been worked, that is to say, it will not work and, as soon as it has been worked, it will cease.

 





He illustrates all these things with the example of the soul-endowed body and the fiery iron, and he applies these to Christ in this way:
 


In Christ our Lord (he says), the power of miracles was the working of the divinity. And the deeds of His hands, the willing and the saying, “I will; be clean,” were the working of His humanity. The effect of the humanity was the broken bread and that the leper heard, “I will.” But the multiplication of the bread and the cleansing of the leper belonged to His divinity. You see, through the workings of both soul and body, He shows one and the same related and equal action of His own. For as we understand that His natures were united and have interpenetration with each other, and as we do not deny their difference but even number them and acknowledge that they are inseparable, so also we know the union of the wills and works, and we recognize their difference.

 





And later:
 


He is one, being both this and that, willing and working both according to this and according to that, that is to say, divinely and humanly. Therefore it is necessary to affirm two workings [[image: ]] in Christ because of His duality of nature. After all, if the nature of things is different, the working of those things is different, and if the working of things is different, the nature of those things is also different. And, on the other hand, if the nature of things is the same, the working of those things is the same, and if the working of things is one, the nature of those things is also one, according to the fathers who interpret the divine [writings].

 





The rule of the Scholastics is in harmony with these points cited from Damascenus: “Doing belongs to the subject [ suppositum], person, or hypostasis, but the form or nature is the cause of the doing.” Scaliger, Ex. 251: “As actions are unique, they belong to unique [agents].”
 

The philosophers distinguish between the “subject which” and the “subject by which.” The “subject which” is the actual subject or composite that works. The “subject by which” is the power to act, the power by which it works. Thus, in our argument, the “subject which” is Christ, the person who is both God and man. The “subject by which” is the human or divine nature according to which Christ is said to work, to act, or even to suffer. Here, nevertheless, the word “nature” is taken to mean the properties of the nature. “Working” [ [image: ]] is the actual operation or motion or action that proceeds from the nature or natural property, because here nature is considered according as the ability or power to work is in it. “Work” [ [image: ]] is the effect of the working; therefore it is referred to this or that nature. “Effect” [[image: ]] is the effect worked in common, proceeding from the operation of both natures, and this Damascenus calls [image: ] ["divine-human working"] (loc. cit.).
 

We can explain this with the example of a man. A man is a worker, namely, the whole subject. In that one man there is body and soul—these are his essential parts; the nature of each is different,2 the property of each is different, and therefore also the working is different. Therefore some things are attributed to the entire Christ according to one or the other part, namely, with regard to the soul or to the body. But some are attributed to both parts, namely, those in which the nature, property, efficacy, and action of both body and soul concur, as when I say, “The man is speaking, writing, sees,” etc.
 

§ 286. We cited the statements of the fathers in our locus On the Person of Christ [1610 Loci Theologici, locus 7], § 80, and to those we can add the following: Athanasius, Contra Arianos, orat. 5: “Reaching out His hand, the Word healed the one with the fever. Uttering a human voice, He raised Lazarus. Extending His arms on the cross, He prostrated the prince of the air.”
 

Cyril (Letters 10 and 29) teaches that “regarding the words in the Gospel that are attributed to the one person of Christ, some befit His divinity, some befit His humanity, and some words, he says, are of middle order and are somehow communicative and have to do with both at the same time—both the humanity and the divinity.” De rect. fid. ad Theod.: “The soul that was given union with the Word descended into hell and by divine power said to those in chains: ‘Come forth!’ ”
 

Nazianzen, Orat. 4 de Theolog.: “Some things that are affirmed about Christ are not proper to just one nature but are common to both.”
 

Leo, De pass., sermon 1: “The Word there was not separated from the man nor was the man disassociated from the Word. The humility was not scorned, because the majesty was not diminished. Nothing injured the inviolable nature, which was inflicted on the passible3 nature. And that entire mystery was consummated by both the humanity and the deity.” Letter 81: “The deity and humanity were connected into such a unity from the conception of the Virgin that divine things were not done without the man nor human things without God.”
 

Damascenus, bk. 3, ch. 3: “He was one and the same, working both divine and human things in each form with the communion of the other.” Chapter 14: “He wills and works in each form with the communion of the other.” In ch. 19 he cites a statement of Dionysius: “He truly became man from men, beyond men, and above men, so that later it was not that He worked divine things according to God and human things according to man. Rather, being the God-man, or God-made-man, He administered to us a new divine-human [[image: ]] action.”
 

The commentator of Damascenus, on bk. 3, ch. 15: “The human activity of Christ has divine power as a co-accomplisher. His divine activity has human working as a co-worker in the manner of a connected instrument. In this way the divine activity is not bereft of human activity nor the human of divine.”
 

Antithesis.
 

§ 287. (I) The Monothelites claimed that there was one and the same will in Christ’s two natures. Thus they confused the distinction between “the thing that wills” [[image: ]], the “willing” [[image: ]], the “will” [[image: ]], and “the thing willed” [[image: ]], and even between “working” [[image: ]] and “effect” [[image: ]]. The Sixth Universal Council was held against them under Constantine V Pogonatus around AD 681. In that council they condemned Bishop Sergius of Constantinople, the instigator of this heresy, who drew it from the swamps of the Monophysites, who claimed that there was one nature in Christ after the union took place. The stain of this error penetrated all the way to the Roman see itself, which people imagine is immune to every error. For Pope Honorius writes as follows to Sergius: “As we look on it with forethought and circumspection, we praise what your brotherhood has written. We confess that there is one will of our Lord Jesus Christ,” etc. In the same place he says: “One should not ask about one or two workings [energiis] of Christ; they are grammatical and philosophical. It is enough if we believe and confess that our Lord Jesus Christ is one worker of the divine and human natures and that He works in both natures divinely and humanly.” He also adds this argument: “If we say that there are two workings, this can appear to be Nestorian; if one, Eutychian.” This letter of Honorius, however, was read in that aforementioned Sixth Universal Council, was publicly condemned, and ordered to be burned (act. 13). In the Pontificale it is said of Leo II that “he held the Sixth Synod in which Sergius and Honorius were condemned, who claimed that there was one will and working in Christ.” The Council of Rome held by Hadrian II clearly confesses: “Honorius was condemned because of a charge of heresy.” The Seventh Synod, last act., pronounces a curse on Honorius and the other Monothelites. The Eighth Synod, act. 7, approves of the letter of the council of Rome under Hadrian II, in which letter the pope asserts along with the council that “Honorius was condemned after his death by the Sixth Synod because he had been accused of heresy.” The defenders of the Roman see took this hard—Baronius, Bellarmine, Gretserus, etc. Therefore they twist themselves into various shapes, sometimes asserting that “the acts of the synod were corrupted,” sometimes contending that “no errors are contained in Honorius’s letter.” In addition to the rest of the points, we also set against them the fact that Melchior Canus (Loci, bk. 6, last chapter) confesses without circumlocution that “Honorius was a Monothelite.”
 

Against this error we set forth: (1) The clarity of passages of scripture. “Not as I will, but as You will” (Matt. 26:39). “I came down from heaven not to do My will but the will of Him who sent Me” (John 6:[38]). (2) The verity and integrity of the human nature. The Son of God assumed a complete and perfect human nature. Therefore He also assumed a true soul, endowed with the ability to understand and will. (3) His natural duality. Whatever things have the same working [ [image: ]], those things also have the same nature, and whatever things have diverse natures, those things also have diverse operations; a distinct operation flows from a distinct will. Damascenus cites the statements of the devout ancients in De orth. fid., bk. 3, ch. 14ff., where he also responds to the arguments of the Monothelites. (Cf. Cent. Magd. 7, ch. 5, p. 129; ch. 7, p. 224; ch. 9, p. 414.)
 

§ 288. (II) The Calvinists argue: (1) “Christ’s human nature in the works of His office does only human things from its natural properties.” In this way they overturn that canon of the Council of Chalcedon that “each nature does what is proper to it with the communication of the other.”
 

On the contrary, in the second genus we proved that Christ’s flesh “completed the divine workings because of its pure union with the Word,” as Damascenus says, bk. 3, ch. 17. You see, because the offices and benefits of Christ the Mediator, Savior, and Redeemer are such that in many or the majority of them the human nature in Christ, solely by its natural powers and essential properties, cannot cooperate with the divine nature, therefore from the hypostatic union and the sitting at the right hand of God the human nature was given truly divine and infinite gifts beyond its natural properties. These exerted themselves effectually in the works of His office, and for this reason Athanasius, Cyril, and Damascenus call Christ’s flesh an “instrument,” namely, not separated or divided but united; not idle and unoccupied, but active and effectual; in, with, and through this “instrument” Christ carries out the duties of mediator. Athanasius, Contra Arian., bk. 4, p. 259: “The human nature was made the instrument of the deity, to exercise its working [[image: ]] through it.” Cyril (bk. 4, on John 14) calls the human nature “the co-worker of the deity in performing miracles.”
 

(2) They say that “Christ’s flesh concurred in performing miracles as only a bare and idle instrument, revealing to the ears or eyes of people whatever the deity of the Word was accomplishing.” Danaeus, Epist. ad frat. Tubing., in Opera, p. 1513: “Christ’s flesh contributes no more to the working of miracles than the edge of [Christ’s] garment contributed to curing the woman with a flow of blood.” Sadeel, De verit. hum. nat., p. 141: “Christ’s flesh contributed no more to the performance of works of giving life, healing, etc., than the apostles’ flesh brought to the miracles that they performed or than the rod of Moses helped Moses do his miracles.” (See also Danaeus, Exam. Chemnic., ch. 4, pp. 118 and 156; Adm. Neostad., p. 270.)
 

On the contrary: (a) The difference between these examples is extreme. After all, the flesh of the apostles, much less Moses’ rod, was not assumed into the hypostasis of the Word, nor was it elevated to the right hand of God, as was the flesh of Christ. Nowhere does Scripture say that the staff of Moses was endowed with miracle-working power as Christ is said to have been “endowed with the Spirit and with power to perform miracles” (Acts 10:38). (b) The consequence would be that the human nature is merely an external accident of the Word, an idle instrument, that Christ’s flesh is life-giving in name alone, etc. (c) What will become of those emphatic oracles of Scripture? “Jesus perceived in Himself that power had gone forth from Him” (Mark 5:30). “Power went out from Him and was healing everyone” (Luke 6:19). About this working of miracles, compare what we cited from Scripture and from the fathers in the immediately preceding chapter.
 

(3) They completely exclude Christ’s flesh “from the works of the royal office and from the application of the benefits acquired by the death of Christ.” In Exam., p. 285, Danaeus denies that Christ’s flesh is life-giving. Page 371: “Christ’s blood does not pardon our sins.” Herborn. denies that “salvation is applied to us through the flesh” (spic., p. 120), etc.
 

Questions about the third genus of the communication of properties.
 

§ 289. (I) The question arises: Is there a communication of properties in this genus of propositions? Some deny this and use this argument: “The effect or name of the office and the property thereof differ greatly.” We respond. (1) Where definition has a place, there one cannot deny what has been defined. However, in this genus, the definition of the communication of properties does have a place. The Council of Chalcedon defines it thus: “Each nature does what is proper to itself” (here you have what is particular or proper [[image: ]]) “with the communication of the other” (here you have the communion [[image: ]]). But if you connect the “proper” and the “communion,” you will have the communication of properties. Cyril, Letters 10 and 29: “Some words of the Gospel that are attributed to the one person of Christ are in some way communicative ([image: ]), which have to do with both natures at the same time, divine and human, and which are understood to be about the true person according to both natures.”
 

(2) If there is a true communication of properties when a property of one nature is predicated about the person, surely there will be a communication of properties when a property of both natures is at the same time attributed to the person and predicated about it. The former is obvious from the first genus of communication. Therefore the latter cannot be denied. The logic of the connection in the major premise should be taken from the purpose of the incarnation, which is the execution of the office of redemption and salvation.
 

(3) Christ’s blood cleanses us from all sins [1 John 1:7] either outside of the communication of properties or through it. The former cannot be said because by its natural power blood cannot cleanse from sins. Therefore the latter is left. Clearly Christ’s human nature does not act in the works of the office only by natural power but also by divine power communicated to it from the hypostatic union.
 

(4) One cannot draw a conclusion in this way: “The names of the office befit Christ according to both natures, and an effect distinct from the working is predicated about Christ according to both natures. Therefore in those predications there is no communion of properties.” The canon of Chalcedon expressly contradicts this and affirms that each nature “does what is proper to itself with the communication of the other.”
 

(5) Therefore one must distinguish between the theological and philosophical meanings of the word “proper” [proprium]. To philosophers, “proper” is that which in essence is later adjoined to its subject only and always befits it; for this reason it is called [image: ] and a “second component of the nature” [secundum naturae momentum].4
They also distinguish “proper” as primary actuality from “operation” as secondary actuality. On the other hand, theologians generally take the term “proper” to mean everything that befits just one thing always, whether it be essence or adjunct or effect, or whether it comes by some other name. Thus they refer the communication of divine glories to the communication of properties, though those divine glories nevertheless are not adjuncts of the Word, like accidents distinct from it, but one and the same with the Word.
 

§ 290. (II) The question arises: How does this genus differ from the preceding two? It differs from the first in this way: The former takes for its own any of the properties of its own nature, but the latter unites or connects both in the office of Christ. It differs from the second with regard to the subject, because in the former, the name of the human nature is set as the subject, but in the latter, the name of the person or of both natures is set as the subject. And it differs also with regard to the predicate, because in the former, divine glories are being predicated, while in the latter, the works of the office are being predicated.
 

§ 291. (III) The question arises: Paraeus writes (Iren., p. 267): “How would we teach that Christ the man did not perform miracles with His own power, since we believe that He is God by His own, proper deity?” Does this sufficiently deflect the accusation of Nestorian sundering that was made against him?
 

We respond. (1) Paraeus is contradicting both himself and his associates in the faith—himself, because in the same place he asserts that Christ the man worked miracles with a “proper power,” though he elsewhere leaves nothing to Him except the external action of His will, voice, authority, etc.; his associates, because they say that Christ’s flesh contributed no more to His miracles than the rod of Moses contributed to performing miracles.
 

(2) One question is being asked; another is being answering. The question involves Christ the man, that is, Christ’s humanity as it is personally united with the Word. But he answers with regard to Christ our God, whom He indeed correctly asserts is God by His own, proper deity; but this is out of place, if it is referred to the question set forth.
 

(3) Through Zwinglian alteration [[image: ]] he takes the word “man” to mean only the Word, for that is what he understands by the word “man” in the first part, that He works miracles not with an alien power but with a proper power, and that He is God by His own, proper deity, as is apparent from the second part. But now, Christ performs miracles by His proper power not as man but as God, and He is God by His own, proper deity not as man but as God. As man, He works miracles not with His own proper power but with the power personally communicated to Himself by the Word. Therefore Paraeus here does not understand Christ as man but, through the Zwinglian alteration, as God.
 

(4) How can he assert that Christ the man or according to His human nature performed miracles by divine power when on pp. 265 and 268 he expressly writes that the [image: ] for working miracles was not really communicated to Christ’s humanity by the Word?
 

Practical use.
 

