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Editor’s Preface
 

After publishing the first volume of Johann Gerhard’s monumental Theological Commonplaces, Concordia Publishing House charged me with the task of preparing the other volumes of Gerhard’s great work for publication. It was a great joy to work through the commonplaces on the nature of God and on the most holy mystery of the Trinity. Different as these two commonplaces are—the former making significant use of reason and philosophy, the latter relying almost exclusively on biblical exegesis—they are united in their opposition, above all, to the errors of the “Photinians,” the early modern Unitarians who are sometimes called “Socinians.” Lutherans and others called these Unitarians “Photinians” because they held beliefs similar to the ancient heresy of Photinus, who viewed Christ basically as a mere man and denied the personality of the Holy Spirit. Many of the rationalistic approaches to theology employed by the Photinians are perennial in Chris-tian thought since the Enlightenment. Thus Gerhard’s Commonplaces will have something to say even in today’s theological climate.

Gerhard makes much use of Scripture. The wording of the Scripture passages he gives often matches that of the Clementine Vulgate of 1592, but it deviates from this as well, following the biblical Hebrew and Greek, or possibly a different version of the Latin Bible.1 He also makes much use of philosophical terminology. To shed light on the meanings of these terms, I have consulted the following works:

Joannes Altenstaig and Joannes Tytz. Lexicon Theologicum. Cologne: Petrus Henningius, 1619; reprint, Hildesheim: Georg Olms, 1974.

Roy J. Deferrari. A Lexicon of Saint Thomas Aquinas. Washington DC: Catholic University of America Press, 1948–49.

Balthasar Meisner. Philosophia sobria, Hoc est: Pia consideratio quaestionum philosophicarum, in controversiis theologicis, quas Calviniani moverunt Orthodoxis, subinde occurrentium. Wittenberg: Johannes Richter, 1614.

Johann Micraelius. Lexicon philosophicum terminorum philosophis usitatorum: Ordine alphabetico sic digestorum, ut inde facile liceat cognosse, praesertim si tam Latinus, quam Graecus index praemissus non negligatur. Editio Secunda ab ipso Authore correcta & aucta, cum novis novorum terminorum & vocabulorum indicibus. [Electronic edition]. Stetini: Mamphrasius, 1661. PURL: http://diglib.hab.de/drucke/201-29-quod/start.htm

Richard A. Muller. A Dictionary of Latin and Greek Theological Terms: Drawn Principally from Protestant Scholastic Theology. Grand Rapids: Baker, 1985.

Johann Adam Scherzer. Vade mecum sive Manuale philosophicum. Leipzig: Christian Kirchner, 1675; reprint, Stuttgart-Bad Cannstatt: Frommann-Holzboog, 1996.

Ludwig Schütz. Thomas-Lexikon: Sammlung, Übersetzung und Erklärung der in sämtlichen Werken des h. Thomas von Aquin vorkommenden Kunstausdrücke und wissenschaftliche Aussprüche. 2d rev. ed. New York: Frederick Ungar, 1957.

Nuntio Signoriello. Lexicon peripateticum philosophico-theologicum, in quo scholasticorum distinctiones et effata praecipua explicantur. Editio novissima. Naples: Apud officinam Bibliothecae Catholicae Scriptorum, 1893.

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 (many 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–VI 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–VI 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. xii.

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–VI, 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.

Gerhard’s work is carefully laid out in an outline style, with arguments, counterarguments, and responses enumerated one after another. Yet in the Jena, Frankfurt/Hamburg, and Preuss editions this outline structure is easily overlooked because the levels of the outline are not distinguished from one another. Readers may become confused as they pass from point 1 to points 1 and 2 of a sublevel, only to return to point 2 of the top level of the outline. For the Concordia edition we have followed the outline numbering in Cotta, which we believe will make Gerhard’s work easier to follow.

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.

A works cited list has been included in the Concordia edition. I have tried to cite the latest edition before 1625 (the year in which the Exegesis Commonplaces began to be published). Not all the works Gerhard cites could be located. I have not sought out the books and opened them to ensure that Gerhard was citing this or that particular edition or to ensure that he was quoting them correctly. Some of the entries in the list are printed in bold text. This means the book was in the Gerhard library. However, because this library was constructed not only by Johann Gerhard but also by his son Johann Ernst Gerhard, and because we do not know when he acquired these books or whether he preferred to use a borrowed book, care should be taken in drawing conclusions from this data. In addition, sometimes Gerhard does not give exact references to the sources he quotes. Sometimes he reproduces citations that have been quoted in the work of someone else. This seems to be the case, for example, when he quotes rabbis by name without more specific information. If no bibliographic information is included in the works cited list, the reader should check to see if Gerhard has mentioned a contemporary work in a previous paragraph. This may be the source of the quotation. Finally, this edition includes a Name Index and a Scripture Index. The Scripture Index will aid pastors and teachers in the preparation of sermons and Bible studies, as well as in other teaching and writing.

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

Benjamin T. G. Mayes






[image: ]

1 Gerhard’s library included eighteen different versions of the Bible in Latin. See Johann Anselm Steiger et al., eds., Bibliotheca Gerhardina: Rekonstruktion der Gelehrten- und Leihbibliothek Johann Gerhards (1582–1637) und seines Sohnes Johann Ernst Gerhard (1621–1668) (Stuttgart–Bad Cannstatt: Frommann–Holzboog, 2002), 1:41–42. Gerhard refers to many of these versions in the course of this volume.
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COMMONPLACE II (1625 EXEGESIS)
ON THE NATURE OF GOD AND THE DIVINE ATTRIBUTES
 


  


PREFACE



I
 

The connection [with the preceding article].

§ 1. Just as Holy Scripture is the only principle of knowing in theology, so God—the best in goodness, the greatest in power—is the only and greatest principle of being with respect to both Holy Scripture itself (which contains the Word of God or the divine revelation) and the divine works that are treated in theology. God is also the center of all Scripture, the nucleus of theology, the end of our knowledge and desire. Therefore we are proceeding in appropriate order from the article on Holy Scripture to the article on the nature of God and the divine attributes.

First, the necessity of this doctrine.

§ 2. (1) Necessity, (2) utility, and (3) difficulty commend to us this doctrine of God (which the devout ancients uniquely call “theology”).

(1) The necessity of this doctrine is proved by: (1) The purpose [finis] of created man. Just as all things were created for the sake of man, so man was made to know God rightly as his Creator and to worship, love, and praise Him. Lactantius, Div. instit., bk. 6, beginning of c. 1: “Furthermore, God has made us and given us life not that we might see the sky and sun, as Athenagoras thought, but that we might, with a pure and complete mind, worship God, who made the sky and sun.” For this reason God gave to man (whom He had created) the Law, from which man could and should have learned that he was bound by natural law to acknowledge and worship his Creator. The apostle discusses this purpose clearly in Acts 17:26; Rom. 1:20; etc. Because all the other living creatures lack reason, they also lack the ability to know God as their Creator. Of all animate creatures, man alone has been endowed with reason. In fact, he was created in the image of God so that he might understand the purpose of his creation, know his Creator from His works, and offer Him due obedience.

(2) The purpose of divine revelation. As God came forth from the hidden throne of His majesty, He revealed Himself to humans out of His boundless goodness not only in the creation of the world but also and especially in the revelation of His Word (Exod. 29:43). He did this surely for no other reason than that people might know God rightly, preserve the true doctrine of God—pure and untainted by every leaven of error—and teach it to their descendants on the basis of that revelation. This is something the holy patriarchs who “preached in the name of the eternal God” (Gen. 12:8; 21:33; 26:25) knew well. That is, to their households and the rest of the listeners who gathered themselves into that household church, they set forth the doctrine of God, the Creator and Preserver of all things; the doctrine of the fall of their original parents; the doctrine of the remedy for the fall in the promised and awaited Messiah; the doctrine of the sacrifices to be offered in faith in the Messiah; the doctrine of the true worship to be offered to God; the doctrine of the final judgment; the doctrine of eternal life and death; etc.

(3) The blindness of our mind. Before the fall, in the mind of man created after the image of God, a bright light of the knowledge of God used to glow. As a result of and following the fall, however, terrible darkness was introduced into man’s mind—for which no remedy can be provided except from the light of the Word. Therefore it is exceedingly necessary that we teach the doctrine of God from the revealed Word and that in this way, through the illumination of the Holy Spirit, the light of the salutary knowledge of God be rekindled in man’s mind.