§ 292. As there is a “making common” from the personal union, so also from the spiritual union between God and the faithful soul, between Christ and the Church, a spiritual “making common” arises that consists in the production of a common effect toward which God and the believer concur. Christ the King and Priest of the Church makes believers “kings and priests” before God (Rev. 1:6), “that they may rule over the earth” (Rev. 5:10); that they may be “a chosen race, a royal priesthood, a holy nation, a people of His possession, to declare the power of Him who called them out of darkness into His wonderful light” (1 Pet. 2:9); to be “a holy priesthood to offer up spiritual sacrifices acceptable to God through Christ” (v. 5); “to present their bodies as a living sacrifice, holy and pleasing to God” (Rom. 12:1); “to offer up a sacrifice of praise to God always, that is, the fruit of lips that confess His name” (Heb. 13:15). In these and similar effects, God does not act alone, and believers do not act alone, but believers are God’s co-workers (1 Cor. 3:9). For they are “driven by the Spirit of God” (Rom. 8:14) in such a way that they themselves also act. John 15:5: “I am the vine, you are the branches. Whoever remains in Me and I in him, the same brings forth much fruit, because without Me you can do nothing.” Augustine, De corrept. et grat., ch. 2: “They should understand that, if they are the children of God, they are driven by the Spirit of God so that they do what must be done. And when they act, they give thanks to Him by whom the action occurred.” Just as the union of the two natures in Christ occurred so that the Son of God might execute the works of mediator in and through the assumed human nature, so also the spiritual union between God and the faithful soul comes together in such a way that those works that please God and are salutary for the Church are done.
 

If you want to know, then, whether that spiritual union between Christ and your soul is taking place, whether “Christ dwells in your heart through faith” (Eph. 3:17), whether “Christ is in you” (2 Cor. 13:5), whether “He lives in you” (Gal. 2:20), consider this: Are the spiritual works of king and priest being accomplished by you? Do you control your own flesh? Do you overcome the world, that is, “the lust of the flesh, the lust of the eyes, and the pride of life” through faith? Are you offering God the fruit of your lips? Do you present your body as a living sacrifice, etc.? For unless these works follow externally, you boast in vain about the interior indwelling of Christ, for when Christ lives and dwells in someone’s heart, He is not idle but effectual through love and other exercises of piety, etc.
 



1 An invalid argument that confuses statements in the divided sense with statements in the composite sense. On “divided sense” and “composite sense,” see the Glossary, p. 332.
 

2 Read utriusque alia est natura with Cotta instead of utriusque est natura.
 

3 Read passibili instead of possibili.
 

4 That is, an affection or accident of the nature. Micraelius (col. 786–87) explains momentum primum and momentum secundum in this way: “For metaphysicians, components are noncomplex principles, namely, essence and existence. For essence is called first component; existence, second component. On account of this, it is right to say that a being is posited in two components, namely, through the internal principles, or through matter and form, in the first; through affections or accidents in the second. Thus also a composition is said to be either of the first component, from matter and form; or of the second component, of subject and accidents.”
 




  


CHAPTER XIV: ON THE STATES OF EMPTYING AND EXALTATION
 

On the state of emptying.
 

§ 293. Thesis I: According to the definition of the apostle (Phil. 2:7–8), the emptying is the humble obedience or subjection of Jesus Christ, the God-man, in the form of a servant all the way to the death of the cross.
 

We said earlier [§ 270] that the communication should be distinguished from the use of what has been communicated. The communication of the divine properties occurred at the first moment of the incarnation, but Christ put off the full use of them until His ascension into heaven and His placement at the right hand of God. From that flows the distinction between the state of emptying [ status exinanitionis] and the state of exaltation [ exaltationis].
 

The emptying of Christ is taken (1) in the ecclesiastical sense and (2) in the biblical sense. Ecclesiastically, that is, according to the pen of the teachers of the Church, it is taken for the merciful inclining by which the Word bent down to have mercy on us and to help us and that He deigned to come down from heaven and assume the human nature. This “emptying,” so-called improperly [or broadly] and in the ecclesiastical sense, is called “the humiliation of the incarnation.” It is also taken relatively, in such a way that the Son of God is said to have humbled Himself with the inclining of pity (John 1:14; 3:13; 1 Tim. 3:16; Heb. 2:16).
 

This must be explained in a manner fitting for God, regarding a giving from the noncorporeal majesty to the baseness of a body. Justin, Εκθ. [image: ]., p. 299: “It was not a descent of a body but the willing of divine working.” Athanasius, Contra gregal. Sabell., vol. 1, p. 516: “When the majesty and magnificence in God Most High is given a name, that which is contrary to it is called with an earthly, humble name and is said to be on earth. You will very easily discover that the descent of the Word is an inclining ([image: ]) from noncorporeal majesty to the baseness of a body.” Leo, De nativ., sermon 7: “The Word of God, God the Son of God, bent down to receive our humility without diminishing His majesty in such a way that He remained what He was, assumed what He was not, united the true form of a servant with that form in which He was equal to God the Father, and fit the two natures together by such a covenant that glorification would not consume the inferior and assumption not diminish the superior.” Damascenus, Orth. fid., bk. 3, ch. 1, toward the end: “By the goodwill of God the Father, the only-begotten Son and Word of God and God, etc., existing in the form of God, bent the heavens and came down, that is, He humbled the nonhumbled loftiness without humiliation, with an ineffable and incomprehensible condescension” (for this is what “descent” signifies), “and being perfect God, He became perfect man.” Here, however, we are not speaking about this “emptying” in the improper and ecclesiastical sense.
 

§ 294. In the biblical sense, or according to the apostle’s pen in Philippians 2[:7], “emptying” is taken properly [or narrowly] for the actual [image: ] of Jesus Christ or of the Word Incarnate. This emptying is described in Philippians 2 as in its proper seat [ sedes]; therefore we shall set forth an analysis of that passage.
 

The apostle’s aim is to exhort the Philippians and all the faithful to humility (v. 3), after the example of Christ (v. 5), who, “though being in the form of God” (v. [6]), “humbled Himself” (v. 8), “because of which God has highly exalted Him” (v. 9). The apostle requires this disposition and sentiment in all believers who should walk in the footsteps of Christ, their master, so that they themselves may be exalted in their own time after they have humbled themselves under the mighty hand of God (1 Pet. 5:6).
 

The subject of the apostle’s proposition is Christ Jesus ([Phil. 2:]5), by which name many of the Calvinists and Papists understand the nonincarnate Word, so that in this way they understand that the incarnation of the Son is being described here and that this is being indicated by “took the form of a servant,” as is clear from Beza (Resp. ad acta colloq., part 1, p. 138) and from Bellarmine (De Christi anim., bk. 1, ch. 6).
 

Against this opinion we set forth: (1) The apostle’s aim. It is his aim to exhort the Philippians to humility as they look at Christ’s example. Therefore he is giving them an example of the present, not the future time. He sets before them for imitation Christ’s example as a rule of life. Therefore he is considering the deeds of Christ that they have seen, among which the incarnation is not included. The apostle orders the Philippians to imitate Christ in a way in which they were not yet like Him but could and should become like Him. Yet they were already true human beings previously, though puffed up and arrogant. Therefore he commands them to imitate Christ and be eager for humility, but regarding the incarnation, no one can become like the Son of God.
 

(2) A circumlocution of the subject. The apostle calls Him who emptied Himself “Jesus Christ.” Both words befit Him after His incarnation, for Jesus is our Savior according to both natures (Matt. 1:21), and His anointing, by reason of which He is called “Christ,” happened to Him according to His human nature (Dan. 9:24). The Son of God, or the Word, is said to become incarnate in the proper sense; however, Jesus Christ, the God-man, is not said to become incarnate in the proper sense because He is already man.
 

(3) A consideration of the predicate. It is said about Christ Jesus that “He was in the form of God” ([Phil 2:]6). It is evident, however, that the nonincarnate Word was not so much in the form of God as He was that very form of God (Heb. 1:3). To Christ is ascribed here an “emptying” (v. 7). But “emptying,” properly speaking, cannot be applied to the nonincarnate Word and simple deity, because He is unchangeable and invariable. To Christ is ascribed here “humiliation” (v. 8). But “humiliation,” properly speaking, cannot be ascribed to the simple deity, for it introduces a changeability of the humbled nature. To Christ is attributed here that “He was found in fashion [[image: ]] as a man and became obedient to the Father even unto death” (v. 8). But neither form nor death belong to the nonincarnate Word. To Christ is attributed here the sort of emptying and humiliation that was later removed through His exaltation (v. 9). But incarnation—that is, the human nature—was not removed through the exaltation. According to whichever nature exaltation befits Christ, according to that nature emptying also befits Him, as the apostle’s contrast shows (vv. 8–9). But now, exaltation does not belong to the simple deity of the Word. Therefore neither does emptying. Consequently, the apostle is not speaking here about the nonincarnate Word and His incarnation.
 

(4) The interpretation of the fathers, about which we shall say more later.
 

(5) The support of our adversaries. Piscator (schol.) is correct in claiming: “This passage, speaking properly and precisely, must be explained as a reference not to the incarnation of the Son of God but to the humiliation of the Incarnate One.”
 

Up to now we have been discussing the subject.
 

§ 295. In the predicate three things are explained about Christ: (1) Of what quality He was able to be. (2) Of what quality He wished to be. (3) Of what quality the heavenly Father made Him. To the first part pertains this predicate: he says that Christ “was in the form of God ([image: ]).” The Jesuits and Calvinists both explain this phrase thus: “He is by nature God.” However, one must note that though the “form of God” is not plural in its subject and in actuality but is one, still it is considered in two ways. For it can be considered either in itself as in ownership and with regard to its essence, according as it is possessed, or with respect to creatures as in use and with regard to authority, according as it advances outward by its workings and presents itself to be seen by the human senses. In this place we deny that this expression primarily and properly signifies the divine essence and nature considered in itself and absolutely according to its being [[image: ]], but we say that it means “divine status” or the divine condition, namely, divine glory and majesty. We confirm this with the following arguments.
 

(1) A form and that which is in a form are distinct, because the same thing cannot be said to be within itself. But now, the Son of God according to His deity is the very form of God, the image and mark of the deity (Col. 1:15; Heb. 1:3). According to His deity, then, it cannot be said that He is in the form of God. Therefore to be in the form of God absolutely and simply is not to be God by nature but to behave as God, to declare Himself as God, to exercise His divine majesty by doing divine works.
 

** In his commentary on this passage, Calvin favors our explanation. Danaeus (Contra Chemnic., q. 1355) distinguishes “form” from “essence,” and Zanchi approves of this. **
 

(2) If the phrase “to be in the form of God” were to mean exactly the same thing as “to be God by nature,” the consequence will be that the Father and the Holy Spirit could also be said to be in the form of God, but up to this time this has not been done in the Church.
 

(3) In whatever way “form of a servant” is taken in the apostle’s text, in that way “form of God” must also be taken, as the contrast shows. But now, “form of a servant” cannot be taken as a reference to the human nature and essence, both because Christ is not by nature a servant and because in His exaltation Christ put aside the form of a servant but did not put aside His human nature. Luther urges this argument strongly in his Post. eccles.
 

(4) Here the form of God is understood to be such that people could see it, and John writes about it: “We have seen His glory” (1:14). This is clear from the aim [of Philippians 2], because Paul urges us to humility with Christ’s example, from whom an example of imitation cannot be taken in things we neither know nor see. But now, the divine nature and essence in itself cannot be seen with human eyes (John 1:18; 1 Tim. 6:16). Rather, we see it only in the works in which it exerts itself through its power and majesty.
 

(5) The apostle is speaking about the form of God according as it befits Christ in the manner of being inherent [ [image: ]], not essentially, for he says “being in [[image: ]] the form of God.” Yet in this sense it can only be referred to Christ’s human nature, which He assumed into the existence [[image: ]] or hypostasis of the Word.
 

(6) From the connection of the text it is apparent that the apostle uses these three words—“form” [[image: ]], “likeness” [[image: ]], and “fashion” [[image: ]]—to signify one and the same thing. But now, “likeness” and “fashion” pertain not to the essence but to the external1 status of the human nature. Therefore the word “form” also does not denote the divine nature and essence but the divine status and condition.
 

(7) That meaning of “form,” when it is taken as the substantial form or nature and essence of a thing, is known to and used by philosophers alone.
 

** Piscator, Anal.: “I do not think that the apostle takes ‘form of God’ to mean the divine nature, as Aristotle in his philosophy takes the word ‘form’ to mean the nature and essence of a thing. It is not probable that the apostle is using this word in that sense that was known by philosophers alone but was unknown to the people. Next, it is apparent from the connection of the statement that the apostle means one and the same thing with the three words ‘form,’ ‘likeness,’ and ‘fashion.’ “ **
 

(8) The fathers and the more recent theologians explain it in the same way. In his commentary on Philippians, p. 367, Ambrose explains “form” as “the might, power, divine operation that proved that Christ is God.” He says:
 

He was in the form of God because, though He appeared to be a man, He was doing the works of God so that, in the things He accomplished, it would be apparent that He is God, who was only being considered as a man. His works were indicating His form so that, because His works are not the works of a man, He who was in the work or form of God might be understood to be God. After all, what is “the form of God” except the example by which God appears: when He raises the dead, makes the deaf hear, and cleanses the lepers?
 

Luther, vol. 1, Latin edition of Wittenberg, p. 69, Conc. de dupl. just.: “The ‘form of God’ here is not called ‘the substance of God,’ because Christ never emptied Himself of this, just as the ‘form of a servant’ cannot be called the human substance. Rather, the ‘form of God’ is wisdom, power, righteousness, goodness, and then freedom.” Similar statements occur in vol. 1, Latin edition of Jena, f. 179,2
Post. major.; Epistol., vol. 1, Letter 94; etc. Erasmus, Annot. on Philippians 2, also takes the expression “in the form of God” as a reference to Christ’s human nature enriched by the Word with divine gifts and workings. In De noviss. verb. David., Selnecker claims that this has to do with 1 Chron. 17:17: “You who are God on high have seen me in the form of a man.” Chemnitz, De duabus nat., p. 352: “It is called ‘form’ when a nature or essence is considered in such a way as being endowed with attributes and conditions of a property, either divine or human, and when it is so clothed and adorned.” Therefore the meaning is that Christ, already from the first moment of His incarnation, exerted the divine glory, majesty, and might communicated to Him according to His human nature with the full use thereof, so that He could deport Himself as God, etc. To this we can also relate what blessed Luther points out: “There are three ways of ‘being in a form’ or taking a form and external disposition. For sometimes essence is considered as essence or nature without form, gesture, and external working; sometimes as essence and form or external3 gesture at the same time; sometimes as external form and working of a thing without the reality of the nature and essence that produces such a form.” The third way is alien to Christ but is suitable to the devil and his servants. The first befits Christ in His state of emptying; the second, in His state of exaltation.
 

§ 296. The following points pertain to the second part: (I) It is said about Christ as denying, or rather as indefinite,4 that “He considered it not robbery to be equal to God” [Phil. 2:6]. Some people claim that “to think it robbery” [[image: ]] was posited simply for “to rob [[image: ]], plunder, seize like plunder, abuse rashly and according to one’s pleasure,” just as in Heb. 10:29, where “considering common” is posited for “making common” or “profaning.” Thus, according to them, the meaning is that He did not use or abuse this thing according to His own judgment, He did not seize it for Himself, but that He rather abstained from its use by emptying Himself. Isidore of Pelusium (bk. 1, Letter 139,) explains the word “robbery” in a very trifling and inappropriate way:
 


Because they (the Philippians) were Gentiles, they had learned that the supreme God had cut off from His Father those parts that were intended for fathering children, namely, because He [the supreme God] feared that other sons would become associates and sharers of the kingdom, and that seizings of divinity and quarrels over it and wars would arise. They wondered how it could be that the Son of God, having left His dwellings in heaven and not having feared any change of kingdom and empire, had come to us and taken on flesh. Therefore, bringing medicine to their ignorance (or, rather, madness), the godly man and teacher of secrets uses these words: “not robbery,” etc. That is, He did not snatch deity and the kingdom by force but had it innate before the ages. Nor was He afraid that it would be taken from Him; but because He was Lord of things in heaven and on earth and under the earth, He left the heavens, came down to us, and in fact even went to hell, that having advanced through all things, He might set all things everywhere free for salvation.

 





Some people explain it in this way: “He did not take plunder to be equal to God, that is, He did not show off His divine glory as victors generally show off the spoils they have taken away from their foes in triumphs. Rather, He hid that glory.”
 

The simplest explanation is gathered from a careful examination of the individual words. For the apostle, [image: ] is “to claim with certainty and without doubt” (Phil. 2:3, 25; 3:7–8).
 

[image: ] is the same as [image: ], “plunder” or “robbery,” the opposite of which is “one’s own” [[image: ]]. In this sense, [image: ] is what someone grabs or claims for himself unjustly when that which he is said to have taken truly and properly does not belong to him. Likewise, conversely, no one is said to steal or plunder what belongs to himself.
 

The negative particle [image: ] (“not”) removes [image: ] (“robbery”), and, on the other hand, [image: ] (“his own”) is posited, because it is not “robbery.” This denying word is related not to the verb [image: ] (“considered”) but must be connected with “robbery” so that the proposition is affirmative and not simply negative. You see, if we wanted to claim that it was purely negative, the apostle’s statement would not be complete because he would be affirming nothing certain, namely, where and at what time of His emptying Christ would have possessed “being equal to God,” and the meaning would be quite doubtful: Did Christ snatch divine honors for Himself or not? Thus it would be necessary for us to claim that this is an affirmative declaration, yet an indefinite one, one that denies by transposition, so that the meaning is: although Christ in the state of emptying was the very lowest man, He had no doubt and was convinced with certainty that it was not at all alien to Himself nor robbery but that from nature it was His property to be equal to God, equal in privilege and consubstantial. Thus, consequently, with regard to His person, it belonged to Him by fair and equal right to have one and the same nature of divinity with the Father and the Holy Spirit. So, then, as Selnecker (De novis. verb. David.) notes from Luther, these words express three things. (1) His nature. According to His divine nature, Christ stole nothing but has all things by essence and nature. (2) A comparison with His enemy or antagonist. Through robbery the devil wanted to assume equality [[image: ]] with God. Our first parents did the same thing, but Christ acted in the opposite way. (3) His power. Already from the very first moment of His incarnation, Christ could have exerted the majesty communicated to Him according to the flesh, etc.
 

They think that the plural adjective [image: ] [“equal”], generally in the neuter gender, is used synthetically5 either for the adverb [image: ] [“equally”] or for the nominative masculine [image: ] or [image: ]. However, it is more emphatic if one claims that [image: ] is simply used instead of the noun [image: ] [“equality”], because the article of the neuter gender transforms the entire infinitive expression into a noun. [image: ] means to be equal in privilege, the same in honor. But [image: ] means to be equal to God in every way and in all things. Therefore the meaning is that Christ, already from the first moment of His incarnation, even amid His state of emptying, had been personally endowed with divine gifts and glories not only according to His human nature, so that He was able to exert His divine glory and majesty (to which these words also pertain: He “was in the form of God”), but also that according to His divine nature He was naturally and essentially true God (to which these pertain: “He did not consider it robbery to be equal to God”). Augustine, Letter 66: “For Christ to be equal with God and in the form of God was not robbery but nature, because He assumed it by being born. He did not presume it by being arrogant.”
 

It should not disturb anyone that the first predicate is attributed with respect to His human nature and the second with respect to His divine nature, nor that we claim that He who emptied Himself according to the human nature is said to be equal to God according to His divine nature. This is because both are predicated about one and the same person on account of the unity of hypostasis and because the things that happen to the flesh or to the human nature happen not to the flesh separately but to Him who is equal to God through His nature and who appropriated this flesh personally to Himself, namely, to the Word, who by nature and in essence is true God, equal to the Father in all things—from this is born the apostolic proposition that He who is equal to God (namely, the very Son of God) emptied Himself, that is, according to the assumed nature.
 

§ 297. (II) It is said thetically: [image: ] [“He emptied Himself,” Phil. 2:7]. In the Vulgate it says, semet ipsum exinanivit [“He emptied Himself out”] or rather inanivit [“emptied”], for in the Greek it does not say [image: ] [“emptied out”] from [image: ] but [image: ] [“emptied”] from [image: ], though both the simple and compound verb mean the same thing among the Greeks and the Latins. [image: ] means “empty,” “vacant.” Therefore [image: ] means “He emptied.” The explanation of this word is to be taken from those examples that speak not about a physical outpouring or any loss of something (in the way a cup is emptied when wine is poured from it) but about the withdrawal of His might and efficacy, which is said to be “empty” when it is not exerted (Isa. 55:11; 1 Cor. 1:17; 2 Cor. 6:1; 1 Thess. 2:1). So, then, Christ’s emptying is not a natural lack or pouring out or evacuating of the gifts communicated to Him through the personal union but a voluntary and willing humiliation (just as the apostle himself explains later) of Him who does not always exert and use, in and through the assumed flesh, the majesty of His divinity, which otherwise dwelt in it “bodily” [Col. 2:9] or personally. Hence He is said to have “rid Himself,” so to speak, of His divine glory, and He seemed to have taken it off somehow, to the extent that He did not always show it and exert it in full light. Nor is the apostle speaking about pretense but about a true and real emptying. For this reason, he adds as an explanation that Christ emptied Himself in this respect: according as “He took on the form of a servant, being made in the likeness of men, and being found in fashion as a man, He humbled Himself, having become obedient to the Father unto death, even the death of the cross.” These things were not feigned or pretended, but were all done in reality. And several facts testify to this clearly: the prophet’s adverb of strong assertion, [image: ] [“surely”] (Isa. 53:4), the Gospel account, the reality of our redemption, and the public condemnation of Marcionism.
 

§ 298. (III) He is said to have “taken on the form of a servant” ([image: ]) [Phil. 2:7]. Some take this simply as a reference to His incarnation, which is described in Heb. 2:16 with almost the same expression: that “He took on the seed of Abraham” [[image: ]]. Here, however, we prove that “taking on the form of a servant” does not mean primarily and principally the human nature but the servile conditions and infirmities of that nature and consequently that “the form of a servant” is being considered not in the category of substance but of quality. This we do with the following arguments: (1) From contrast. The form of God and the form of a servant here are being contrasted to each other. Yet “to be in the form of God” here signifies chiefly exerting the glory and majesty that befit God. Therefore “to take on the form of a servant” signifies voluntarily assuming the weaknesses befitting a servant.
 

(2) From putting aside. The Word never put aside the human nature that He once assumed. But He did put aside the form of a servant in His state of exaltation, namely, when “the name was given to Him which is above every name” (Phil. 2:[9]), when “He was made the Lord” (Acts 2:[36]). After all, who would say that in the state of exaltation He still has the form of a servant and is our fellow servant, “when He has been raised to the right hand of God, above all rule and authority and power and dominion and above everything that is named, not only in this age but also in that which is to come” (Eph. 1:[20–]21)? If the emptying is precisely and immediately the assumption of the human nature, by force of contrast His exaltation will be the setting aside of the same.
 

(3) From distinction. “The form of a servant” must be explained in such a way that the distinction between the states of emptying and exaltation can be taken from it. But now, that distinction cannot be taken primarily and directly either from the divine or the human nature, for as Christ in His state of emptying was truly not only man but also God, so also in His state of exaltation He is not only God but also man.
 

(4) From a consideration of the subject. The subject of the apostle’s proposition is Jesus Christ the God-man. However, one cannot say that Christ the God-man became incarnate; rather, the Word is said to have become flesh, and the Son of God is said to assume the seed of Abraham.
 

(5) From the context. In whatever way emptying is attributed to Christ, in the same way the assumption of the form of a servant is also attributed to Him. But now, emptying is not attributed to Christ with respect to His deity. Therefore also the taking of the form of a servant cannot be explained in the same sense as the deity of the Word assumed the human nature. Christ is said to have “emptied Himself” before He assumed the form of a servant. Therefore if the human nature itself came through the form of a servant, then the Word emptied Himself in Himself or in His deity; but this is absurd [[image: ]].
 

(6) From the added explanation. The apostle himself explains what the “assumption of a servant’s form” means properly when he adds that Christ “was found in the likeness of men,” that “He humbled Himself,” that “He became obedient to the Father even unto death.” However, these cannot be taken as referring to His incarnation absolutely and simply.
 

(7) From the witness of interpreters. Ambrose, commentary on this passage: “It does not seem to me, as it does to some, that He took on the form of a servant when He was born as man.” And a little later: “He is said to have taken on the form of a servant when He was humbled as if He were a sinner. People become servants from sin, just as Noah’s son Ham, who first rightly received the name of ‘servant.’ “ Cyprian or Rufinus, Sermon de resurrect: “The angelic spirits sing these Easter joys in heaven and marvel at the glory of the resurrected Lord. They rejoice and delight in the fact that the form of a servant was turned back into the form of God and the emptying of humility came back to the majesty of the loftiness that He had put away.” The Glossa Genevensium on Isa. 52:14 explains “the form of a servant” in the same way.
 

** Piscator, Anal., p. 173: “We must note that the apostle takes the words ‘form,’ ‘likeness,’ and ‘fashion’ in the same sense.” Page 171: “ ‘Form of a servant’ means a servile, humble, and abject condition.” Furthermore, Beza (Annot. major., f. 391) and Martinius (Spic., p. 164): “What is said about the form of a servant I do not take to mean simply the human nature, but His lowly condition that was temporary.” Compare also Zanchi on this passage and De natura Dei, bk. 2, ch. 6, p. 175. **
 

Now, though the fathers sometimes appear to understand “the form of a servant” as the humanity itself, this should be taken secondarily and as a consequence, because the form of a servant cannot exist without the humanity, which it indeed requires before itself. For this reason they were correct in proving Christ’s humanity from this passage because it cannot happen that He who took on the form of a servant is not true man. Also, we can progress firmly from the positing of the passion [[image: ]], or of a proper affection, to the positing of the subject itself to which that affection belongs. Surely, as we correctly gather His true deity from the fact that Christ is said to have been “in the form of God,” because Christ could not have exerted His divine majesty in and through the flesh if He had not had that personally communicated to Himself, and He could not have had that communicated personally if He were not true God by nature, so also from the fact that Christ is said to have “put on the form of a servant” we correctly deduce His true humanity, because human infirmities presuppose the reality of a human essence.
 

§ 299. (IV) “He was made in the likeness of men” [Phil. 2:7]. It is clear from this explanation that the “assumption of the form of a servant” does not principally and directly mean the assumption of the human nature, because through His incarnation the Son of God not only was made in the likeness of men, or merely equal to men (the assertion of which would be Marcionitic), but consubstantial with them. It is clear that this “likeness” refers not to the substance of our nature but to the infirmities and humility of behavior by which Christ was like the rest of humanity. This is clear: (1) From the proper meaning of this word, by which it is always taken as an agreement of qualities but not immediately as “nature” and “essence.” In Rom. 1:23 the heathen are said to have “changed the glory of the incorruptible God into the likeness of corruptible man,” and this cannot mean human substance. In Rom. 6:5 we are said to have been “united with the likeness of Christ’s death.” “He sent His Son in the likeness of sinful flesh” (Rom. 8:3). Here “likeness” pertains not simply to the flesh but to a limitation added by the apostle: “subject to sin.” Ambrose ponders this meaning beautifully in De poenit., bk. 1, ch. 3, part 1, p. 153, whose words we cited in ch. 6 [§ 86].
 

(2) From a comparison of equivalent words. The apostle connects the words “form,” “likeness,” and “fashion” as being equivalent. However, it is clear that “form” [[image: ]] never means the actual essence or substantial form [ forma] but only an outward appearance or accidental form. This is clear from the intent of all the passages. Therefore “likeness” is understood as the conformity of His life to other human beings in its natural operations and infirmities. This was the “likeness of men,” used in almost the same sense as we are said to bear “the image of the man of dust” (1 Cor. 15:[49]). You see, the apostle is not contrasting that “likeness” to the reality of the human nature in Christ, nor is it his intent to say of what sort Christ’s human nature was with regard to its essence. Rather, he intended to say how Christ conducted Himself at the time of emptying among men and in the pattern of His life, namely, that He felt the way other human beings do, that He suffered the same sort of affections in His body and soul as other human beings have. As we read in Heb. 2:17, that “He had to be made like His brothers in every respect” and that “He was tempted in every respect according to [our] likenesses without sin” (4:15), so also in this passage “to be made in the likeness of men” is to become like men. Camerarius, Not. on this passage: “This expression in the Hebrew language is redundant, meaning ‘He was made like other men.’ ”
 

§ 300. (V) “He was found in fashion as a man” [Phil. 2:8]. “Fashion” [[image: ]] signifies activities in society and interaction with people, the relationship, appearance, and condition by which a man comports and conforms himself to others, with whom he lives. For [image: ] [“to conform”] in 1 Pet. 1:[14] is explained as [image: ] [“conduct”] in Rom. 12:2 and 1 Pet. 1:15. Thus in 1 Cor. [7]:31 we read that the “fashion” of this world passes away, that is, the “conduct” of this age, life in this world, the activities of this life, and the whole world will all pass away together at some time. Therefore the sense is this: Christ was found in the manner of His conduct (Luther: an Geberden [“in behavior”]) like any other man; He did not separate Himself from the common society of men; He “did not come like John, neither drinking wine nor eating common foods” (Matt. 11:[18]; Luke 7:33) “but rather eating and drinking,” that is, He took food with others in common society, He was present at feasts, and, in fact, He even ate with sinners.
 

** Jacobus ad Portum writes (ch. 22, p. 207): “That human condition in which Christ is said to have been found does not, primarily and of itself, mean the human nature and essence, the perfection of which consists in inner form, but the enduring of life and the fashion of Christ’s death. Secondarily and consequently, however, it designates His human nature.” **
 

§ 301. (VI) “He humbled Himself and became obedient unto death, even the death of the cross” [Phil. 2:8]. That is, He rendered humble obedience to His heavenly Father for the entire time of His life, from the very first moment of His conception to His glorious resurrection and ascension. For the word “unto” [[image: ]] indicates not so much a quantity of time as an intensification of obedience. Out of His true and sincere obedience toward God and for the salvation of the human race, He did not refuse to endure various sufferings and, finally, the most ignominious and bitter kind of death, crucifixion.
 

§ 302. To the third part pertain these assertions: (1) “God [image: ] Christ,” that is, He exalted Him to the highest heights. (2) He “gave Him a name that is above every name” [Phil. 2:9], which we shall discuss more fully hereafter in thesis III [§§ 306ff.].
 

On the basis of these things, which have been said about the emptying of Christ, we gather two corollaries. The first is that emptying is to be attributed to Christ not according to the divine nature nor according to both natures but according to the human nature. We prove this: (1) From the definition. The apostle defines the emptying in this way: It is the humble obedience of Jesus Christ in the form of a servant, or His subjection even to the death of the cross, from which we draw this conclusion: According to whichever nature Christ was emptied, according to that same nature He was changeable, a servant, and dead on the cross. But now, He was changeable, a servant, and dead on the cross not according to the divine nature but according to the human. Therefore He was emptied according to the same nature. (2) From opposition. According to whichever nature Christ was emptied, according to the same nature He was also exalted, as the words [image: ] [“therefore also”] (v. 9) show. But now, Christ was exalted according to His human nature, as we shall show below in the definition of exaltation. (3) From the condition of the divine nature. The divine nature is unchangeable and invariable, and according to it He always works along with the Father and the Holy Spirit (John 5:17). Therefore according to it an emptying cannot be attributed to Christ.
 