(4) The multiplicity of error. Satan, the great deceiver, knows that the doctrine of God and of our Savior, Jesus Christ, is the citadel and acropolis of true doctrine. As a result, Satan has stirred up so many errors against it and, by wretched delivery, has produced so many monstrous heresies that oppose it. So that devout minds may be warned and strengthened against all these, we must teach and declare the orthodoxy of this article.

(5) The wretched condition of the human who is ignorant of God. That person is not worthy of the name “human” who either does not know or does not rightly know his Creator as He reveals Himself in His Word. God is the greatest good for man. Whoever has and possesses that good and enjoys what he has is blessed. Whoever does not know, does not love, does not possess that greatest good, therefore, is most wretched and unfortunate. Hilary, De Trinit., bk. 8, p. 137: “Whoever does not know God does not know how to know.” Jerome, Epitaph. Nepot.: “Every man who lacks a knowledge of his Creator is a beast.” Augustine, Confess., bk. 5, c. 4: “It is an unfortunate man who knows all those things but does not know You [God]. But he is a blessed man who knows You, though he does not know those things. Whoever knows both You and those things is not more blessed because of those things but is blessed because of You alone if, as he understands You, he glorifies and thanks You as God and does not go off into his own thoughts.” The same Augustine, or whoever else is the author of the book De speculo, at the beginning of c. 33: “To turn away from Him is to fall; to turn to Him is to rise up again. To remain in Him is to stand unshaken. Not to know Him is to die; to know Him is to live. To reject Him is to perish, but to serve Him is to rule.”

Second, the usefulness of this doctrine.

§ 3. (II) The usefulness of the doctrine of God is explained by statements of Scripture which teach that our life and salvation consist in our knowledge of God. To Moses, who asks, “Show me Your face, O Lord” (Exod. 33:13), God responds, “I shall show you every good thing” (Exod. 33:19). Therefore every good thing consists in the knowledge of God. Wisdom 15:3: “For to know You is perfect uprightness, and to recognize Your might is the root of immortality.” Jer. 9:23[–24]: “Let not the wise man glory in his wisdom; let not the mighty man glory in his might; let not the rich man glory in his riches. Rather, let him who glories glory in this, that he understands and knows Me, that I am the Lord.” John 17:3: “This is eternal life, that they may know You, the only true God, and Jesus Christ whom You have sent.” Nevertheless we should note here that knowledge is not merely historical but also practical, not of the letter but of the spirit, not unworking and idle but working and effective, that is, it embraces true faith in Christ inwardly in the heart and commends itself outwardly through a zeal for good works. Bernard, De consid. ad Eugen., bk. 5: “It is only God whom we can never seek in vain, not even at the time when we cannot find Him.”

Third, the difficulty of this doctrine.

§ 4. (III) The difficulty of this doctrine is shown by: (1) The sublimity of this mystery. After all, because all the works of God are marvelous and mystic, filled with mysteries, how much more marvelous and sublime will be the doer of these works—God Himself. Just as “nothing more fruitful is found,” so also “no one errs more perilously anywhere nor is anything more difficult sought than when one seeks the unity of the Trinity: Father, Son, and Holy Spirit,” as Augustine says, De Trinit., bk. 1, at the beginning of c. 3.

(2) The weakness of our mind. Our intellect is finite; God is infinite. Therefore there is no comparison between the knowing intellect and the object it is to understand. Our intellect employs a physical instrument in the state of this life. God is not material, not physical. “He cannot be seen because He is brighter than sight. He cannot be comprehended because He is purer than touch. He cannot be evaluated because He is greater than feeling. He is infinite, immense. Only He knows how great He is,” according to Minucius Felix in the dialogue he calls Octavius. Nazianzen, Orat. 40.
in sanct. bapt.: “What the sun is in regard to sensible things, that God is in intelligible things.” However, the sun outstrips our sight because of its brilliance. In the same way God greatly outstrips our weak and insignificant intellect with His majesty. Origen, [image: ], bk. 1, c. 1, p. 668: “Our mind is shut up within the closets of our flesh and blood and is rendered quite weak and dim because of such a sharing of matter. Although it may be considered far more excellent because it has acquired a physical nature, yet because it relies on the nonphysical things and investigates their purpose, it then barely holds the position of the glint of a lantern. Moreover, in all intellectual matters, what surpasses them all further than God?”

The remedies for the difficulty.

§ 5. Still, we can give thought to this difficulty: (1) With devout and fervent prayer, through which we receive the illuminating grace of the Holy Spirit and a salutary understanding of Holy Scripture. Therefore with Moses let us say to the Lord: “Show me Your face” (Exod. 33:13); with Philip to the Son: “Show us the Father” (John 14:8); with the whole Church to the Holy Spirit: “Grant us to know the Father through You and to know also the Son. Grant us to believe You, the Spirit of both, at all times.”1 No one “knows the Son except the Father, and no one knows the Father except the Son and him to whom the Son wishes to reveal Him” (Matt. 11:27). Irenaeus, Adv. haeres., bk. 4, c. 10, p. 238: “It is impossible to learn about God without God.” Hilary, De Trinit., bk. 5: “Therefore we must learn from God what we should know about God.”

(2) By a cautious observance of the limits preestablished in the Scriptures. In Exod. 19:12, when the Divine Majesty wished to show itself in a special way on Mount Sinai through the solemn recitation of the Law, it ordered definite limits to be set for the people. No one could cross over these without the very present peril of death. In the same way, in Holy Scripture, definite boundaries and limits have been set upon our intelligence and investigation, and we must be scrupulous not to jump over them or walk across their marks. Prosper, De vocat. gent., bk. 1, c. 7: “We must not investigate what God wanted to be hidden. We must not deny what He has made obvious, lest we be found illicitly curious about the former and damnably ungrateful with regard to the latter.”

(3) With the chastising of human curiosity and rashness. Moses had the anxious desire to see God’s face; however, he was not permitted to see God’s face but, instead, His back. For this he was protected by the right hand of God and was placed in a cleft in the rock (Exod. 33:22). From this we understand that we look upon God in this life not through open doors but as if through a narrow crack, as if through a lattice and in an enigma. Furthermore, we do this as God Himself assists us and uplifts our weakness. Therefore we must be careful that our curiosity not seek out what has not been revealed and our rashness not rush forth to what is inaccessible. When the Lord passed before him on the mountain, the prophet Elijah covered his face with his cloak (1 Kings 19:13). By that act he confessed that the keenness of our mind is too dull to look upon the majesty of God. Thus the curious investigation of the mind should be covered with a mantle of holy ignorance. Hilary, De Trinit., bk. 10, p. 160: “As the sun is to be seen in such a way that it can be seen, and as we must shut away as much of its light as we admit lest we achieve less than we can if we want to gaze on it too much, so also the form [ratio] of the Heavenly One must be understood to the extent that He allows Himself to be understood.” Athanasius, vol. 2, p. 248: “As it is not a matter of piety that we investigate all things boldly, so also it is not saintly to neglect absolutely all investigation.” Macarius, homily 12, p. 155: “If you cannot comprehend the thoughts of your own soul, how can you investigate the thoughts of God and, indeed, the mind of God?” Cyril asserts (Catech. 6.): “Confessing ignorance in what is said about God is the greatest wisdom.”

§ 6. From these points it is easy to understand what the response should be to the arguments some people use to try to prove that every debate about God has been forbidden. (1) Prov. 25:27: “He who searches out majesty will be crushed by glory,” with which the statement of Sirach 3:[21] fits: “Seek not what is too difficult for you nor investigate what is beyond your power.” We respond. We should distinguish between the devout meditation on those things that have been revealed about God in Scripture and the rash investigation of matters that have not been revealed. The former has been commanded, the latter forbidden. Let us, then, say with Bernard, sermon 26 on Song of Songs: “I am not afraid of the fact that Scripture threatens those who search out God’s glory because I am bringing a pure and guileless eye and am not seeking my glory but the glory of my God. I shall not be crushed by it but shall be admitted to it; otherwise, everyone is crushed by his own glory, not God’s glory. While inclined toward his own, he is not permitted to lift the neck (made heavy by lust) toward God’s [glory]. This being explained, let us investigate securely.” “To search out God’s majesty” does not mean wanting to learn from Scripture what one should determine concerning God and divine matters, for Christ commands such searching (John 5:39). Instead, it means wanting to reduce the mysteries of God to the calculations of reason, to weigh them in the balance of human searching, and to traverse the vast fields of religion with the measuring stick of one’s narrow intellect. We shall say nothing here about the fact that the words in the Hebrew text read literally: “It is not good to eat honey in great amounts, and searching out their glory is glory.”