§ 303. The second corollary is: The emptying that the apostle attributes to Christ according to the human nature is not totally devoid and lac3king of divine power, nor is it an absolute privation, taking away, plundering, divesting, rejecting, putting aside, removal, lack, nudity, or emptiness of the fullness, deity, and majesty communicated to the flesh. Rather, it is a retraction and interruption of use by which Christ, established in the form of a servant and hidden in weakness, did not always exert the divine power, glory, and majesty truly and really communicated to Him but withheld and kept them back until the time of His exaltation.
 

We prove this: (1) From the definition of the union. In Col. 2:9, the apostle defines the union as the indwelling of the whole fullness of the deity in the assumed body or human nature. As the union is not absent in His state of emptying, so also that indwelling of the whole fullness of the deity in the assumed flesh is not absent.
 

(2) From the apostle’s explanation. The apostle describes that emptying as the assumption of the form of a servant, humiliation, and obedience even to the death of the cross. Yet these do not imply the complete absence and casting off of the communicated divine majesty.
 

(3) From the working of miracles. Amid His state of emptying, Christ worked divine miracles in and through the flesh, and in these “He revealed His glory” (John 2:11). He was transfigured before His disciples (Matt. 17:3). He instituted the holy Eucharist in which He distributed to His disciples His own body by means of the blessed bread and His blood by means of the blessed wine, etc. These were, so to speak, some particular rays of the divine majesty, power, and glory communicated to Him according to the flesh, the plenary use of which finally ensued in His exaltation. Meanwhile, from these we draw the unshakable conclusion that even in the midst of His state of emptying, Christ did not lack that power and glory but willingly and freely abstained from the full use thereof.
 

(4) From the witness of the devout ancients. Hilary, De Trin., bk. 12, p. 253: “He was not lacking of Himself who emptied Himself in Himself, because the power of His might remained in the power to empty Himself, and to have passed into servant’s form is not to have lost the nature of God.” Nazianzen, Tract. de fide, p. 84 (in al. exempl., vol. 2, f. 134.): “As the sun’s brightness, when covered with a cloud, is withheld but is not completely darkened, and as that light that spreads over the whole world and imbues all things with bright splendor is closed off by a small obstacle of cloud but is not destroyed, so also that man did not cut off God, Jesus Christ our Savior—that is, God and the Son of God—but hid Him in Himself.” Ambrose repeats this statement in almost the same words in De fid. contra Arianos, ch. 8, p. 175. The same Ambrose, commentary on Philippians 2: “He emptied Himself, that is, He withdrew His power from His work in order that, humbled, He might appear to be weak while His power was idle.” Ibid.: “He was in the form of God because, when He appeared as man, He was doing the works of God, so that He who seemed to be a (common) man might appear to be God in the things He did. But He held back His power, lest it appear in Him while He was seen as a man.” Augustine, De fide ad Petrum, ch. 2: “Christ did not lose that fullness in His emptying; otherwise He surely would not have anything thereof to give us.” Bede, on Philippians 2, from Augustine: “He emptied Himself, not losing the form of God, but taking on the form of a servant.” Theodoret, Dial. 3, from Chrysostom: “At the time of the emptying, the divinity of the Word sometimes left the assumed human nature bare and destitute, so to speak, of divine working, to prove the nature of His humanity with a show of weakness. And sometimes with a show of divinity He hid the weakness because He was not a mere man.” Leo the Great defined the emptying as “the putting on of a servant’s form by the shading of the immensity of the divine majesty.” Fulgentius, De incarnat. et grat., ch. 2: “The emptying of the only-begotten of God was the taking of a servant’s form, not the loss or diminution of deity.” Some people explain this with the figure [typus] of King David, driven into exile by Absalom, at which time he still was king (2 Samuel 15), and with the apostle’s words in Gal. 4:1. (Cf. Apol. Form. Concord., ch. 4.)
 

§ 304. Thesis II: The following pertain to the state of emptying: His conception in the womb, birth, growth in age and wisdom, and obedience in the form of a servant unto the death of the cross, which was followed by His burial.
 

The state of emptying begins at the first moment of the incarnation and lasts until the time of His burial inclusively. The apostle calls the entire course of Christ’s life in this world “the days of His flesh” (Heb. 5:7). Through a Hebraism, that expression signifies the time when Christ dwelt among people capable of suffering (2 Cor. 5:16), during which He was subject to the infirmities of the flesh but was free of all sin. Augustine, Contra Faustum, bk. 11, ch. 7: “Here he wants us to understand not the substance of our body, which the Lord calls His flesh even after the resurrection (Luke 24), but the corruption and mortality of the flesh, which we shall not have after the resurrection, just as Christ now does not have it.” Thaddeus, one of the seventy disciples sent by the apostle Thomas to Edessa, described these “days of the flesh” (that is, the actions having to do with the state of emptying) in a sermon he delivered about Christ before King Agbarus in these words, among others (in Eusebius, Histor. eccles., bk. 1, ch. 14): “I shall teach about the coming of Jesus and about His apostleship, etc. How diminished and insignificant and how humble He was in His external appearance as a man, how He humbled Himself and died, how He diminished His divinity” ([image: ], which cannot be understood as a reference to a diminution of His divinity in itself, because that is immutable, but to a withholding and diminution of it, so to speak, in its external manifestation), “and how much He suffered from the Jews.”
 

It should not seem strange or doubtful to anyone that we refer to the state of emptying not only Christ’s suffering, crucifixion, death, and burial but also His conception and birth, because one must distinguish between the incarnation and the mode of incarnation.
The Son of God could have shaped a human nature by immediate creation and could have become man by assuming the same into the unity of His person even if He had not been conceived in His mother’s womb, which was, so to speak, an internal birth (gestated in that womb for nine months), and born from the womb, which was the external birth. For it is evident that Adam was a true man who nevertheless was born neither in nor of the womb. But for us and for our salvation Christ wanted not only to become man but also to assume a human nature from our flesh and to subject Himself willingly to the infirmities that generally happen to infants in their conception and birth, to sanctify our unclean conception and birth and to gain salvation for those infants still shut up in the womb.
 

§ 305. The most ancient writers of the Church discuss this subject very beautifully. Justin, Dial. cum Tryph., p. 204: “Having become incarnate, He endured being born.” Page 222: “He suffered being born as a man from the Virgin.” (He uses this very word [[image: ], “endured"] in his description of the Passion, Apol. 2. pro Christ., p. 75: “Christ endured being despised and suffering for the salvation of those who believe in Him.”)
 


Irenaeus, bk. 2, ch. 39, p. 137:

 

Christ sanctified every age through that which was after His likeness, for He came to save all people through Himself; all, I say, who through Him are reborn to God as infants, as well as children and youth and the elderly. Therefore He came through every age, having become an infant among infants, sanctifying infants; as a child among children, sanctifying those having this very age; and at the same time, being made an example of piety and righteousness and subjection for them. Being a youth to the youths, as an example to the young and sanctifying them for the Lord, He was also an elder among the elderly in order to be a perfect master among all people, not only according to the explanation of the truth but also according to His age, sanctifying also the elderly.
 





Book 3, ch. 4, p. 172: “Christ the Son of God endured that generation which was from the Virgin, while He Himself united man to God through Himself.” Book 3, ch. 20, p. 211: “He came through every age, restoring to all that fellowship which is with God.” Book 3, ch. 31, p. 220: “Why did God not again take up clay” (and from it form Christ’s human nature, as had happened in the case of Adam) “but worked to be formed from Mary? So that another formation would not be made, and so that it would not be another formation that was saved, but so that the very same thing might be recapitulated, the likeness being preserved.”
 

Hilary, De trin., bk. 2, p. 20: “The invisible image of God did not refuse the shame of a human beginning; He went through conception and birth, the crying, and the cradles, all the indignities of our nature. His humility is our nobility; His indignity, our honor.”
 

On the state of exaltation.
 

§ 306. Thesis III: The exaltation is the elevation of Jesus Christ to the highest heights after the obedience rendered even unto the death of the cross, and the granting of a name that is above every name, at which the knees of all must bend (Phil. 2:9–10). Or, as this is described in other passages of Scripture, it is the solemn enthronement and inauguration of Christ, after being raised from the dead, to the full and complete use of His heavenly power and to the governance of heaven and earth, especially of the Church.
 

As we said about His emptying, that it is taken in both an ecclesiastical and biblical sense, so also, by virtue of opposition, one must make exactly the same claim about His exaltation. Exaltation in the ecclesiastical sense is the elevation of the human nature into the hypostasis of the Word, which can be called the exaltation of the incarnation. Just as it was a sort of humiliation when the Son of God came forth from the secret throne of His majesty and sent Himself down into our flesh, so also the exaltation can be called the elevation of the assumed human nature into the hypostasis of the Word through the personal union and the fact that in and through the union of the divine properties He became truly and really a partaker of divine majesty and glory. For this reason, in the midst of His state of emptying, before He received the full use of His dominion over heaven and earth, He is called “King” and “Lord” (Luke 2:11; Matt. 21:5; John 18:37).
 

Exaltation in the biblical sense has to do with the emptying, properly speaking, described in Phil. 2:5[–11], and it can be called the exaltation of glorification, the exaltation to God’s right hand. The apostle describes it in these words: “Because of this, God also has highly exalted Him and of grace has given Him a name that is above every name, that at the name of Jesus every knee should bow, of things in heaven and things on earth and things under the earth, and that every tongue should confess that Jesus Christ is Lord, to the glory of God the Father” (vv. 9–11).
 

§ 307. As in the emptying, so also in the exaltation the subject is Jesus Christ, as the pronoun [image: ] [“Him”] shows. Therefore the full apostolic proposition is like this: Christ Jesus, who emptied Himself and took on a servant’s form, who humbled Himself and became obedient even to the death of the cross, was exalted by God the Father. Hence it is correct for us to say that the composite person of the God-man, the whole person of Christ, was, as emptied, so also exalted, for His actions and sufferings are of the whole composite. If, however, one asks according to which nature exaltation is attributed to Christ—because there are two natures in Christ, divine and human—then one must respond that it is according to the human nature, as we shall confirm a bit later. In this exaltation, taken in the biblical and proper sense, there is a distinction from exaltation taken in the ecclesiastical sense. Exaltation in the biblical sense is attributed to the composite person, but according to the human nature, just as emptying in the proper sense is also attributed to the composite person, or to Christ the God-man, according to His humanity. However, exaltation in the ecclesiastical sense is attributed to the human nature, just as emptying taken improperly in the ecclesiastical sense is attributed to the divine nature and the simple Word.
 

§ 308. To the predicate pertains: (I) High exaltation ([image: ]) [Phil. 2:9], that is, elevation to the highest height, exaltation above measure; the adverb “highly” [ [image: ]], added to the simple verb, expresses this emphasis. Chemnitz (Harm., ch. 28, p. 151) points out that in Scripture Christ’s exaltation is understood in three ways: (1) As His suffering and crucifixion. “When you have exalted the Son of Man from the earth, then you will know that I am” (John 8:28). “When I have been exalted from the earth, I shall draw all things to Myself” (John 12:32). (2) As His exaltation to God’s right hand as victor over sin and death (Acts 2:33; Heb. 9:24). (3) As the merit of Christ being set before all like an uplifted banner through the ministry of the Gospel (Isa. 11:10). Here it is taken in the second sense, as is clear from the context, because emptying and exaltation are being contrasted with each other.
 

This exaltation is described in very emphatic words in Isa. 52:13: “Behold, My Servant will act prudently; He will be exalted, elevated, and be very high,” which the apostle seems to want to express finally with the adverb “highly.” The apostle describes this “high exaltation” in such a way that: (1) He adds the words “therefore also” [ [image: ]], which does not describe the meritorious cause of exaltation but merely the order and consequent reward for the emptying, as we shall prove below. (2) He attributes this “high exaltation” to God, where the name “God” is either to be taken essentially (just as he expresses the entire Trinity and all three persons of the Godhead), or hypostatically (so that it refers to the First Person, namely, the Father). You see, both explanations fit the analogy of faith, as is evident from other passages of Scripture: “I have established Your King” (Ps. 2:6). “You, ? Lord, make Me to be raised up” (Ps. [41:10]). “He will lift up the head” (Ps. 110:7). “Glorify Me, Father, in Your presence” (John 17:5). “God made Him Christ and Lord” (Acts 2:36). “God exalted this Prince and Savior with His right hand” (Acts 5:31), etc. (Compare what we cited in the second genus of communication, specific thesis I [§ 207].)
 

§ 309. (II) “The Father having given Him a name above every name,” [Phil. 2:9,] etc. The devout ancients interpret this name as follows: (1) That this man, or the Son of Mary, is called God and the Son of the Most High. Epiphanius, Haeres. 69, p. 341: “… so that the man with God the Word might be called the Son of God.” (2) That divine majesty, glory, and power have been communicated to the human nature because among the Hebrews the name signifies the actual thing, and to them to be called is to be. (Cf. Eph. 1:20; Heb. 1:4.) (3) That even according to His human nature, Christ is our Mediator, Redeemer, Priest, and King; ruling us with His Spirit; defending us with His power; freeing and saving us with His grace. For this reason, “at the name of Jesus” (which includes both natures) “every knee should bow of things in heaven and things on earth and things under the earth, and every tongue should confess that Jesus Christ is Lord.” Here we take the “bending of the knee” to mean subjection, because knees are attributed to things in heaven and beneath the earth. Origen, commentary on Romans, bk. 9, ch. 14:
 


We should not take “bending the knee” and “every tongue confessing to God” carnally, so as to think that even heavenly things, which he says bend the knee, do this with fleshly limbs—for example, that one would think that the sun, moon, stars, or even angels (or whatever they are that are called “heavenly”) worship with physical knees bent, or also that they would be thought of as confessing to God with a fleshly tongue or the kind of body part with which we speak. About these it is said that they are spirit and fire, and what knees do we believe spirits have? Or what tongues are sought in the appearance of fire? Rather, “bending the knee” declares that all things are subject to God and are obedient to worship Him.

 





This explanation is confirmed from Eph. 1:20. Thomas, lect. 3 on Philippians 2: “All rational creatures, whether angels or men or demons, are subject to Christ. Subjection is double: one voluntary; the other, involuntary. The holy angels and the blessed are subject to Christ voluntarily; but demons and the damned are not so, but involuntarily.”
 

[III] Finally, “to the glory of God the Father” [Phil. 2:11] is added. To this belongs: (1) That “he who honors the Son also honors the Father” (John 5:23). (2) That we see in Christ’s exaltation God’s highest grace toward us. (3) That God’s glory is the ultimate end of both Christ’s exaltation and our glorification, which we offer to the exalted Christ. In other passages of Scripture, this “high exaltation” of Christ is described in this way: that the Father raised Him from the dead and “placed Him at His right hand in heaven” (Ps. 110:1; Acts 2:33). Eph. 1:[21]–22: “Above every rule and authority and power and dominion, and above every name that is named not only in this age but also in that which is to come. And He has put all things under His feet and has made Him the head over all things to the Church.” Dan. 7:14: “And to Him was given dominion and glory and kingdom that all peoples, nations, and languages may serve Him.” Acts 2:36: “[God] made Him Lord.” Heb. 8:1: “He placed Him on the throne of His majesty.”
 

§ 310. We draw two corollaries from what we have said about Christ’s exaltation. The first is that the exaltation in the narrow sense as defined in Phil. 2:9 does not befit Christ according to the divine nor both but according to the human nature. We prove this with the same arguments with which we proved that emptying befits Christ according to the human nature: (1) From the definition. The apostle defines exaltation as the elevation of Jesus Christ to the highest heights after His humble obedience rendered to the Father, even to the death of the cross, and the giving of a name that is above every name. Yet this definition cannot be attributed to Christ according to His divinity because according to His divinity He received nothing in time.
 

(2) From opposition. According to whichever nature emptying befits Christ, according to that same nature also exaltation befits Him, as the opposition shows. But now, as we have seen, emptying is attributed to Christ according to the human nature. Here we especially press the point of the conjunction [image: ] [“therefore also,” Phil. 2:9]. Because Christ humbled Himself, therefore God exalted Him. But what sort of a connection would this be, that Christ humbled Himself according to His humanity, therefore God exalted Him according to His divinity?
 

(3) From the condition of the divine nature. According to the divine nature, Christ is the Most High; He receives nothing from grace in time but through His eternal begetting of the Father has all things by nature. But now, this exaltation happened to Christ in time by the grace of the union, as the verb [image: ] [“gave from grace,” Phil. 2:9] shows. Therefore this cannot be attributed to Christ according to His divinity.
 

Jerome, on Philippians 2: “Because after assuming man He deigned to humble Himself, the divinity that cannot be humbled exalted Him who had been humbled, and on Him was bestowed the name, because He had not had it before.” Didymus of Alexandria, De Spiritu sancto, bk. 3: “Every creature has been subjected to God the Word, being the Son of God, as to the omnipotent King. Because this God, the Word, assumed man, raised Him after death, and set Him up over all powers and dominions and mights and authorities, to Him (the assumed man) all angels are subject by God’s order, knowing that He is united with the Word of God because He is at the right hand of the divinity. At His name not only things on earth and things below the earth but even heavenly things bend the knee, and every tongue confesses that Jesus is Lord to the glory of God the Father.” Here we can place all the arguments with which, in the second genus of communication, specific thesis II [§§ 205–6], we proved that Christ the man or according to His human nature was given truly divine and infinite gifts. (Cf. Append. libr. Concord., p. 831; the Apolog. Form. Concord., p. 36; and Chemnitz, De duabus naturis, ch. 25.)
 

§ 311. The second is: The exaltation that the apostle describes does not presuppose a complete lack and absence of divine majesty, power, and glory, which indeed had already been communicated to Christ through the personal union. Instead, it brings in only the plenary use of that majesty and dominion and, as we have said, the solemn enthronement of Christ to the full and perfect use of the lordship given Him according to the human nature. The confirmation of this corollary is to be sought from those things that we have said about Christ’s emptying and exaltation up to now, and which we shall say a bit later in the questions.
 

§ 312. Thesis IV: To the state of exaltation belong the descent into hell, the resurrection from the dead, the ascent into heaven, and sitting at God’s right hand. We have discussed in very great detail these acts that belong to the state of exaltation in our Disputatio de resurrectione Christi and in the Harmonia evangelica.
 

Antithesis.
 

§ 313. (I) The Jesuits pervert the doctrine of the emptying and exaltation of Christ in many ways: (1) They explain His emptying and assumption of the form of a servant [Phil. 2:7] absolutely and immediately as referring to the incarnation. (See Cornelius à Lapide, commentary on Philippians 2, and Salmeron, ibid.) (2) “The sitting at God’s right hand,” in which Christ’s exaltation consists principally, “was given to His humanity not in itself but in the subject [ suppositum], for it did not happen that the humanity in itself sits at God’s right hand but that it is the humanity of that person who sits at God’s right hand.” (Bellarmine, De Christo, bk. 3, ch. 15.) (3) They explain the exaltation and sitting at God’s right hand as “lacking a definite power and dominion,” just as the king of Spain rules in the new islands through his vicars. Also, lest anything be lacking in wickedness, Bellarmine argues (loc. cit.) that “among the ancients, sitting at the right hand was less honorific than sitting at the left hand.” (4) They foster many errors about the actions belonging to the states of emptying and exaltation, as is shown in its own place.
 

§ 314. (II) The Calvinists: (1) Claim that Christ was emptied and exalted according to both natures. (See Beza, Resp. ad coll., part 1, p. 1; Sohnius, Exeg., p. 246; Anhalt theologians, Apol. Germ. contra Elector., p. 417; and Jacobus ad Portum, Defens. fid., p. 209.) Against this erroneous hypothesis, the arguments brought out earlier from the apostolic text of Philippians 2 are to be set forth. Polanus, Syntagm., bk. 6, ch. 22, p. 2861, uses this argument: “As Christ emptied Himself as regards His deity, not by divesting Himself of it but by hiding it in the assumed form of a servant, so again, as regards the same, He was exalted powerfully and fully by revealing it in His glorified flesh.”
 

We respond. (a) Neither the emptying nor the exaltation are defined in this way in the apostolic text. (b) If emptying is to be defined as the hiding of His deity and of divine power and the exaltation as the revelation thereof, then the state of emptying was often, in some way, the state of exaltation and vice versa. For in His state of emptying, Christ at times “manifested His glory” (John 2:[11]). (c) “We do not yet see all things subjected to Christ” (Heb. 2:8). Therefore Christ would not yet have been exalted. (d) According to this definition, emptying and exaltation could have been attributed to the Father, too, namely, when at first He defers His help but later exerts power against His foes. (Cf. Dr. Mentzer, Disp. contra Martinium.)
 

§ 315. (2) They define exaltation as being the communication of merely finite gifts. Sohnius, Opera, vol. 1, disp. 7, thesis 55: “Christ’s exaltation or glorification according to the human nature is nothing other than the effecting or creating, so to speak, of finite qualities or gifts in the human nature as in a subject through the deity personally indwelling. It does not differ in species or genus from the glorification of the blessed angels and humans, but in quantity, that is, in multitude and magnitude.” The contrary can be proved from Eph. 1:20; Phil. 2:9; Heb. 1:13.
 

(3) They understand the emptying and the assumption of a servant’s form [Phil. 2:7] simply as a reference to the incarnation.
 

(4) They foster many errors about the actions belonging to the states of emptying and exaltation, as shall be proved in its own place. (Cf. our De gloria Dei, disp. 8, §§ 14ff.)
 

Questions about the states of emptying and exaltation.
 

§ 316. (I) The question arises: Is it correct to describe the emptying as concealment [[image: ]] and the exaltation as revelation [[image: ]]? We respond. (1) If by “concealment” one means “simulation,” we deny that the emptying should be described with this word, because it was a true and real emptying that included both negation [[image: ]] (that is, the removal of use: not of any use but of the full use of the communicated divine majesty and power, which the apostle calls [image: ] [Phil. 2:7]) and affirmation [[image: ]] (that is, the assumption of the form of a servant and extreme humiliation, which the apostle connects with [image: ]). On the other hand, exaltation likewise includes both negation (namely, the putting off of the form of a servant and of human weaknesses, which Christ had assumed voluntarily) and affirmation (namely, the full use and administration of dominion over the whole universe). All of these things are attributed to Christ not by simulation or as an apparition, but truly.
 

(2) That “concealment” can be referred both to the communication of majesty and to the use of the communicated majesty. With respect to the former, it can rightly be called “concealment” because the divine majesty was hidden in the assumed flesh but was not completely separated from it, and all the treasures of wisdom and knowledge are said to have been “hidden” in Him (Col. 2:3). With respect to the latter, however, it was not merely a “concealment” but a true and real [image: ], as the assumption of the form of a servant shows, which form Christ later put off in His exaltation.
 

§ 317. (II) The question arises: In what sense should it be understood when Christ in His state of emptying is said to be omnipotent, the Lord of heaven and earth, etc., “in primary actuality"? We respond. Sometimes primary actuality means bare potential, which is contrasted with “actuality,” as when I say, “The boy is a grammarian in primary actuality, because as time passes he can become a grammarian.” But at times it means a disposition [ habitus] that does not exert itself by an external work, and this is contrasted with secondary actuality or operation, as when I say, “Priscian, even in his sleep, is a grammarian in primary actuality, though he is not exerting this grammatical knowledge in secondary actuality.” When we say that in His state of emptying Christ was omnipotent and Lord of heaven and earth in primary actuality, then the use of this term comes closer to the latter meaning than it does to the former. You see, though omnipotence does not belong to the assumed flesh habitually and subjectively, it still does belong to it truly and really through the personal union. Thus when Christ the man is said to be omnipotent in His state of emptying in primary actuality, this should not be understood in the sense that Christ would not be given omnipotence until time had passed, but that the whole fullness of the deity and hence also omnipotence dwelt personally in the assumed flesh, though the Word did not always exert in full light the omnipotence communicated to the flesh but only sent out some rays at times in His miracles.
 

§ 318. (III) The question arises: Was Christ in His state of emptying truly ignorant of some things? Luther affirms this in his Post. eccles. on the Epistle for the Feast of the Nativity. He says: “Although the humanity of Christ is the dwelling place and instrument of the divinity and though it dwells with all its fullness personally in the flesh as in its own temple, nevertheless in His state of emptying He did not at all times think, understand, and know all things because His divinity did not always exert its working [[image: ]] through it.” (We confirmed this opinion of Luther earlier, ch. 12, q. 9 [§§ 279–80], from Mark 6:6; 13:32; Luke 2:40; Phil. 2:7; Heb. 2:17.)
 

Practical use.
 

§ 319. The practical use is: (1) Consoling, for pondering Christ’s love for mankind and His kindness. The apostle shows this use in 2 Cor. 8:9: “You know the grace of our Lord Jesus Christ, that though He was rich, yet for your sake He became poor, so that by His poverty you might become rich.” Christ was rich because of the true and real communication of the divine properties to the flesh, because “the whole fullness of the deity dwells in Him bodily” (Col. 2:9). He was rich because He was given a name that is above every name (Heb. 1:4). He was rich because of the communicated power to govern heaven and earth (Matt. 28:18). He was rich because He shared infinite and divine knowledge, because “all the treasures of wisdom and knowledge were hidden in Him” (Col. 2:3). He was rich because of the subjection of all things (Matt. 11:[27]; John 3:35).
 

Christ had been enriched with these treasures from the very first moment of His incarnation, as we see from the personal union, from His working of miracles, and from a special demonstration of this power and majesty. But He became poor with His emptying, humiliation, and assumption of the form of a servant. For that reason, He was born poor in a stable, He rested in the lap of a poor mother, He lay down in a poor hut. The Wise Men gave Him a gift of gold. He was presented to the Lord with a pair of turtledoves, which was the gift of poor people. As a poor boy, He was reared in the home of His parents. He was considered the son of a poor carpenter. He felt poverty in His fasting. He did not have His own dwelling place. He was stripped of His clothing on the cross and finally was laid in a grave that belonged to someone else. All of these have to do with Christ’s poverty and emptying. But with this poverty He made us rich. Just as He earned life for us with His death, so He restored heavenly riches to us with His poverty. For this reason His poverty is set before us as material for our happiness (Zech. 9:9). Christ’s poverty is our patrimony, our savings in life, our traveling allowance [ viaticum] in death, because with His poverty He acquired for us heavenly riches.
 

(2) Instructing us to imitate Christ. The apostle shows this use in Phil. 2:5: “Let this mind be in you which was in Christ Jesus.” He sets before us: (a) The example of Christ, worthy of imitation. “Let human weakness be ashamed to show pride, because divine majesty humbled itself so.” Augustine, Sermon 39 de verb. Dom.: “Deign to be humble for God’s sake, because God deigned to be humble for your sake.” Christ emptied Himself so that He, without whom nothing was made, appeared to be almost nothing, but you boast immensely and think that you are something when you are nothing. How absurd and preposterous is it for the highest heights to be humbled and for the lowest lowliness to wish to extol itself? (b) The consequent reward for humility. Christ humbled Himself; therefore God exalted Him. In the same way, you will not reach the heights except through a life of humility. Bernard, Sermon 2 adscens.: “The best road to exaltation is humility.” Because Christ through the nature of His divinity did not have anything by means of which He could increase, He found how to increase through descending. In the same way, there is no way for you to come to the heights except through the depths.
 



1 Read externum instead of aeternum.
 

2 This is a reference to Luther’s Sermo de duplici iustitia (1519), WA 2; AE 31.
 

3 Read externus with Cotta instead of aeternus.
 

4 According to Micraelius (s.v. “Negatio”) and Scherzer (“Definitiones,” s.v. “Negatio”), a denying negation is a predication where the word “not” modifies the verb (e.g., “is not”), and thus denies the predicate with regard to the subject. It is a categorical negation. For example, “no man is a rock,” or “an accident is not a quality.” An indefinite negation, on the other hand, is the word “not” or “non-” when it modifies a noun. In a predication, this “indefinite negation” does not deny the entire sentence but only the meaning of the word that it modifies. For example, “a nonhuman” is an indefinite negation. In the passage from Phil. 2:6, Gerhard is saying that the word “not” modifies “robbery” rather than “considered.”
 

5 That is, “syntactically” or “adverbially” or “in a subordinate clause,” as opposed to being used as a normal adjective.
 




  


CHAPTER XV: ON THE OFFICE OF CHRISE
 

§ 320. Thesis I: Christ’s office consists in the work of mediation between God and human beings, which is the goal or end of the incarnation (1 Tim. 2:5).
 

Until now we have been speaking about the person of Christ. It remains to discuss His saving office because the union of the divine and human natures in Christ took place so that the Son of God could perform His office of Mediator and Redeemer in the assumed nature. “The Son of God appeared for this, to destroy the works of the devil” (1 John 3:8). “The Son of Man came not to be served but to serve and to give His life a ransom [[image: ]] for many” (Matt. 20:28). “I came down from heaven not to do My will but the will of Him who sent Me” (John 6:38). “For us men and for our salvation He came down from heaven and was made man” (Nicene Creed). “The Word or Son of God assumed the human nature to reconcile the Father to us and to be a sacrifice for sins, not only for the fault of origin, but also for all actual sins” (August. Confess., Art. III).
 

Christ’s office is threefold.
 

§ 321. Thesis II: Christ’s office is commonly established as threefold: prophetic, priestly, and royal. This, nevertheless, can be reduced to two parts so as to establish a twofold office of Christ: priestly and royal. It is the duty of a priest not only to sacrifice, pray, intercede, and bless but also to teach, which they refer to the prophetic office.
 

The sufficiency of this distribution is proved: (1) From a coordination of scriptural passages. However many classes there are into which we can refer the names that are attributed to Christ with regard to His office and into which we can refer the passages of Scripture that speak about Christ’s office, so many parts of Christ’s office are established correctly. But now, there are three classes that are attributed to Christ with regard to His office, etc. Therefore.
 

(a) With respect to His prophetic office, Christ is called “shepherd” (Ezek. 34:23; 37:[24]) and, with a further specification, “the one shepherd of all” (ibid.), “the Good Shepherd” (John 10:11), “the great shepherd of the sheep” (Heb. 13:20), “the chief shepherd” (1 Pet. 5:4), “prophet” (Deut. 18:15), “great prophet” (Luke 7:19; 24:19), “the apostle of our confession” (Heb. 3:1), “evangelist” (Isa. 41:27), “rabbi” (Mark 9:5; John 1:38; 3:2), “teacher, master” (Matt. 23:10), “preceptor” (Luke 17:13), “teacher of the nations” (Isa. 55:4), “our lawgiver” (Isa. 33:22), “counselor” (Isa. 9:6), “minister of the circumcision” (Rom. 15:8; etc.), “the author and perfecter of the faith” (Heb. 12:2).
 

[b] With respect to His priestly office, He is called our “priest” (Ps. 110:4), “the great priest over the house of God” (Heb. 10:21), “our high priest” (Heb. 3:1), “faithful high priest to make propitiation for sins” (Heb. 2:17), “the great high priest” (Heb. 5:10), “the high priest of good things to come” (Heb. 9:11), “the minister of the holy places and of the true tabernacle that God has prepared” (Heb. 8:2), “our advocate” (1 John 2:[1]), “ransom and redemption” (1 Tim. 2:6), “the Lamb of God” (John 1:[29]), “the Lamb who was slain from the beginning of the world” (Rev. 13:8), “our Passover” (1 Cor. 5:7), “the propitiation” [propitiatorium] (Rom. 3:25), “our peace” (Eph. 2:14; etc.).
 