(2) Rom. 11:34: “Who has known the mind of God?” We respond from 1 Cor. 2:10: “God has revealed to us through His Spirit,” and 1 Cor. 2:16: “Who has known the mind of the Lord so as to instruct Him? But we have the mind of Christ.” We must, then, distinguish between the secret judgments of God and the mysteries revealed in His Word. Deut. 29:29: “The secret things belong to the Lord our God, but the things that are revealed belong to us and to our children forever so that we may do all the words of this Law.”

Furthermore, the doctrine of God consists of both nomenclature and factual material.2 Nomenclature explains (1) its etymology, (2) its homonyms, and (3) its synonyms. The factual material is completed by its two sections, the first of which explains the [image: ], that is, the fact that God exists; the latter explains the [image: ], [that is,] what He is. We shall discuss each of these in order.


[image: ]

1 From the hymn Veni, creator Spiritus, mentes.

2 Nomenclature ([image: ]) explains the “words,” and the factual material ([image: ]) explains the “things” to which those words apply.



  


CHAPTER I: TREATING THOROUGHLY THE ETYMOLOGY OF
THE NAMES OF GOD
 

First, the etymology of the word “Jehovah.”

§ 7. “Jehovah,” the proper name of God, is drawn from [image: ] (“he was, he existed”). God Himself reveals this derivation in Exod. 3:14 when He was asked about His name by Moses and answered: [image: ], “I shall be what I shall be.” The Septuagint reads: [image: ], “I am the one who is. And He said, ‘Say this to the people of Israel: [image: ], I shall be, [image: ], He who is has sent me to you.’ ” V. 15: “God also said to Moses: ‘Say this to the people of Israel: “Jehovah, the [image: ], the God of your fathers, the God of Abraham, the God of Isaac, the God of Jacob, has sent me to you. This is [image: ] My name forever.” ’ ” From this we understand that [image: ] (“I shall be”) and [image: ] (“being” or “essence”) are the same thing. To this we should add a third element: [image: ], which is a contraction from “Jehovah.” Therefore just as the proper name [image: ] [“Isaac”] is formed from [image: ] through the he’emantic letter [image: ] (yod) and just as in the same manner the name [image: ] [“Jacob”] is drawn from [image: ], so also the name “Jehovah,” which belongs to the true God alone, is drawn from the root [image: ] or [image: ] (the letters ehevi [[image: ]] being changeable as the letter [image: ] is changed into [image: ]) through [image: ], the formative letter of proper names. The Portuguese Hieronymus Oleaster omits this etymology that God Himself has revealed and draws the name from [image: ] (“contrition, destruction”) so as to be an etymology from a state of mind. However, we correctly reject that etymology. In Rev. 1:4 this name is explained with three expressions: “… who is, who was, and who is to come” or “will be.” Because the Hebrews quite often use the preterite for the present and the future, therefore [image: ] can be expressed in regard to all three tenses. According to grammatical propriety, [image: ] means “he was,” [image: ] means “he will be,” and [image: ] means “being.”

§ 8. Therefore the word “Jehovah” denotes: (1) The self-existence of God, that He exists of Himself and that He has existence neither from nor in another because all other things that exist are from, in, and through Him. Jerome, on Ephesians 3: “I am who I am. I alone am, because I alone have My being from Myself. I alone am, because I have not been created by another.” God is said to be in the most truthful and proper manner because He has being from Himself, which is nothing other than His own being.

(2) His eminence over all creatures. A mode of essence is determined by any name at all, but this name “Jehovah” ([image: ], “he who is”) determines no mode of being but is indeterminate to signify that God is a being above and beyond all created things.

(3) The dependency of creatures on God. Whatever has being [est] of and through itself is the cause of those things that have being [sunt] by participation. God, then, is called “Jehovah” and [image: ] not only because He is but also because He is the cause for being of all things that are. He is the limitless and vast sea of being. Bernard, De consid. ad Eugen., bk. 5: “He is God because He is, that is, He Himself is the being of Himself and of all other things, He Himself is [present] to all, and through this, in a certain manner, is alone.” (Cf. Nazianzen on the passage, “I am who I am.”)

(4) The immutability of God. Things that change cease to be what they were and begin to be what they were not. Because God alone is unchangeable, He is the absolute being. Augustine, De civ. Dei, bk. 8, toward the end of c. 11: “He who is has sent me. That is, so to speak, in comparison with Him who truly is (because He is unchangeable), those things that are created and changeable are not.” No creature can say, “I am because I am,” because it does not have being [est] of itself nor in itself but is susceptible to constant change. Ps. 102:[26]: “The heavens will perish, but You will endure. Those things will be changed, [image: ] but You are the same.” Heb. 1:12: [image: ], “You are the same.”

(5) The eternity of God. That alone is which is eternal. Past things have perished in time; present things fly away; future things are not yet present. Therefore only God, because He is eternal, simply is being. Consequently, Rabbi Moses of Girona says: “ ‘Jehovah’ signifies the sort of existence that neither has passed nor will pass” (commentary on Exodus 3). Also, God’s infinity is indicated in that, because He has being of Himself, He could not also have been limited.

(6) The simplicity of God. All created things are composed if not of matter and form, then at least of actuality and potentiality, of being and essence. But only God’s being is His essence. Therefore the name of His essence befits Him alone. Just as the verb “I am” is irresoluble and the simplest of all verbs (for all verbs can be reduced into it, but it can be reduced into nothing), so all things are referred to God but He to nothing. Whatever exists in God is not an accident of God but is His very being. Therefore He is the simplest being.

(7) The truth of God, because God gives His being as strength and fulfillment to His promises. The rationale for this etymology is presented in Exod. 6:3 and Isa. 43:19.

(8) The difference of God from idols. Idols are [image: ], “not gods,” but God alone is Jehovah, the God who truly exists. Justin, Paraenet. ad gentes, p. 15: “I am the Existing One, that is, the one who opposes Himself to things that do not exist so that those who before this had been misled into error would understand that they had turned their minds to things that did not exist but certainly not to gods that exist.”

(9) In his commentary on Deuteronomy 23, Drusius indicates that this name denotes the property of compassion and that through the name Elohim one reads the property of judgment. This means that God is merciful in judgment.

§ 9. In Egypt, Plato heard something about this name of God and consequently teaches in his Timaeus: “God alone properly has being [est], but the remaining things that spring up change and perish. With respect to them, not being is more true than being.” In his Sophista and Parmenides, he calls God [image: ] [“that which is”], and in the Theaetetos he says: “Every created thing has more nonbeing than being.” Thus a man only has the being of a man but not the being of heaven, of an angel, nor of all other created things. Only God has the being of all things. On the doors of the temple of Apollo at Delphi these words had been engraved: (1) [image: ] [“Know thyself”]—by which the god was admonishing those who were entering his temple that they should know themselves. (2) [image: ], “thou art”—by which those who were about to enter (responding, as it were) were confessing that the god alone exists. (See Luis Vives, on bk. 8 of Augustine’s De civ. Dei, c. 11.) Eugubinus mentions that in the temples of the Egyptians these words of the god were inscribed: “I am everything which was, which is, and which will be. No one has ever pulled back my veil.”

Second, the etymology of the word Elohim.

§ 10. Elohim [“God”] (which Rabbi Aben Ezra says is a name of power, not of substance) comes from the singular Eloah, which we find in Job 4:9; 12:4; etc., as “under the guidance of Eloah.” (1) Some take it from [image: ] (“strong”; Elim in the plural) and insert the letter [image: ] [he] from the Tetragrammaton to make Elohim because God is the strongest and most powerful of all. (2) Some take it from [image: ] (“he swore”) because one must swear by God if God’s glory should demand that. (3) Some think that the name Eloah was formed from [image: ] and [image: ] taken jointly because through His power God preserves the things He has created and thereby binds them to Himself, as if by oath, to obedient servanthood. (4) Some think it comes from [image: ] (“fortitude, strength”). (5) Rabbi Nachaman thinks it was spoken as if it were [image: ], “the strength of those,” that is, of those things that were created, because He is the power of powers.