[c] With respect to His royal office, He is called our “king” (Isa. 33:22; Zech. 9:9), “David, the king over His people” (Ezek. 37:24), “their prince forever” (v. 25), “King David” (Hosea 3:5), “leader” (Dan. 9:25), “leader of the nations” (Isa. 55:4), “Prince of Peace” (Isa. 9:6), “ruler in Israel” (Mic. 5:2), “our judge” (Isa. 33:22), “the ruler whom we seek” (Mal. 3:1), “the leader who rules the people of Israel” (Matt. 2:6), “king over the house of Jacob forever” (Luke 1:33), “leader and author of life” (Acts 3:15), “leader and author of salvation” (Heb. 2:10), “king of righteousness and king of peace” (Heb.
 

7:2; etc.).
 

Here we should note that some titles are general, and these are attributed to Christ with respect to all parts of His office, such as when He is called our “Jesus” and “Savior” (Matt. 1:21), “salvation” (Luke 2:30; Isa. 49:6), “mediator” (1 Tim. 2:[5]), “Redeemer” (Job 19:25), “desire of nations” (Hag. 2:[7]), “bridegroom” (John 3:29), “head of His body” (Col. 1:18), “foundation” (1 Cor. 3:11), “cornerstone” (Ps. 118:22), “lion of the tribe of Judah” (Rev. 5:5), etc. We explained the reasons for these and similar names earlier in ch. 2 [§§ 18–22].
 

(2) From the condition of our state. Because of the ignorance of our mind introduced through sin, we are in need of a teacher or prophet. “No one has ever seen God; the Son, who is in the bosom of the Father has declared Him to us” (John 1:18). Because of our sins and the penalties for sins, we need a priest to reconcile us to God, to make satisfaction for us, and to intercede before His judgment seat. “Your sins have caused a division between God and you” (Isa. 59:2), but through Christ reconciliation has taken place (2 Cor. 5:19). Because of the weakness of our will, we need a king to lead and defend us. “I have gone astray like a lost sheep. Seek out Your servant, ? Lord” (Ps. 119:176).
 

(3) From an enumeration of Christ’s benefits. Christ expiates the guilt of our sins before God, covers the stains of our iniquities, and gains God’s benediction for us, all of which is proper to a priest. Christ publishes the counsel of God regarding our redemption and salvation, which is the duty of a prophet. Christ effectually applies to us the benefit of redemption and salvation, which He obtained with His precious blood. He rules us with the scepter of His Word and, with the Holy Spirit, restrains our foes and glorifies us after the last judgment, all of which is the duty of a king. All these will become clearer from a specific consideration of each office of Christ.
 

[First, prophetic.]
 

§ 322. Christ’s prophetic office is that by which He reveals to us God’s secret counsel regarding our redemption and salvation. It has two parts: (1) the function of teaching and (2) the efficacy of the doctrine. The function of teaching is that by which Christ instructs His Church in those things that must be known and believed for salvation. This is either immediate or mediate. The immediate is that by which Christ Himself in His own person at the time of His ministry for three and a half years on this earth instructed His hearers, cleansed the divine Law from Pharisaic corruptions, preached the Gospel, admitted the apostles into His school, prepared them for the ministry, and performed with unflagging zeal all the duties of office that are required in a faithful teacher, as the Gospel account bears witness. The mediate is the institution and preservation of the ministry in the apostles and their successors until the Last Day. You see, Christ preached not only in His own person but He also, when He had finished the course of His ministry and wished to enter into His glory, committed the ministry of teaching, first, to His apostles (John 20:21), and then He sent them out into the whole world with the mandate to preach the Gospel (Matt. 28:19; Mark 16:15). Still today, exalted at the right hand of God, He “gives to His Church teachers and pastors for the perfecting of the saints for the work of the ministry for the edification of His mystical body” (Eph. 4:11–12).
 

The efficacy of doctrine is the divine power by which Christ through the Holy Spirit effectually moves people’s hearts to embrace the doctrine of faith. “He will give power to His voice” (Ps. 68:[33]). “Everyone who has heard from the Father and learned comes to Me” (John 6:45). Therefore to this office of Christ belong: the proclaiming in the Gospel of the divine counsel about the redemption of humankind; the institution and preservation of the ecclesiastical ministry; the establishing of the Sacraments; the giving of the Holy Spirit; and the effectual changing, illumination, regeneration, renewal, sanctification, etc., of human hearts through Him.
 

Second, priestly.
 

§ 323. Christ’s priestly office is that by which He placed Himself in the middle between God and sinful men, reconciled the whole human race to God by completely satisfying the divine Law, by taking on Himself the penalties for sins, and by interceding before God. There are, then, two parts of this office: (1) Satisfaction, by which Christ offered an evenly balanced ransom to His Father for the sins of the whole world and acquired righteousness and eternal life for the human race. In this satisfaction, there occurred an obedience that was both active and passive. Active obedience consists in the completely sufficient fulfillment of the Law. Passive obedience consists in the completely sufficient payment for the sins of the human race rendered to the Father. Here, however, one must note that the active and passive obedience in the satisfaction of Christ are most intimately connected, because His passion was active and His action was passive. (2) Intercession, by which Christ intercedes before the heavenly Father by virtue of the merit and satisfaction that He rendered. He does this both generally for all people and even for His foes and crucifiers (Isa. 53:12; Luke 23:34); and specifically for the faithful alone (John 17:9; Rom. 8:34; 1 John 2:1). These two kinds of intercession must not be opposed to each other.
 

Third, royal.
 

§ 324. Christ’s royal office is that by which Christ the God-man governs all things in heaven and earth and especially protects His Church against its foes. That kingdom of Christ is considered either in this life or in the future life. In this life it is called the kingdom of power or of grace. The kingdom of power is the general dominion over all things, namely, the governance of heaven and earth (Ps. 8:[6]; Dan. 7:14; Matt. 28:18; Eph. 1:21); the subjection of all creatures (1 Cor. 15:27; Eph. 1:[22]; Heb. 2:8); dominion in the midst of His enemies, whom He represses, coerces, and punishes (Ps. 2:9; 110:2; 1 Cor. 15:25); etc. The kingdom of grace is the specific operation of grace in the Church, namely, the sending, illumination, and preservation of the apostles, evangelists, teachers and pastors in the Church (Matt. 28:19; Mark 16:15; Luke 24:47; Acts 1:8; Eph. 4:11); the gathering of the Church through the preaching of the Gospel and dispensing of the Sacraments (ibid.); regeneration, renewal, illumination, and sanctification of believers through Word and Sacraments (John 3:5; 17:17; Eph. 5:26; Titus 3:5; etc.); the application of His merit; the protection and preservation of the devout (Matt. 28:20); the outpouring of various gifts (Eph. 4:8; etc.).
 

In the other life it is called the kingdom of glory. It will be seen in the raising of the dead, the universal judgment and its execution, in the damnation of the reprobate and glorification of the elect (Matt. 25:46; John 5:29), when Christ “hands over the kingdom to His Father” (1 Cor. 15:24), “so that God may be all in all” (v. 28).
 

Christ administers His office according to both natures.
 

§ 325. Thesis III: Christ administers His office according to both natures.
 

We prove this: (1) From the explicit naming of each nature. One cannot doubt about the human nature that in and through it Christ executes the office of mediation because of the protevangelium about the woman’s Seed that would crush the serpent’s head (Gen. 3:15) and the very clear statement of the apostle: “There is one mediator between God and men, the man Christ Jesus” (1 Tim. 2:[5]). The following passages speak about the divine nature: “God Himself will come and save you” (Isa. 35:4). “I shall save them in the Lord their God” (Hosea 1:7). “God has redeemed the Church with His own blood” (Acts 20:28). “We have been reconciled to God through the death of His Son” (Rom. 5:10). “The Son of God by Himself purged our sins” (Heb. 1:3). “Through the eternal Spirit, Christ offered Himself to God” (Heb. 9:14). “The blood of Jesus Christ, God’s Son, cleanses us of all sin” (1 John 1:7). From these we draw this conclusion: Whatever work is attributed to God and the Son of God, from it the divine nature of the Son cannot be excluded. The work of mediation and redemption is attributed to God and to the Son of God. [Therefore.]
 

(2) From the incarnation of the Son of God. God’s Son assumed the human nature in time for this purpose, and the miraculous union of the divine and human natures occurred so that He might execute His office according to both natures. “The Son of God appeared for this, to destroy the works of the devil” (1 John 3:8). From this we infer: If the working of the divine nature is removed from the effects of the mediator’s office, the goal [ finis] of the incarnation is removed. But that consequence is absurd.
 

(3) From the condition of the mediator. Our mediator had to be God and man, as we demonstrated above in many ways. Therefore the divine and human natures concur for the office of mediation. We prove the logical sequence: If Christ the Mediator as such had to be the God-man, then both natures concur for the office of mediation. Anselm, Cur Deus homo, bk. 2, ch. 18: “The diversity of natures and unity of person in Christ had the power to do this: that whatever work had to be done to restore human beings, if the human nature could not, the divine would do it, and if it did not befit the divine, the human would perform it. Not one person and another, but rather the very same one was both perfectly, doing through the human nature what it had to do and being able through the divine to do what was expedient.”
 

(2)
 

(4) From the necessary working of the divine nature in the mediating office. The guilt arising from the sins of the whole human race was infinite because it struck against the infinite justice of God. Infinite goodness had been injured; therefore an infinite price was required. But now, the actions and passions of the human nature are finite and restricted to the period of a certain time, namely, of the emptying. Thus, in order that the price of redemption might be analogous to our debt and infinite guilt, it was necessary for paying it that the action or mediation not only of the finite nature (that is, the human nature) but also of the infinite nature (that is, the divine nature) concur, and that Christ’s suffering and death acquire the value of an infinite price from another source—namely, from the effectual working of the divine nature—precisely so that infinite good could be opposed to infinite evil. To reconcile an angry God to the entire human race; to offer satisfaction equivalent to infinite justice; to abolish sin, which is infinite evil; to convey perfect righteousness; to overcome the devil, death, and hell; to render perfect obedience to the Law for others; to earn forgiveness of sins for others; to look into the secret counsel of God about man’s redemption and salvation; to recover the lost goodness of heaven; to gather the Church to Himself from the human race and guard it against all the attacks of spiritual and bodily foes—these are works that require infinite, divine working [[image: ]], as is evident. But now, each and every one of these works is required in the office of mediator. Therefore.
 

(5) From the absurd conclusion. If Christ’s divine nature is excluded from the office of mediation, the consequence is: that the union of divine and human natures in the mediator was unnecessary; that Christ’s obedience, active and passive, is not of infinite value and merit because the finite nature, such as it is, cannot in and of itself be the cause of an infinite effect, and hence we are still under the dominion of sin, death, and the devil; that the work of redemption has not been finished and completed; that redemption is a merely human work; and that the church in the Old Testament did not have a mediator.
 

(6) From the witness of the devout ancients. In our treatise On the Person of Christ [1610 Loci Theologici, locus 7], §§ 165ff., we listed the decree of the Council of Chalcedon, the statements of Irenaeus (Adv. haeres., bk. 3, ch. 20), Augustine (De civ. Dei, bk. 9, ch. 15; Homily de ovib., ch. 12), Anselm (Cur Deus homo, bk. 2, ch. 18), Damascenus (Orth. fid., bk. 3, ch. 15). To these we must add the following: Irenaeus, bk. 3, ch. 20, p. 211: “Had a man not conquered the enemy of man, the foe would not have been conquered justly. Again, had God not granted salvation, we would not have it firmly. And had man not been united with our God, he could not have become a partaker of incorruptibility.” Cyril asserts (De rect. fid. ad Reg.): “Christ is our high priest in the assumed human nature. Those things that He did and suffered are effectual because they are works of God, not of man, because of the union.” Athanasius, Ad Maxim. philos.: “The Word offered His body for us, lest we be moved by hope and trust in man, but that we might establish our confidence in God Himself, the Word.”
 

** Ambrose, on Romans 7: “Although He was dead in the flesh for a time, nevertheless He lives unto eternity, by His divinity and humanity being mediator between God and men forever, to pray for us.” **
 

Augustine, Confess., bk. 10, ch. 42: “It was necessary for the mediator between God and men to have something similar to God and something similar to men—lest, being in both similar to men, He be far from God, and, being in both similar to God, He be far from men, and thus He would not be the mediator.” Enchir. ad Laurent., ch. 108: “Would we really be freed through the one mediator between God and men, the man Christ Jesus, if He were not also God?” Theodoret, Dial. 2: “Here the word ‘intercessor’ means both divinity and humanity.” Vigilius, Contra Eutych., bk. 5: “Such a victim was required that would be in the middle between God and man, to succumb to death through that which He had of man and to overcome death through that which He had in Himself of divinity.”
 

(7) From the confession of our adversaries. Thomas, [ST,] part 3, q. 48, art. 6: “I answer that efficient agency is twofold, principal and instrumental. The principal efficient cause of human salvation is God. However, because Christ’s humanity is the instrument of divinity, therefore consequently all the actions and sufferings of Christ are worked instrumentally in the power of the divinity for human salvation. According to this, the Passion of Christ efficiently causes human salvation.” Dionysius Carthusianus, commentary on 1 Timothy 2: “He is, properly speaking, the mediator of God and men; not as God nor as man, but as the God-man or as God Incarnate. So, then, making satisfaction or reconciling together with the suitability or efficacy of reconciling certainly befit Him—the first of which befits Him by reason of the assumed nature, the second by reason of the united deity, on the basis of which the works and punishments of Christ the man are in some way given infinite dignity and efficacy.” Claudius Espencaeus, commentary on 1 Timothy 2, treatise de Christo mediai., chs. 2 and 5:
 


We are surprised that some people think that Christ is and is called “mediator” only according to His human nature and that those who think otherwise are openly charged with Arianism and this type of heresy, etc. Some press hard the apostle’s passage in 1 Timothy 2, but I ask, in turn, why, as they explain this passage, the fathers elicit and press the point that Christ is God from the same passage and word. If the apostle here had meant that Christ is mediator only according as He is man—and the word “only” that he introduced, this the apostle did not add (and whoever adds this, let them fear the plagues declared for this evil in Revelation 22!). Not only did he not add that, but he even added the contrary. He says, “Jesus Christ,” whose name is not that of a mere man but of the man anointed by God and assumed into the union of the person (Hebrews 1; Acts 4; Psalm 44). Also, the latter name is that of the God-man, as the angel teaches in Matthew, etc.

 





And later:
 


From the Greeks and Latins we have by great consensus a very serious and unanimous decree about the necessary coming together of both natures to the name “mediator.” Among these, Chrysostom (as cited by Vigilius, Contra Eutych., bk. 5) speaks in this way: “He who interposes himself to dissolve a lawsuit and discord reaches out his left hand to one and his right to the other and brings both into friendship. In the same way Christ came in the middle between us and God, joined both natures by the union of the natures of divinity and humanity, and is rightly called mediator and intercessor,” as Theodoret says (Dial.) and Pope Leo the Great, the first of this name (De incarn.), states. He says, “In what way did He fulfill the verity of mediator except in the form of God, equal to the Father, and in the form of a servant, a partaker with us?” (From Cyril, Letter 86:) He is not called mediator because of the dispensation of the flesh, as other Greek fathers think that both natures belong to the definition of mediation. From Bernard (Sermon de circumc.), it can be seen that both natures of Christ belong to the definition of saving mediation, because it was necessary for the mediator not only to suffer sufficiently but also to make satisfaction, something that mere man cannot do. Christ’s action is called theandric, “of the God-man,” or “human-divine,” so to speak, as the great theologian Damascenus deduces (De orth. fid., bk. 3, ch. 19), etc. If Augustine seems to deny that Christ is mediator as regards His divine nature, he should have been reconciled to himself and not cast before us as a reproach, namely, that he denies that Christ was mediator, unless we acknowledge Him as already become man or as promised to become man, because the ancients had the same faith about the coming Christ as we have about Him who came. The same Augustine denies that Christ was mediator as God, and this, too, we recognize. But he is understanding Him as pure God with no respect to His incarnation—either accomplished or promised—but considered in His immortal and impassible nature. This is not a violent explanation but comes from the mind of Augustine, as is clear. He says (De civ. Dei, bk. 9, ch. 15): “He had to have both transient humanity and permanent blessedness.”