None of these etymologies, however, exactly fits the rules of grammar. The pointing does not permit it to be derived from [image: ] because a tsere is not changed into a segol, and the mappiq
[image: ] at the end of the word [image: ] shows that the [image: ] is a root letter. Thus these are merely allusive, and we are more correct in saying that [image: ] is a primitive [nonderived] noun. Rabbi Menahem Recanatensis thinks it is composed of El and Jah, and he adds the ridiculous observation: “If you remove the letters of the Tetragrammaton, there remains [image: ], ‘mute,’ for a person without God is as mute as a fish.”

The rabbis distinguish the name Elohim from Jehovah in such a way that Elohim signifies [image: ], the quality or property of judgment, but Jehovah signifies [image: ], the property of mercy. They conclude this from Ps. 56:[10]: “In Elohim whose word I shall praise, in Jehovah whose word I shall praise,” that is, I shall praise God whether He chastises me with His just judgment or shows me mercy in His benefits. It is more correct to say that Jehovah indicates His essence but Elohim His attributes because the former is absolute while the latter is relative. As a result, in Exod. 3:15 and here and there elsewhere, Jehovah elohe are joined together, for God is called Elohim to the extent that He is the Creator, Ruler, and Preserver of all things, the avenging Judge of all things, who shows gracious help to the devout and just vengeance to the wicked. For this reason, in his description of the creation, Moses calls God Elohim so that we may understand that the same God is the Creator of the world who is the Preserver of it and the Ruler of all things, that we may be taught that He has arranged all things in His creation wisely and justly, and that this Judge has attributed to each its own appropriately.

Third, the etymology of the word [image: ]

§ 11. Some derive the Greek [image: ] [“God”] from the Hebrew [image: ], “sufficiency,” because God says to Abraham in Gen. 17:1: “I am [image: ],” God Almighty, sufficient of Myself, in need of nothing. Others prefer to seek a Greek origin for the Greek word, but they, too, differ much in their opinions.

Some form it from [image: ], which means “to run.” Plato, Cratylos, p. 314: “The first Greek people seem to have thought that the sun, moon, and stars were gods and called them [image: ] [“gods”] because they saw them being carried around on a never-ending course. Then they seemed to have called the rest by the same name.”

Some derive it from [image: ], “to watch.” Basil (Epistle 141, vol. 2, p. 111) and Gregory of Nyssa (Ad Ablabium, p. 94) do this because God is the watcher and prefect of all things. In his De div. nomin., c. 12, Dionysius ties both etymologies together: “God is called [image: ] because He watches over all things with His marvelous providence and goodness, because He runs over all things and contains all things, and because He fills all things with Himself and transcends all things that use His providence.”

Some take it from [image: ], “to burn,” such as Nazianzen, Orat. 2. de Filio, p. 262: “… because God consumes wicked behavior.” In Orth. fid., bk. 1, c. 12, the Damascene connects three derivations: “The name [image: ] is named from [image: ] [“to run”] and [image: ] [“to handle”] all things” because He runs through and arranges all things (Ps. 138:8; Isa. 66:1; 8:1) and because He encompasses all things, embraces all things, hurries to bring help to all things. “Or it is from [image: ] [“to burn”], which is [image: ] [“to kindle a fire”], for God is a fire that consumes all wickedness” (Deut. 4:24; Heb. 12:29). “Or it is from [image: ] [“to watch over”] all things, for nothing escapes His detection, and He is the overseer,” etc.

Clement of Alexandria, Stromata, bk. 1, toward the end, believes that [image: ] is from [image: ] (“position, order, and administration”), for He arranges all things according to number, measure, and weight (Wisdom 11:[20]).

Some draw it from the Aeolic [image: ], which corresponds to the word [image: ], the name by which the heathen call their chief god. Many derive the Latin deus [“god”] from the Greek [image: ], “timidity, fear,” etc., because the devout and the wicked fear God—the former as His children, the latter as His slaves; the former because of His blessings and judgments, the latter because of His punishments. Ambrose, De fide, bk. 1, c. 1: “Thus the true God is called ‘the fear of Isaac,’ that is, the God whom Isaac fears and worships (Gen. 31:53).” Others prefer to take it from dando [“giving”], because every good and perfect gift comes down from God (James 1:17). Some run back to the Hebrew [image: ], “sufficiency.” It is more correct, however, to say that the Greek [image: ] and the Latin deus are primitive words,3 something we also say about the German word Gott [“God”].


[image: ]

3 That is, words not derived from others.



  


CHAPTER 2: WHICH EXPLAINS THE HOMONYMS OF THE WORD
 

First, the homonyms of the word Elohim.

§ 12. In the sacred language, God is called most especially by three names: Jehovah, Elohim, and Adonai. The name “Jehovah,” as also Adonai with a qamets, is proper for God alone, as we shall show later.

Elohim, which is a plural, from the singular Eloah, is taken properly [proprie] or improperly [improprie]. Properly, it is attributed to the one true God, the Creator of all things, and this either essentially or personally. It is taken essentially whenever it is understood to refer to all three persons of the Godhead, as in Gen. 1:1: “In the beginning [image: ] (God) created …” The Targum uses [image: ] so that the one true God may be understood, just as Moses explains himself: “On the day when Jehovah Elohim made the earth and the heavens …” (Gen. 2:4). Moses immediately explains who that true God is, Jehovah Elohim, when, in the following chapter, he distinctly makes mention of one speaking and of the Word and of the Spirit, that is, of the Father, Son, and Holy Spirit.

People say that it is taken personally either for two persons, as in Gen. 1:2 where “the Spirit of Elohim,” that is, the Spirit of the Father and the Son, “was moving over the waters.” (Although according to the opinion of others, nothing keeps one from taking this by apposition in this way: the Spirit who is Elohim, true God along with the Father and the Son, was moving. In this way the statement would belong to the part following.) Or it is taken for one person, as in Ps. 45:[7]: “Therefore Elohim Elohecha [“God, Your God”] anointed You,” so the meaning is, “God the Father has anointed You the Messiah, You who are the true God, with the oil of gladness,” that is, with the Holy Spirit. Furthermore, because the word Elohim is plural not only with regard to its ending but also with regard to its meaning (and also because somehow the argument that is drawn from this word in favor of the mystery of the Trinity appears to totter if it is proved that it is taken elsewhere singularly for only one person), we leave it as a matter for devout minds to consider whether or not it can be said that the name Elohim here is not taken personally but essentially for all three persons of the Deity in this sense: “Elohim, that is, the true God, who is Father, Son, and Holy Spirit, who is also ‘your God’ (John 20:17), has anointed You as the Messiah.” I say, “He has anointed You according to the human nature with the oil of gladness,” because Christ as God has anointed Himself as man. The Damascene, Orth. fid., bk. 3, c. 3: “In His own person He (Christ) anointed Himself—as God, anointing His body with His own divinity, and as man, being anointed. For He is Himself both God and man, and the anointing is the divinity of His humanity.” This interpretation is confirmed from the fact that there is a royal pazer accent in the word [image: ]. From this it can be concluded that a distinction must be made there.

§ 13. The name Elohim is taken improperly when it is attributed to either creatures or idols. It is attributed to creatures analogically, to idols imitatively; to creatures truly but secondarily, to idols only apparently.

[It is attributed] to “creatures,” for instance, incorporeal creatures such as spirits: both good (as in Ps. 86:8: “There is none like You [image: ] among the gods,” or as in the Targum: [image: ]among the angels on high”) and evil (as in 1 Sam. 28:13: “I see Elohim ascending,” or as in the Targum: [image: ], “the Angel of the Lord”). Angels are called both good and evil Elohim both by reason of their bravery and strength and by reason of their ministry because God employs their efforts in exercising His judgments and completing His works. Or [it is attributed to] corporeal [creatures] such as humans set in magistracies and high office. Exod. 22:[28]: “You shall not despise the gods (elohim) …” The Targum reads [image: ], “judges.” Rulers are called Elohim because they are God’s substitutes on earth. 2 Chron. 19:6: “They exercise the judgment not of man but of God.” John 10:35: “He called them ‘gods’ to whom the Word of God came,” that is, they have been called and set up to administer a divine responsibility on earth.

The name Elohim is given to idols in Exod. 22:20: “Whoever sacrifices [image: ] to strange gods,” that is, to idols, “will be killed.” The Targum reads [image: ], “to idols” or “to the pains of the heathen” in a metonymic sense. Idols are called Elohim because idolaters create them for divine worship and elevate them into the place of the true God, though they actually are not Elohim but [image: ] (Lev. 10:4; Isa. 9:10, from [image: ], “nothing, nothingness,” a nonexistent, nonuseful thing) because idols are nothing and provide no benefit. 1 Cor. 8:4: “We know that an idol is nothing in the world,” that is, they are [image: ], “not gods” (2 Chron. 13:9). In fact, in contempt Scripture calls idols [image: ], “dung,” and stinking gods in 1 Kings 15:12 and 2 Kings 17:12. This can also be a diminutive from [image: ], “God,” that is, they are little gods (Götterchen in German, so-called in contempt). It can also be [image: ], “not God,” for idols are not truly gods, or it can be [image: ], “god of night, the nocturnal god, the god of darkness,” as are the demons who are made into idols. Or it can come from [image: ], “he was cursed,” because idols are things we should curse.

Second, the homonyms of the word [image: ]

§ 14. The same thing should be understood about the Greek word [image: ] as was said about the Hebrew Elohim, namely, that it is taken either properly, as it is attributed to the one true God—and that either essentially to all three persons (John 4:24) or personally
concerning the Father (John 3:16), the Son (John 1:1), the Holy Spirit (Acts 5:4)—or improperly, in which manner it is given either to creatures or to idols.

Nevertheless here we must note carefully that the name “God” is being attributed to neither creatures nor idols absolutely and simply but with a certain limitation and restriction which reveals that this is done not literally but figuratively, not directly but merely in a certain respect expressed in the same place. Thus the devil is not called simply “a god” but “the god of this world” because the world is obedient to him, and in this respect it worships him instead of God (2 Cor. 4:4). (Here, however, Irenaeus prefers to claim a transposition in that statement. Adv. haeres., bk. 3, c. 17, p. 176: “God blinded the minds of the unbelievers of this world.”) The belly is called a god, but of the Epicureans, who do all things for the sake of their belly (Phil. 3:19). Moses is called a god, but of Pharaoh and Aaron, namely, because, fortified as he was by God’s authority, he was carrying out his duty and in this respect had been established as God over Pharaoh (Exod. 7:1; 4:16).

The devout ancients confirm this observation. Irenaeus, bk. 3, c. 5, p. 174: “Not the Lord nor the Holy Spirit nor the apostles at any time would have definitely and absolutely called him ‘God’ who was not God unless he were the true God.” C. 6, p. 176: “Moses, being a man of God, was put before Pharaoh as God, but he is not truly named ‘the Lord’ nor do the prophets call him ‘God.’ Rather, faithful Moses is called by the Spirit ‘the servant and slave of God,’ which he indeed was.” Ibid.: “When Scripture calls ‘gods’ those who are not gods, it does not totally reveal them as gods but with some additional signification which shows that they are not gods.” Justin (or whoever else is the author), QQ. et. resp. ad orth., q. 142, p. 378: “Both angels and men, because of order and familiarity, because of the responsibility entrusted to them, were allowed to have both the dignity and title of ‘God,’ but when that responsibility ceased, they ceased to be called ‘gods,’ etc. He called leaders ‘gods’ because He said, ‘I have given you My position, dignity, and title.’ ” Hilary, De Trinit., bk. 7: “God is not said to have made Moses a god but to have appointed him as God. He is not called a god in a precise and absolute sense but with this addition: ‘… of Pharaoh.’ Moses was not given a nature by which to be God but the authority by which as God to frighten Pharaoh, to punish him and force him, though unwilling, to release the Hebrews.” Ambrose, De fide, bk. 5, c. 5: “According to Scripture, either ‘God’ is true (such as the Father, Son, and Holy Spirit) or is so-called (such as angels and judges) or is false (such as demons and idols).” Gregory, homily 8 on Ezekiel: “In Holy Scripture, God is sometimes named essentially, sometimes nominally. You see, though we may share with God in many names and operations, nevertheless we never share with Him in essence.”

In fact, as Scripture carefully discerns the true God, properly speaking, from improperly and falsely named gods, it calls Him “God by nature” (Gal. 4:8) but calls them “so-called gods” (1 Cor. 8:5). We use this observation against the Photinians, who deny that the true divinity of Christ can be demonstrated from the name “God,” which has been attributed to Him. Basil includes all of these points briefly when, in Epistle 141 (which is addressed to the people of Caesarea), he explains that the name “God” is used in three ways. For it is said: (1) [image: ], according to substance, with regard to the highest and unchangeable good, which is God Himself. (2) [image: ], according to grace, with regard to those upon whom a divine responsibility rests. (3) [image: ], according to a lie, either concerning one to whom a man voluntarily subjects himself and whom he serves, or one whom a person regards or venerates as the greatest good, or one whom people venerate as God because of superstition.

Questions.

§ 15. (I) The question arises: Must we establish between the word
[image: ]
with the article and the same word without the article the sort of difference where the former is proper to the true God only but the latter is not? (1) The Arians formerly defended the affirmative, as is known from Chrysostom’s homily 3 on John.

(2) Epiphanius also goes off in the same direction: “If we say [image: ], that is, ‘God’ without the article, we have named any god of the heathen but not the true God. If we say [image: ] it is clear from the article that we mean the true God, who exists and is known” (Contra Samar., bk. 1, vol. 1, col. 22).

(3) The Photinians strongly urge this very thing to overthrow the argument for asserting the divinity of the Son from the name [image: ], which is attributed to Him. Socinus, Tr. de Deo, Christo et S. s., p. 55: “That passage, John 1:1, can indicate quite clearly that Jesus Christ is not equally true God, as is His Father, because there His Father is called [image: ], that is, ‘the one God,’ while He is simply called [image: ], that is, simply ‘a god.’ ” Socinus again, Contra Bellarm. et Wiekum, p. 335: “Our adversaries at times contend that the Son is sometimes called ‘God’ with the article, though they are greatly deceived.” p. 383: “I admit that somewhere in the New Testament Christ is called ‘God’ absolutely. Nevertheless the name ‘God’ holds the place of the predicate, and the article that retains its full force is absent.” Goslavius, part 1, c. 5, p. 57: “The Father is called ‘God’ with the article; Christ is called ‘God’ without the article. In all of Scripture, however, we do not find that Christ is called ‘God’ with the article.” Eniedinus, introduction to the Gospel of John, p. 160: “Hence [image: ] is set down without the article, and this indicates that here this word does not mean the great and only God whom the preceding and following clauses indicate.” Schmalz, explanation of John 1, translates [image: ] into German as follows: Die Rede war ein Gott (“The discourse was a God”), namely, someone who was created, because [image: ] does not have an article.

We, on the other hand, draw the following conclusion. If the name [image: ], attributed to the true God, at times lacks the article and in turn at times is attributed to the “so-called gods” when it has the article added, the consequence is that this hypothesis of the Photinians is false. Now, the first statements are true; thus the latter is also. The logical sequence of the major premise is quite obvious because the idea that the name [image: ] always has the article added when used concerning the true God and that the name sometimes lacks the article when used concerning the true God are diametrically opposed, as well as the idea that the name [image: ] with the article at times is attributed to the “so-called gods.”

The first part of the minor premise can be proved with various examples that are obvious throughout the New Testament: Matt. 4:4; 5:9; 6:24; 12:28; etc. (See the Concordantiae biblicae of Robertus Stephanus.) Chrysostom, homily 3 on John, urges that in the first chapter of John the name of God as referring to the Father is uttered twice without the article: v. 6 (“There was a man sent from God”) and v. 18 (“No one has ever seen God”).