 





To the argument that “if Christ be established as mediator also according to His divine nature, He must be established as inferior to the Father,” he responds in very great detail from the fathers and finally adds: “The Scholastics ascribe merit, satisfaction, mediation, and redemption to the human nature but they do this according as it is such, that is, according as it is of such dignity, efficiency, sufficiency, and supersufficiency, so to speak, which they attribute to the divine nature or to the personal union with it.” Cajetan says: “To merit, to make satisfaction, to mediate are works of the assumed nature. But in order that they may be of such efficaciousness in satisfying, they have this from the divinity.” Gabriel Biel observes from the former and says: “ ‘Through Christ our Lord’: the preposition ‘through’ signifies the mediator; ‘Christ our Lord’ signifies both natures.” The gloss of Anselm has the same thing:
 


The greatest of all is, just as God could not pray for our salvation unless He became man, so also a man could not so pray unless he were at the same time God. We do not contemplate the tears, prayers, and the rest of the activities of mediation simply, but as redemptive, expiating, propitiating, entreating, and satisfying; and as such, no more as completed by only a man nor only by God, but by the God-man.

 





Salmeron, tome 7, treatise 25: “For salvation we needed deity and at the same time humanity, like shoulders. For though we read in Isaiah 9 in the singular, ‘The government was placed on His shoulder,’ because only the humanity bore the cross, nevertheless we can interpret ‘shoulder’ as His deity, which as a shoulder bore the burdens of our sins, though nevertheless wearing the garb or clothing of His humanity.” Maldonatus, commentary on John 10:18, does not disapprove of it if anyone claims that Christ laid down His life both as man and as God. Osorius, vol. 4, Conc. for the Third Sunday of Advent, on John 1: “A medium ought to participate in both extremes. Behold the extremes—God and man—which are as far from each other as heaven and earth. Behold the middle one, participating in those extremes, Christ the Lord, who is God and man.” Pineda, commentary on Job [9]:33:
 


“There is no one who might lay his hand on both.” With these words, says Tertullian toward the end of his book De patient., Job desires a mediator between God and himself and seems to be prophesying about Christ the Mediator. Truly, this Mediator lays His hand on both. For He is the right hand of the Father, through which the Father swears and magnifies Himself. And then He also gave His right hand to us when for us He united the human nature to Himself. He is the truest mediator, not only in office and duty but also in substance and nature.

 





Suarez, In Thomam, vol. 1, q. 1, art. 2, disp. 4, sect. 5, § sed hic:
 


This manner of speaking that denies that Christ made satisfaction for us to Himself and the entire Trinity really displeases me, for it is openly contrary to Scripture, as 2 Cor. 5[:19]: ‘God was in Christ reconciling the world to Himself.’ Here, just as God is said to be in Christ by reason of the divine nature, so by reason of the same nature He is said to have reconciled the world to Himself.

 





Ibid.: “Christ is called ‘the mediator of God’ according as He is God, as Cyril discusses in detail.”
 


Gregorius de Valentia, De unit. et trin., bk. 1, ch. 22:

 

Christ performed the office of mediator before Himself as God because, along with the Father and the Holy Spirit, He was hostile to the sinner. Instead of it being impossible for Christ—as He is God and man—to be our mediator before God, much rather it follows that, if He were not perfect God and man, He could not have been our mediator, as all the fathers demonstrate beautifully.
 





Gregory again, De Christo redempt., part 2, ch. 4, says that one must use a distinction:
 


For, if the question is “Through what did He carry out His office of mediator properly?” we must say that He was only mediator as man. If the question is “Through what or from whom did the performance of this office receive value?” it is the common and orthodox opinion of the fathers that He was the mediator as God and man. He did not suffer for us according to His divinity, yet He worked reconciliation with God according to both natures.

 





Bellarmine, De justif., bk. 2, ch. 5:
 


God accepts nothing as true satisfaction for sin except infinite righteousness, because sin is an infinite offense. But for any righteousness to be infinite, that is, of infinite price and value, it is not necessary for it to be God’s essential righteousness. Rather, it is enough that it be the righteousness of an infinite person such as is Christ, God and man. Therefore the obedience, suffering, and death of God’s Son, though in themselves and essentially they were created and finite, nevertheless by reason of the obedient, suffering, and dying person they were infinite, and, on the basis of the true rigor of justice, they were the propitiation for the sins of the whole world.

 





Antithesis.
 

§ 326. (I) The Jews foster very serious errors about the office of the Messiah. (1) In the prophetic office they deny that the Messiah was going to publish anything else aside from the Mosaic Law, and they imagine that He was going to bring out nothing new as regards doctrine nor institute other sacraments. (2) As to His royal office, they are completely blind. They dream that the Messiah will be an earthly king who, in the fashion of other monarchs, will rule on earth, vanquish all the nations, and bring the Jews back to the land of Canaan and there be enriched with a wealth and abundance of all things. (3) They completely remove Christ’s priestly office because they are persuaded that they can earn righteousness and eternal life by their own works and reconcile themselves to God with their own satisfactions. In Disp. Gissens., vol. 4, disp. 6–7, or Elench. Judaeorum, 3–4, Dr. Helvicus argues in great detail against these errors and refutes the Jews on the basis of their own writers.
 

(II) Stancarus taught that Christ was mediator only according to His human nature, just as Andreas Osiander attributed to Him the work of mediation only according to the divine nature.
 

(III) The Papists: (1) Follow Stancarus’s error, attributing to Christ the work of mediation only according to the human nature. In his commentary on 1 John, p. 32, Lorinus writes: “This Christ can be beseeched in the Catholic manner as He prays on behalf of him who knows how to distinguish between His divinity and humanity, according to which He is our advocate and prays for us.” Busaeus, Disp. de pers. Christi, thesis 79: “Only according to His humanity did Christ obey God, sacrifice, offer, make satisfaction, pray, and gain and merit righteousness for us.” Bellarmine, De Christo, bk. 5, ch. 5, § 4: “Christ can be called ‘mediator’ according to His divine nature not in any way, that is, in no way.” (Cf. Melchior Canus, Loc. theol.; Suarez, Comm. in Thom., vol. 5, on part 3, disp. 46, sect. 2; Gregorius de Valentia, De Christo, bk. 2, part 2, ch. 4.) We weighed their arguments on the scales of truth in our treatise On the Person of Christ [1610 Loci Theologici, locus 7], §§ 179ff.
 

(2) They foster very serious errors regarding the individual parts of the mediating office. In general: (a) They introduce more than one mediator and savior. (b) They assert that heathen without knowledge of Christ were saved.
 

In particular: (a) Against the prophetic office: (α) They attribute the magisterium of the faith to the Roman pontiff. (β) They assert that Christ was the new lawgiver. (γ) They introduce new sacraments unknown to Christ and the apostles. (δ) To the integrity of Baptism they add some things that Christ certainly did not institute. (ε) They change the institution of the Eucharist, which Christ created.
 

(b) Against the priestly office: (α) They tear apart Christ’s obedience and satisfaction accomplished for us, and they even tear apart His most holy merit in many ways, as, for example, by denying that Christ’s satisfaction was simply necessary for redemption and salvation, by excluding the working [ [image: ]] of the divine nature from Christ’s satisfaction and merit, by setting the reckoning and price of the satisfaction offered by Christ in bare acceptation, by denying that Christ felt God’s wrath and the pains of hell in His Passion, by denying that Christ made perfect satisfaction for sins and the punishments of sins, by adding our merits to Christ’s merit, by stubbornly denying that Christ with His obedience and satisfaction earned the sort of righteousness that is imputed to us through faith, by denying that Christ’s Passion is the only and complete meritorious cause of our justification and salvation, by peddling Christ’s merit for money. “Satisfaction through the sufficiency (which Christ rendered) does not deserve the name ‘satisfaction,’ nor do redemption nor reconciliation through sufficiency deserve these names.” Tapper, Art. satisfact., p. 241: “Christ is the cause of universal salvation but not of total or complete salvation.” Miletus (Discuss.) refers the first promise in Gen. 3:15 to Mary. (β) Through the sacrifice of the Mass, they destroy Christ’s sacrifice offered on the altar of the cross. (γ) They send people to the merits and intercessions of the saints. (δ) They introduce a purgatorial fire to wash away the remnants of sins after this life.
 

(c) Against the royal office: (α) They exclude Christ’s human nature from His omnipresent lordship in heaven and earth. (β) They establish the pope as Christ’s vicar. (γ) They transfer to the Roman pontiff the honor, dignity, works, and names that belong to Christ the King. (δ) They transfer to the pope the temporal kingdom under the pretext of his being Christ’s vicar. (We discussed these errors of the Papists in great detail in De Gloria Dei, disp. 2–3.)
 

§ 327. (IV) The Calvinists: (1) Against Christ’s prophetic office: (a) Fight for an absolute decree of reprobation. (b) Teach that Baptism is not an effectual instrument and means of regeneration and renewal. (c) Teach the absence of Christ’s body and blood from the Supper.
 

(2) Against Christ’s priestly office: (a) They refer Christ’s Passion by a dangerous alteration [[image: ]] to the human nature alone. (b) They establish the definition of merit in the mere acceptation of the Father. (c) They deny that Christ’s merit and satisfaction was earned for all people. (d) They exclude Christ’s active obedience from the rank of a meritorious cause. (e) They assert that they have earned something for themselves. (f) They attribute salvation to heathen without faith in Christ.
 

(3) They fight against Christ’s royal office because they exclude His human nature from His omnipresent and omnipotent lordship in heaven and earth. (Cf. our De gloria Dei, disp. 8.)
 

§ 328. (V) The Photinians: (1) Claim, against Christ’s prophetic office, that Christ added some new precepts to the divine Law.
 

(2) They fight against Christ’s priestly office because they deny that Christ made satisfaction for our sins with His death or that He died to earn our salvation. They deny that Christ reconciled us to God. They deny that Christ offered Himself in sacrifice to God for us on the altar of the cross. They deny that Christ was a priest before He entered heaven. They deny that by Christ’s sacrifice anything else is to be understood than liberation from our necessities. They deny that Christ intercedes for us properly, since by His intercession nothing else is to be understood than that He has the power through which He acts from the Father.
 

(3) They fight against Christ’s royal office because: (a) They say that after His ascent into heaven, Christ is not present and ruling on earth, and they limit and restrict the power given to Christ. (b) They establish an end to Christ’s kingdom. (Cf. our De gloria
 

Dei, disp. 10, § 31.)
 

Question.
 

§ 329. Here the question arises: Did Christ earn (or merit) something for Himself too? This is affirmed: (I) By the Papists. See Thomas ([ST,] part 3, q. 19, art. 3; q. 49, art. 6), Lombard (Sent., 3, dist. 18), and Bellarmine (De Christo, bk. 5, ch. 9). They argue that “Christ earned for Himself the glory of His body and the exaltation of His name.” Salmeron, Hebrews 1, disp. 8, § Dubium: “With His suffering Christ earned for Himself the adoration of worship.”
 

(II) Some of the Calvinists answer in the affirmative, such as Zanchi (Epist. ad D. Stuckium, bk. 2, p. 212). In his writings, Zanchi often repeats this: “By His obedience Christ earned for Himself eternal life.”
 

** Thus [Zanchi,] De rel. Christ., vol. 8, ch. 12, aphor. 15, p. 502: “We believe that by His perfect obedience, Christ earned eternal life not only for Himself but also for us.” See Piscator (on Luke 2, obs. 19). **
 

Likewise, [Zanchi,] commentary on Phil. 2:9, p. 173; Vorstius (Anti-Bellarm., pp. 55–56); Ravensperger (Censurae et judicii de illustrioribus theologorum quaestionibus, pentas 5, q. 2), where he cites Bullinger (on Revelation, sermon 27) in favor of his own opinion and adds:
 


There are two things that we claim Christ earned for Himself, namely, eternal life and the highest, unique glory by which all rational creatures recognize Him as the Son of God so that He is worshiped as true God. The former He earned by His observance of the Law according to the words, “The man who does them will live in them” (Lev. 18:5), but the latter, through His many and various sufferings and especially His death on the cross (Phil. 2:9).

 





Against this assertion we set forth: (1) The dignity of Christ’s person. In the union according to the assumed human nature, Christ was given a name much more excellent than the angels because that assumed human nature was elevated into the hypostasis of the Word. Greater glory and dignity than this cannot be conceived of (Heb. 1:5). Therefore with regard to Himself He needed no merit.
 

(2) The verity of the communication. At the first moment of His incarnation, truly divine and infinite gifts were truly and really communicated to Christ according to His human nature, as we showed earlier. Therefore immediately at His first conception Christ could have exerted the majesty and glory communicated to Him in full light had not the manner of our redemption and salvation required that He first empty Himself and assume the form of a servant. In His exaltation, which is the consequence of His emptying, Christ was not given some new power that He did not receive through the personal union. Rather, the full execution of that power and the administration of His kingdom were granted Him.
 

(3) The quality of Christ’s merit. Whatever Christ earned in His office, He earned for us, not for Himself. (See Isa. 45:24; Zech. 9:9; John 17:19; 1 Tim. 1:15.) “For us He was born, for us He was given” (Isa. 9:6). “For us He was made righteousness, wisdom, sanctification, and redemption” (1 Cor. 1:30).
 

(4) The resulting absurdity. If, through His suffering, Christ earned for Himself the adoration of worship, the consequence would be that in the days of His flesh Christ could not and should not have been honored with the adoration of worship. The consequence is absurd because the arguments with which we earlier proved that the adoration of worship befits Christ the man prove that even in His state of emptying He was to be adored with worship. Also, the examples of the devout show that in the days of His flesh Christ often was given the honor of worship, and this He did not at all refuse.
 

(2)
 

(5) The variety of opinions of our adversaries. Our adversaries do not agree with one another in this dogma. (a) Of the Papists, Salmeron claims: “With His suffering, Christ earned for Himself the adoration of worship [latria].” However, the rest argue that “not worship but high veneration [hyperdulia] befits Christ the man,” and they assert that this was given to Christ even in His state of emptying. The Catech. Tridentinus, explanation of the Fourth Article of the Creed: “He lists the blessings and good things from the merit of Christ’s Passion alone for us, but he does not mention anything for Christ.” Bellarmine (De Christo, bk. 5, ch. 9, from Augustine, De praedestin. sanctor., ch. 15) is correct in denying “that Christ earned the hypostatic union for Himself.” Instead, he relates it among the things that no one can merit. But the Jesuit Maximilianus Sandaeus of Würzburg argues in Castig. de prodig. liberal., p. 261: “God could have granted the humanity the grace of the hypostatic union not absolutely but as under a condition and with a dependence on future works and thus as a reward for them.” (b) Of the Calvinists, Calvin himself (Instit., bk. 2, ch. 17, § 6) deliberately refutes this error in the Papists. Franciscus Junius writes: “The Christian faith undergoes no hardship whether that dogma be approved or disapproved.”
 