Furthermore, the latter part of the minor premise also cannot be denied: Acts 7:43: “You took up the tent of Moloch and the star [image: ] [“of your god”] Rephan.” Acts 14:11: “[image: ] [“The gods”] have come down to us in the likeness of men.” 2 Cor. 4:4: “[image: ] [“The god of this world”] has blinded the minds of the unbelievers.” Gal. 4:8: “Ignorantly you used to serve [image: ] [“those who by nature are not gods”].” Phil. 3:19: “Whose [image: ] [“god”] is their belly.” We also have similar things in the Septuagint translation: Ps. 95:[3]: “He is terrible [image: ] [“above all gods”].”

Therefore though the name [image: ] without the article is attributed to Christ in John 1:1 and 1 Tim. 3:16, from this fact one cannot void the argument that we deduce in favor of establishing the divinity of Christ from the name [image: ], which is attributed to Him: (1) Because in many other passages He is called [image: ] (with the article), such as in Matt. 1:23; Luke 1:16; Acts 20:28; Titus 2:13; Heb. 1:8; etc. (2) Because in John 1:1 the article is omitted not to weaken the deity of the Son but to designate the predicate (to show that the name [image: ] in that phrase functions as the predicate). (3) Because in 1 Tim. 3:16 the name [image: ] is put in the place of the subject. But now the Photinians have the rule that when the name “God” is placed absolutely in the subject of a sentence, it then indicates the true God. Socinus, Resp. ad Bellarm., c. 6, class. 4, arg. 1, p. 370: “In the New Testament, when the word ‘God’ holds the place of the subject absolutely, whether it occurs with or without the article, or when it functions as a predicate, if it have the article simply, either without such an addition or by a construction that breaks the force of the article, it is never attributed except to [God] alone, not even to Christ.” (4) Because in that same first chapter, John used the name “God” four times to refer to Him who beyond controversy is that true God (vv. 12, 13, 18); nevertheless he did not put the article ahead of these references. Therefore the omission of the article does not weaken the true Deity.

Thus we reject that invented rule of the Photinians and oppose another to it: Whoever is called “God” absolutely and simply, without any limitation and restriction, in such a way that such praises and epithets are added to the noun “God” that befit only the true and eternal God, He is the true and eternal God. In this manner, we shall demonstrate in its own place that Christ is called “God.”

§ 16. (II) The question arises: From the article added to the noun
[image: ], when it is used properly in reference to the true God, can we understand that it must be taken in a personal sense [[image: ]]? Didymus of Alexandria forms this rule: “The epithet [image: ] or the article [image: ] added to the word [image: ] indicates that that word must be taken to refer to the person of the Holy Spirit. The omission thereof advises us to take it as a reference to his gifts” (De Spirit. sanct., bk. 1). In the same way also, Jacques Lefèvre d’Étaples thinks that from the omission or addition of the article one can understand when the noun [image: ] is taken personally or essentially [[image: ]].

Indeed, in some examples that observation is possible. Thus John 1:1: “The Word was with God [[image: ]],” that is, with the Father, as the noun “God” is taken in a personal sense. In John 20:28, Thomas says to Christ: “My God [[image: ]].” Nevertheless as the rule of Didymus is not one of permanent and immovable truth (as we have shown in our treatise On the Holy Spirit [1610 Loci Theologici, locus 6], § 17), so also at times that observation of d’Étaples is out of place, as in John 4:24: “God is a spirit [[image: ]].” Here, nevertheless, the word “God” is taken essentially.

§ 17. (III) The question arises: Is the noun “God,” used in the place of the predicate, nowhere taken properly as the true and eternal God? This, too, is a hypothesis of the Photinians, invented for this purpose: to weaken the force of our arguments when we affirm the divinity of the Son from the name “God.” This is evident from Socinus: “When the word ‘God,’ expressed simply, has the position of the subject, it means God the Father, which is nothing else but that the Father alone is the one true God” (Defens. animadv., c. 4, p. 130). In his book Contra Wiek., p. 383: “I admit that elsewhere in the New Testament Christ is called ‘God’ in an absolute sense, but with the word ‘God’ having the position of the predicate.”

But we set against them: (1) Their own confession. They refuse to understand the words of 1 John 5:20 (“This is the true God and eternal life”) as referring to Him who by nature is the eternal God. The Catech. Racov., p. 76: “Those words cannot be referred to Christ because the Greek adds [image: ].” Goslavius, Contra Kecker., part 1, c. 5, p. 62: “These words must be referred not to the Son, who is mentioned right next to them, but to the true God named in a place farther away.” Yet the noun “God” is used there in the place of the predicate. They are also compelled to acknowledge that the noun “God” used in the place of the predicate sometimes denotes the true and eternal God.

(2) The genuine, proper meaning of this word. The word “God” does not change its proper meaning and acquire another when it is used in the place of the predicate, but it keeps the same meaning in both places. If a term used in the predicate were to receive a meaning other than that which it had when it was used in the subject, the syllogistic inference in the first figure would be endangered.

(3) The usage in Scripture. Matt. 22:32: “I am the God of Abraham,” etc. Acts 7:32: “I am the God of your fathers.” 2 Cor. 6:16: “I shall be their God.” Heb. 11:16: “He is not ashamed to be called their God,” etc. Here we do not have what they are saying (that the word “God” is not being placed in the predicate absolutely). Instead, [it is found] with the addition “the God of Abraham,” “the God of their fathers,” “their God,” [and] those additions do not change the proper meaning of this word. Rather, they explain and describe it. They do not produce a new noun but determine it in the manner of an adjective and periphrasis. Furthermore, they get nowhere with their attempt to escape when they say that the word “God” used absolutely in the predicate is not taken as the true and eternal God but only a God limited by an addition. You see, Christ is not only called “God” absolutely, but also the word “God,” when it is attributed to Christ, is marked with the sort of praising descriptions that befit only the true and eternal God. Thus He is called “mighty God” (Isa. 9:6), “our great God” (Titus 2:13), “the true God” (1 John 5:20), “the God blessed over all things” (Rom. 9:5), “the God of Thomas” (John 20:28), so also the “God of Israel,” who is no one but the one true God, and He calls Himself “the God of Abraham” (Exod. 3:15).

§ 18. (IV) The question arises: Does God have a proper name? This is denied by Philo (De vit. Moysis), Justin (Paraenesis ad Graec.), and others. Galatino cites the statement of Rabbi HaKadosh from the Gale razeia: “God does not have a name, the knowledge of which we can have. In fact, His substance is His name and vice versa. As we can have no familiarity with His substance (because if we knew that, we would become like Him), so also we cannot have a knowledge of His name” (De arc. Cathol. verit., bk. 2, c. 10). On the other hand, others affirm that God certainly does have a proper name and that this name is “Jehovah.”

We think that the matter can be resolved with a distinction. That is called a proper name which either expresses the complete nature and essence of the thing named or which befits some one thing alone and distinguishes it from everything else. In the first sense, God does not have any proper name, but in the second sense He does. (In God there is “the incomprehensible and the knowable, and not all things are unknowable nor are they all knowable,” says John of Damascus, Orth. fid., bk. 1, c. 2.) With respect to the former sense, the fathers call God “unnameable and unspeakable” (Dionysius, De div. nomin., c. 1; Clement of Alexandria, Stromat., bk. 5; Cyril of Jerusalem, Catech. 6.). With respect to the latter, they say that God can truly be named by us. Thomas, [ST,] part 1, q. 13, art. 1: “In some way we can know God; therefore we can also name Him because words are signs of concepts, and by their mediation, [they point to] the things themselves. We cannot know God, however, with a perfect knowledge; therefore we also cannot name Him. However, you say, if some proper name were to belong to God, it would be either abstract or concrete. But we can attribute neither to God. It is not concrete because God is utterly simple; it is not abstract because God is a thing that truly exists and abstract names signify a thing that does not exist of itself.”

We respond with an inversion. It is right to attribute both names to God: concrete because He is a truly existing thing, abstract because He is utterly simple without any composition of matter.

§ 19. (V) The question arises: Is the name “God” apellative [i.e., merely nominal] or truly proper? The Photinians claim that it is appellative so that they may hold that the true and eternal deity of Christ cannot be proved from the name “God” that is attributed to Him in the Scriptures. Eniedinus writes in his introduction to his commentary on John, p. 160: “The word ‘God’ is attributed to many different things, as is clear from the Old and New Testaments. Therefore it does not follow that if someone is called ‘God,’ we must immediately consider him to be the eternal Creator of heaven and earth.”

** Eniedinus again, on John 1, p. 199: “The word ‘God’ is the name of an office and responsibility rather than of nature and essence. Everyone who deals with sacred matters should be very aware of this.” **

Socinus, Contra Wiekum, p. 379: “We must know that the name ‘God’ is by its own nature an appellative name and, therefore, befits many things.”

** Schmalz, De div. verbi incar. natura, c. 26, p. 144: “The word ‘God’ is a title of dignity, not of essence and office. Whoever has true dignity, that is, true divine power, he is in his own way the true God.” **

The Papist Cornelio Musso (Postill., vol. 1, p. 545) yields to the Photinians as he denies that the name “God” is the proper name for God.

We distinguish between a proper and a modified understanding of the word. You see, when the name “God” is assigned to others besides the one and only true God, then we do not take it in a proper but in a modified sense, as is clear from the restrictions that are added. On the other hand, when it is taken properly, it befits only the one true and eternal God in Scripture. Bernard, Serm. super Missus est: “We take the name ‘God’ either substantively or nominally.” You see, the true God is called God “by nature” (Gal. 4:8). The rest are called “the so-called gods” (1 Cor. 8:5). The true God is called “the only God besides whom there is no other god” (Deut. 32:39; Ps. 86:10; Isa. 37:16; etc.). However, there are many “so-called gods” (1 Cor. 8:5). The true God is called “God of gods,” “the great God above all gods,” “the God whom no one is like” (Ps. 50:1; 95:3; 96:4; 97:9; etc.). However, this cannot be said about any of the “so-called gods.”

Consequently, the Photinians themselves confess that the word “God” is attributed according to preeminence and in a unique manner to the one great Author and Creator of things, the eternal God. Socinus, in Tract. de Deo, Christo
et Spir. s., p. 3: “The word ‘God’ is taken especially in two ways in Holy Writ. The first way is when it means Him who rules and presides over others both in heaven and on earth and is the Author and Origin of things in such a way that He has no one as His chief or superior nor does He depend on anyone. The other way is when it means that person who has some authority or might or power from the one God Himself or who in some other way is a partaker of the divinity of that same God, that is, of Jehovah, who is called ‘the God of gods.’ ” In his Animadv. defens., p. 74: “Although the word ‘God’ is appellative by its own nature, it is still used commonly as a proper name and is spoken here and there about that God of all gods preeminently—not only predicatively, as we say, but also subjectively.” Contra Wiek., c. 6, class. 4, arg. 1, p. 379: “The name ‘God’ is attributed uniquely through excellence to that one great Author and Creator of things.” Goslavius, p. 1, c. 5, p. 55: “The name ‘God’ is given to that one great Creator of things preeminently, as if it were proper to Him, namely, because the significance of this name fits Him especially and in a unique manner beyond others.”

Yet whatever befits someone preeminently as his proper name, to this extent and respect it is not appellative and common to many but takes on the nature of a proper name. However, as to how one can determine where the name “God” is taken properly and where figuratively, we must note the general rule concerning this matter: “Wherever the name ‘God’ is used, we must take it in a literal sense unless the circumstances of the text show the contrary.” Dr. Hunnius gives special rules in his Exam. error. Photin. de nomin. Dei, c. 3, p. 245.

Here, in favor of our opinion, we draw the following conclusions: (1) If the name “God” is not proper to God, God would absolutely not be one, for that which fits many is common and that which fits only one is proper; it is necessary that a name of just one thing is a proper name. Therefore because Scripture always teaches that God is one, the consequence is that the name “God” is a proper name for God and is not common to many. (2) When a name befits someone per se but also befits others because of their relation and respect to him, then we must declare that this is his proper name. The name “God,” however, befits God per se and also others with respect to the true God. Therefore. (3) The name “God” cannot equally signify the divine nature and the divine likeness or participation. Instead, it signifies primarily the nature of divinity but secondarily the likeness to it. Therefore it is the proper name for God.
  


CHAPTER III: ON SYNONYMS
 

§ 20. To the synonyms belong the names of God, in whose explanation the greatest part of the doctrine of God is contained. This is so because our theology in this life is almost completely grammatical. Thus whatever we can know about God is called “the name of God,” and when Dionysius the Areopagite (or whoever else is the author of the book De divinis nominibus) planned to say anything about God, he gathered the names that are given to God in the Scriptures.

First, the divisions of the divine names.

In general we should note: (I) The various divisions of the names of God. (1) The names of God are spoken generally or specifically. In a general and broad sense, whatever is declared about God is said to be a name of God. In this way it is taken by the ancients, who include also His attributes or properties by the giving of names. As a result, they separate them into affirmative names, as when God is said to be good, wise, omnipotent, etc., and negative names, as when He is said to be immense, incorporeal, invisible. In the specific and strict sense, the names by which He calls Himself in Holy Scripture are said to be names of God. That division belongs to this also. There are some names for God by which the subject—God—is signified, such as Jehovah and Jah. There also are some that are predicated of the subject and are called attributes, such as “Merciful” and “Just.” Here, however, we should note two things: First, it is only for the sake of teaching that the subject and the attributes of the subject are distinguished in God because in God they are most really and simply one thing. Second, some names that concern the subject itself are also sometimes predicated of the subject, such as Jehovah El, “Mighty God” (Exod. 20:5).

(2) Some divine names are essential, established to signify His essence, such as Jehovah. Some, on the other hand, are personal and are used about God to indicate the plurality of persons, such as Elohim.

(3) Essential names are either proper or figurative. Proper names are those that are predicated of God without figurative language, such as Jehovah, El, and Adonai. Figurative ones are those that are predicated of God through a figure of speech.

(4) Figurative names are either metonymic, as when God is called “Might,” “Aid,” “Light,” or “our Salvation” because He is the Creator and Preserver of might, aid, light, and our salvation (Ps. 18:[1]; 22:[19]; 27:[1]). He is called “our song,” “our praise,” “our hope” because He is the subject matter of our song and of our praise and is the object of our hope (Exod. 15:2; Jer. 17:14; Ps. 3:[3]; etc.). Or those names are metaphoric, as when He is called “the sun,” “a lamp,” or “a shield” (Ps. 84:[11]; Isa. 10:17; Ps. 3:[3]; etc.). Some of these metaphorical names are taken from man and some from other creatures.

(5) Personal names include either all three persons, such as Elohim, or they express the individual persons, such as “Father,” “Son,” and “Holy Spirit.”

Second, observations about the names of God.

§ 21. (II) Observations about the names of God. (1) The variety of the names of God express His divine majesty. You see, because we cannot fully know the divine majesty because of its complete perfection, so many names of God are published for us in the Scriptures that from them we may be drawn only to some knowledge of God’s majesty. (See Augustinus Justinianus, in Octaplo psalterii, at Psalm 118.) Galatino (De arc. Cathol. verit., bk. 2, c. 17) relates that the Kabbalists in some strange way draw seventy-two names for God from Exod. 14:19–21. Because they have accomplished this in ten modes, they consequently produce 720 names. Although an interpretation of the names of God is not contained in the books of the Jews, nevertheless we quite correctly observe in them that each of those names is formed of three letters and consists of three syllables to designate the Trinity of the persons of God. Irenaeus (bk. 2, c. 41, p. 140) uses as a name of God Barneth, perhaps from [image: ]. Concerning the names Egla and Makom, see our treatise On the Nature of God [1610 Loci Theologici, locus 3], § 25. God is also called [image: ] (Deut. 32:29; Isa. 42:8); [image: ] (Isa. 65:16); Baruch, “the Blessed” (Mark 14:61). Aristotle writes that God is called [image: ] as if [image: ], “always being,” because he always keeps his own position [statum] (De mundo, c. 7). The Greeks call God [image: ] [“life”] because he is the initiator of all life, and [image: ] [“through”] because all things exist through him. (Cf. Plato, Cratyl., p. 313; Laertius, Vit. Zenon., p. 451; etc.) Jerome (Epistle 136, to Marcellus) mentions ten names for God: El, Elohim, Elohe, Sabaoth, Elyon, Asher Ehieh, Adonai, Yah, Jehovah, Shaddai. We have published an explanation of these in our treatise On the Nature of God [1610 Loci Theologici, locus 3], § 21. Here we warn [the reader] that [Jerome] distinguishes Elohim not so appropriately from Elohe, because it comes from the same [root], namely, from Eloah. The first is absolute, but the latter is construct or placed in governance [in the construct state]. We also warn [the reader] that Sabaoth is never attributed to God absolutely; therefore it is not a name of itself but is connected with the name El or Jehovah. Finally, we warn [the reader] that the name Yah has been contracted from the name Jehovah.