§ 330. In favor of an affirmative answer to this question, they urge especially the apostle’s words in Phil. 2:9: [image: ] [“Therefore also He has highly exalted Him”]. We respond. (1) The emptying is not being established as the meritorious cause of the exaltation. Rather, the exaltation is described as the consequent reward for the emptying. You see, the words [image: ] and [image: ] do not always and everywhere denote the meritorious cause for a thing but sometimes also the final cause, and more often as the consequence and reasoning by which some one thing is concluded from the other. (Cf. Gen. 2:24; Matt. 19:5; Mark 7:29; Rom. 2:1; 2 Cor. 4:13; 6:17; Eph. 4:8, 25; etc.) This is so obvious that the Papists themselves cannot deny it. Heb. 1:9: “You have loved righteousness and hated iniquity; therefore [[image: ]] God has anointed you.” The phrase [image: ] means the same thing as [image: ]. But now, Thomas (notes on Hebrews 1, lect. 4), Ribera (commentary on this passage), Melchior Canus (Loci theologici, bk. 12, ch. 13, § Tertio demum), and Suarez (In Thomam, vol. 1, disp. 10, sect. 4) teach that this must be taken as a reference not to a meritorious cause but to a final cause.
 

(2) Therefore we compare parallel passages with this apostolic text. “Was it not necessary that Christ should suffer these things and enter into His glory?” (Luke 24:26). (In the Vulgate is added: ita intrare in gloriam [“thus to enter into glory”].) This order, then, was divinely established, that Christ should enter into glory through His suffering and after His suffering. Heb. 2:9: “We see Him who was made a little lower than the angels, namely Jesus, crowned with glory and honor because of the suffering [[image: ]] of death.” (Some arrange the words so that Christ is said to have been made lower than the angels “because of the suffering.”) “For it was fitting that He for whom all things and through whom all things, etc., to make the author of salvation perfect through sufferings [[image: ]]” (Heb. 2:10). “The Spirit predicted the sufferings of Christ and the subsequent glories” (1 Pet. 1:11).
 

(3) The Greek [image: ] is composed of the pronoun [image: ] and the preposition [image: ]. Therefore [in Latin] we must translate it as proinde [“consequently”], quocirca [“on account of which”], to indicate the order and consequence of His suffering and glory but not the effects of merit.
 

(4) The verb [image: ] means “to give or bestow freely.” But now, where there is grace or a gracious gift, there merit according to debt is banished.
 

(5) The apostle’s aim is not to teach confidence in merit but to commend the pursuit of humility, so that we await the gracious rewards of humility from God.
 

Practical use.
 

§ 331. The practical use is: (I) Consoling. Christ is our teacher and therefore leads us on the path of truth. He is our priest and therefore intercedes for us before the Father. He is our king and therefore He defends us against all enemies (John 14:6). Chrysostom, vol. 1, col. 971: “We give You thanks, O Lord, because You have provided us with three things: to know the truth, which we did not know because we were holding to falsity; to know the way, because we did not know through what way1 we should walk; to know the life, because we were clinging to death and death had been handed down to us from that man to whom it was said, ‘You will surely die.’ He gave life to the dead, offered truth to liars, showed the way to the straying.” Hilary, De Trinit., bk. 7, p. 129: “He does not lead us into errant and pathless wastes, for He is the way. He does not lead through lies, for He is the truth. He does not leave us in the error of death, for He is life.” Augustine, De doct. Christ., bk. 1, ch. 34: “It is Christ through whom we come, to whom we arrive, and in whom we remain.” De civ. Dei, bk. 9, ch. 15: “He who is life in the upper reaches is the way in the lower places.” On John, tractate 22, col. 195: “Do you want to walk? I am the way. Do you wish not to be deceived? I am the truth. Do you wish not to die? I am the life. Your Savior says this: There is no place to go except to Me. There is no path on which to go except through Me.” Sermon 54 de verb. Dom.: “By what road do you wish to go? I am the way. Where do you wish to go? I am the truth. Where do you wish to stay? I am the life.” Bernard, Sermon 2 de ascens., at the end: “Let us follow You, through You, to You, because You are the way, the truth, and the life—the way in example, the truth in promise, the life in reward.” Gloss. interlin.: “The way without error for those who seek. The truth without falsity for those who find. Life without death for those who remain.” Gerson, preface to De vita spirit.: “He is the animating life, the moving way, the stabilizing truth.” Hugo de Prato, Sermon 1 de spin. coron.: “He is the leading way, the shining truth, the unfailing life.”
 

(II) Exhorting. Christ our king and priest has made us kings and priests before God the Father. Therefore let us rule over our flesh, have dominion over sin, and resist the devil as kings. Let us offer our bodies as a spiritual sacrifice to God as priests. We are called “Christians” from Christ. Therefore it is right that we conform ourselves to Christ our head. Let us consign ourselves into His protection. Let us allow ourselves to be ruled by Him. Let us commit to Him alone our salvation. He cries out to us, “I am the way.” Therefore let us imitate His example. “I am the truth.” Therefore let us have faith in His words. “I am the life.” Therefore let us commit our souls to Him in death.
 

To Him be praise, honor, and glory forever and ever. Amen.
 



1 Read quam with Cotta instead of quem.
 




  


GLOSSARY
 

absolute. Not having any relation to anything else; relationless, independent, or unconditional.
 

accident. An incidental property of a thing. That which affects something and is outside its essence. For example, “whiteness” is an accident of a whitewashed wall, not of its substance. See substance.
 

actuality, primary
(actus primus). This term can be taken in two ways. Sometimes it means “potentiality,” which is contrasted with “actuality.” For example, “The boy is a grammarian in primary actuality,” because as time passes he can become a grammarian, though he is not actually one now. But sometimes it means an inherent quality or habitus that one possesses but that does not exert itself. “Primary actuality” in this sense is contrasted with “secondary actuality” or “operation.” For example, “Priscian, even in his sleep, is a grammarian in primary actuality, though he is not exerting this grammatical knowledge in secondary actuality.” In both cases, primary actuality refers to a power or potential that is not currently actualized. See actuality, secondary.
 

actuality, secondary
(actus secundus). The actual operation of a thing. For example, “Priscian, when exercising his grammatical knowledge, is a grammarian in secondary actuality.” See actuality, primary.
 

adjunct. Anything added to something else that is not part of its essence. An adjunct is really distinguished from its subject, even if it is proper to the subject. While adjuncts are often accidents (such as wisdom in a man), they also can be substances (such as wine in a bottle).
 

concrete. A “concrete” of a nature is a name that denotes one of the natures in Christ, but with the connotation of the hypostasis; for example, “God” or “man.” A “concrete” of the person, on the other hand, is a name that denotes the person; for example, “Christ,” “King,” or “Shepherd.”
 

denominative
(paronyma
or
denominativa). A derivative; derived. Paronyma or denominativa are concrete nouns derived from abstract nouns, such as “wise man” (sapiens), which is derived from “wisdom” (sapientia).
 

dulia. “Veneration.” According to Roman Catholic theology, it is a reverence or honor that can be given to creatures, especially the saints.
 

fallacy of division and composition. An invalid argument that confuses statements in the divided sense with statements in the composite sense. See sense, composite, and sense, divided.
 

hyperdulia. “High veneration.” According to Roman Catholic theology, it is the highest kind of reverence that can be given to creatures; it is accorded, for example, to St. Mary.
 

hypostasis. An individual substance, intelligent, incommunicable to another hypostasis, not dependent on another nor existing as a part in a whole, but subsisting of itself as a perfect whole and absolute in its own genus. Gerhard often uses “hypostasis” as a synonym for “subsistence” and “person.” See subsistence.
 

impulsive cause. That which impels a principal efficient cause to act. This impulsion comes either from inside or outside of the principal cause.
 

inchoatively. With regard to the beginning and doing of something.
 

latria. Worship that is due to God alone.
 

negative nothing
(nihil negativum). Or “negation.” The absence of something in a subject that is inept for receiving it; for example, the absence of vision in a stone. Distinguished from “privative nothing.” See privative nothing.
 

notion, first and second. Notions (notiones or [image: ]) are ideas or concepts of the mind about certain things. “Intention” is a synonym here for “notion.” “First notions” (notiones primae, also called “formal concepts”) represent things themselves as they really are, such as the concept of a dog in the mind. “Second notions” (notiones secundae, also called “objective concepts”) are concepts of concepts, because the mind looks at the first concepts by means of another concept. Examples of second notions include logical concepts such as genus and species, grammatical concepts such as masculine and feminine (for languages such as Latin in which nouns have gender), and rhetorical concepts such as trope and figure.
 

paronymous. See denominative.
 

privative nothing
(nihil privativum). Or “privation.” The absence of something in a subject to which it is due; for example, blindness in the eye of Peter. Distinguished from “negative nothing.” See negative nothing.
 

proper in the fourth mode. Proper to the whole species, proper only to that species, and always proper to that species.
 

removal, mode of. By way of contrast. To compare two similar things by the mode of removal means to show how they are different.
 

same according to genus. Having the same genus, but not being identically the same nor of the same species. Such things are said to have “generic identity.” For example, the sky and a man are the same according to genus, since they are both corporeal.
 

same according to number (identically the same). Being identical, even if place, size, and the like differ. Such things are said to have “numerical identity.” For example, young Plato and old Plato are identically the same, or the same according to number.
 

same according to species. Having the same species but not being identically the same. Such things are said to have “specific identity.” For example, Peter and Paul (two human beings) are the same according to species.
 

sense, composite. The meaning of a concept when considered together with other facts or concepts. See sense, divided.
 

sense, divided. The meaning of a concept in itself, apart from its relation to other facts or concepts. For example, in the proposition “It is possible for one sitting to run,” if running is taken in the composite sense with sitting, the proposition is false because one cannot sit and run at the same time. But if running is divided from sitting, or taken in the divided sense, the proposition is true because the one who is now sitting can run later. See sense, composite.
 

species, intelligible. Conceptual images that represent real objects to one’s intellect.
 

subject
(suppositum). An individual subsisting of itself, distinct from other individuals either of the same or of a different species; attributed to inanimate as well as animate things, to beasts as well as to rational persons.
 

subordinates. Noncontradictory things or propositions of which one is contained under the other. For example, Gerhard says that the Holy Spirit and the water of Baptism are related to each other as subordinates in the giving of salvation, not as opposites. The water of Baptism is a means by which the Holy Spirit gives salvation, and thus the one does not rule out the other in the giving of salvation (Commonplace XXIII, On Holy Baptism, § 104. See also Commonplace XXX, On the Resurrection of the Dead, § 101).
 

subsist. To exist of oneself and not in another.
 

subsistence. That by which a thing exists in itself and not in another. It only belongs to substances. Something is said to subsist if it has essence of itself, not as an accident inhering in a subject, like a part bound to a whole. Subsisting substances are called subjects (supposita). If these are rational, they are called persons. “Subsistence” is often used by Gerhard as a synonym for “hypostasis” or “person.” See hypostasis.
 

substance. A concrete reality, that which exists. See: accident.
 

terminatively. With regard to the formal relationship and goal or aim of an action. For example, though the incarnation was the work of the entire Trinity in a certain sense, it is the work only of the Son terminatively, because only the Son became incarnate.
 

terminus a quo. “Limit from which,” “starting point.” The point from which a movement begins.
 

terminus ad quem. “Limit to which,” “ending point.” The point at which a movement comes to rest or ends.
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PERSON INDEX
 

The number before the dot refers to the commonplace and the number after the dot refers to the paragraph (§).
 

Abba, Rabbi, E4.45
 

Abraham, Rabbi, E4.46
 

ad Portum, Jacobus, E4.300, E4.314
 

Aetius, E4.66
 

Agbarus, E4.304
 

Aimonius Monachus, E4.157
 

Alamundurus, E4.198
 

Albertus Magnus, E4.142
 

Albo, Joseph (Yosef Albo), E4.45
 

AIcuin (Flaccus AIcuinus), E4.36, E4.106, E4.156, E4.210, E4.216
 

Alexander, E4.66
 

Alexander of Alexandria, E4.54
 

Alexander of Hales (Alexander Alesius, or Alexander ab Ales), E4.116, E4.122, E4.142, E4.245
 

Alsted, Johann Heinrich, E4.123, E4.178
 

Ambrose of Milan, E4.2, E4.16, E4.29, E4.54, E4.56, E4.60, E4.85, E4.86, E4.92, E4.96, E4.105, E4.107, E4.120, E4.121, E4.136, E4.143, E4.205, E4.221, E4.222, E4.228, E4.240, E4.295, E4.298, E4.299, E4.303, E4.325
 

Andreae, Jacob, E4.179, E4.198
 

Anselm of canterbury, E4.12, E4.41, E4.103, E4.325
 

Antonini, E4.6
 

Apelles, E4.87
 

Apollinaris, E4.91
 

Aquilanus (Petrus de Aquila), E4.157
 

Aretius, Benedictus, E4.68, E4.88
 

Arias Montanus, Benedictus (Benito Arias Montano), E4.20
 

Aristotle, E4.48, E4.122, E4.156, E4.170, E4.195, E4.223, E4.254, E4.255, E4.275, E4.295
 

Arius, E4.54, E4.66, E4.68
 

Artemon, E4.66
 

Aruch, Baal. See Munsterus, Sebastianus
 

Aslacus (Cort Aslaksson), E4.139
 

Athanasius, E4.14, E4.16, E4.21, E4.53, E4.54, E4.57, E4.71, E4.74, E4.75, E4.76, E4.94, E4.96, E4.101, E4.104, E4.107, E4.110, E4.116, E4.120, E4.121, E4.123, E4.130, E4.138, E4.143, E4.149, E4.151, E4.193, E4.195, E4.197, E4.198, E4.201, E4.203, E4.207, E4.213, E4.216, E4.221, E4.228, E4.230, E4.240, E4.241, E4.256, E4.258, E4.265, E4.267, E4.286, E4.288,
 

 E4.293, E4.325
 

Augustine, E4.1, E4.10, E4.12, E4.13, E4.15, E4.16, E4.20, E4.28, E4.31, E4.36, E4.41, E4.48, E4.50, E4.51, E4.52, E4.54, E4.69, E4.72, E4.82, E4.83, E4.84, E4.85, E4.87, E4.96 E4.102, E4.103, E4.104, E4.105, E4.106, E4.107, E4.110, E4.111, E4.113, E4.114, E4.120, E4.121, E4.123, E4.138, E4.143, E4.144, E4.146, E4.147, E4.149, E4.192, E4.194, E4.198, E4.199, E4.200, E4.207, E4.217, E4.221, E4.230, E4.241, E4.258, E4.267, E4.276, E4.279, E4.292, E4.296, E4.303, E4.304, E4.319, E4.325, E4.329, E4.331
 

Baal Aruch. See Munsterus, Sebastianus
 

Backmeister, Lukas, E4.32
 

Balduin, Friedrich, E4.132
 

Baronius (Cesare Baronio), E4.287
 

Barradius, Sebastianus (Sebastião Barradas), E4.114, E4.229
 

 Basil of Caesarea, E4.7, E4.48, E4.57, E4.64, E4.66, E4.113, E4.143, E4.151, E4.201, E4.207, E4.213, E4.214, E4.238, E4.267
 

Basilides, E4.84, E4.194
 

Becanus, Martin, E4.143
 

Bede (Beda Venerabilis), E4.54, E4.240, E4.303
 

Bellarmine, Robert (Roberto Bellarmino), E4.68, E4.69, E4.74, E4.92, E4.96, E4.97, E4.110, E4.122, E4.137, E4.138, E4.143, E4.152, E4.157, E4.170, E4.178, E4.179, E4.194, E4.204, E4.208, E4.212, E4.214, E4.221, E4.222, E4.223, E4.226, E4.242, E4.244, E4.248, E4.252, E4.254, E4.256, E4.260, E4.261, E4.262, E4.265, E4.268,E4.279, E4.280, E4.287, E4.294, E4.313, E4.325, E4.326, E4.329
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