** (Those who say that Sabaoth is a name for God are deceived because it is a plural that means “armies” and denotes all the creatures of God. This is notwithstanding the facts that: (1) The name [image: ][“Jehovah”], which is often added, is not put into the construct state, for we must supply the name [image: ] [“Elohe”], which is expressly added in Hosea 12:[5]. (2) The Hebrew word is retained in the New Testament in the Greek text as [image: ] (Rom. 9:29). After all, not every word that is preserved for a certain reason in the original language in the New Testament is a proper name, as is evident concerning hosanna, hallelujah, amen, pascha, sabbathum, etc. Conversely, even some proper names are not retained in the Hebrew language, as is evident with reference to the names Jehovah and Adonai, which are rendered in the New Testament as [image: ] [“Lord”]. **

(2) The names that are properly spoken with reference to God but that nevertheless are not given to Him alone, but also in some respect to His creatures, befit God primarily [per prius, literally] and His creatures secondarily [per posterius, nonliterally]. On the other hand, those that are spoken about God metaphorically befit His creatures primarily and God secondarily. For the primary things [priora] are transferred from God to His creatures but the derivative things [posteriora] from His creatures to God. Thomas makes the following distinction: “As far as the thing signified is concerned, the proper names are said about God primarily [per prius] because perfections of this type filter down from God into His creatures; however, concerning the giving of a name primarily, we impose them on His creatures” ([ST,] p. 1, q. 13, art. 3). It is more correct, however, to say that both the thing and the name in such attributes are attributed to God primarily [per prius] because both are transferred from God to His creatures.

(3) Metaphoric names taken from man and attributed to God designate both the philanthropy of God and the economy of the incarnation.

On the name “Jehovah”: First, the title.

§ 22. We must teach some things in particular about the three names of God: Jehovah, Adonai, and Elohim. Of the name “Jehovah,” we must consider: (I) The title. The rabbinic scholars call it: (1) [image: ], “the name, son of four letters,” and the Greeks [image: ] [“four-lettered”] from the number of letters with which it was written. (2) [image: ], “the name” par exellence, because it is to be preferred above all other names. Lyra, on Exodus 8, from Rabbi Moyses: “God is called some names with respect to His creatures, such as ‘Creator’ and ‘Lord.’ Others are indicative of the qualities regarding His divine essence, such as ‘the Wise,’ ‘the Good,’ ‘the Omnipotent’; some with respect to His quantities, such as ‘the Immense,’ ‘the Uncircumscribed.’ The four-lettered name, however, signifies pure, bare essence as He exists in Himself.” (3) [image: ], “the great name.” (4) [image: ], “the glorious name”; [image: ], “the one to be blessed”; [image: ], “glorious”; [image: ], “great” (Jer. 44:26). (5) [image: ], “proper or appropriated name.” (6) [image: ], “the name set forth or separated,” for it is taken either from [image: ] (“he set forth”) or from [image: ] (“he separated”), as the son of Maimon [Moses ben Maimon or Maimonides] wishes, because it is separated from the knowledge of men. (Cf. Buxtorf, on the root [image: ], p. 179; Schindler, Lexicon, p. 430.) We shall say later how this is explained in various ways. (7) [image: ], “appropriated,” or, with the addition of [image: ], “appropriated to Him,” because it is most properly attributed to God. (8) [image: ], which reminds one of the essence of God. (9) [image: ] [“the name of Him who is, His own name”].

Second, the writing.

§ 23. (II) The Aramaic writers [of the Targumim] write it with three [image: ]s (forming the vertices of an equilateral triangle pointing downward) with a qamets added beneath, as well as with four points set in order: · · · ·. In the rabbinic commentaries we have [image: ], and in some books [image: ] because the [image: ] is interpreted as “the beginning.” Moreover, the concept of “beginning” befits the three persons of God in comparison with His creatures. Therefore the three persons of God would be expressed with three [image: ]s and would be closed up within a circle both to signify the unity of the divine nature in the three persons and to note that there is only one beginning. (Cf. Virg. on Isaiah 12.)

In some Greek Bibles it was once written with a Samaritan character of the sort that comes close to the shape of the Greek letter π. Those who did not understand this used to think that two π’s were placed there and would read it Pipi. Jerome ridicules these in his Prolog. galeatus and in Epistle 136. In his commentary on Isaiah, Procopius wrote in the margin [image: ] wherever he found [image: ] (“Lord”) in the Greek text and the Tetragrammaton in the Hebrew.

In the Rashe tebot, that is, in the first letters of words or in their abbreviations, [image: ] or only a [image: ] is used, and it means [image: ] [“the name”]. Also used in the same way are [the four letters] [image: ], which are the initial letters of the words [image: ], “the holy One, blessed is He.” Sometimes throughout the Soph. tebot they write the last letter of the Tetragrammaton, [image: ]. (Cf. Reuchlin, De arte Cabbalist., bk. 3.) They also change some letters of it, for instead of [image: ], they write [image: ], as well as [image: ]. All of these derive their origin from the fact that they were unwilling to publish or speak this name in common use.

Third, its pronunciation.

§ 24. (III) The Jews think that this name cannot and should not be pronounced; for that reason, they call it [image: ] [“unpronounced”]. Theodoret calls it [image: ] [“unutterable”]. Wherever it occurs in Holy Writ, they read instead [image: ], “Lord.” When it precedes or follows [image: ], then they read it as Elohim [“God”], lest they be forced to say Adonai twice. Eusebius, De praeparat. evang., bk. 1, c. 8: “Moses and all the prophets teach that God is an unspeakable thing and is perceptible only to the intellect. As a symbol of this situation, they provide a written symbol of four letters that they cannot mention.” In bk. 9, the last chapter, he cites the comment of Artapan that “when Pharaoh heard the name ‘Jehovah’ spoken to him by Moses, he fell to the ground, stricken dumb. The priests were unable to read the letters of this name that Moses had carved on a tablet. When they laughed at him, they were struck down in a fit and perished.” Pisecius, Resp. ad Camp., p. 18: “None of the ancients before Galatino, not even the Masoretic scholars themselves, read the four-lettered name of God.” They also imagine that the son of the Israelite woman (Leviticus 24) was found guilty of blasphemy and was stoned to death because he expressed or uttered the name “Jehovah,” which he had heard on Mount Sinai “in its own letters” or just as it is written.

We are correct, however, in setting against this superstition: (1) The lack of a divine command. To be sure, we are forbidden to take the name of God in vain, but nowhere are we forbidden simply to pronounce it.

(2) The goal [scopus] of divine revelation. This name was divinely revealed so people would know and praise it, and it was told in Holy Writ so we might read and pronounce it.

(3) The example of the saints, who in their prayers and conversations with God often use this name, unless we are willing to say that the holy patriarchs and prophets used other names than those that have been noted in the Scriptures. That, however, is absurd.

(4) The equality of manner [rationis parietatem]. If it is permitted to write God’s name, why would it not also be allowed to speak it? If we are permitted to say, “The name of God is written with four letters: [image: ], [image: ], [image: ], [image: ],” why would we not also be permitted to say the name? If we are permitted to hear the name, we will also be allowed to speak it.

(5) The faulty origin of the superstition, of which there are two. The first is a corruption of the biblical text. In Exod. 3:15, when God says, “This is My name [image: ] (‘forever’),” the rabbinic scholars substitute other [vowel] points and read [image: ], “to be kept secret.” From this they conclude that we must not pronounce this name. (Cf. the Talmud, Kidduschim, c. 4, p. 71.) The other is an empty conviction, for they believe one cheapens the name of God if one pronounces it, or they think it lacks its own vowel pointing or that miracles or other things of that sort can be performed by that word. The pious ancestors of the Jews—either because of reverence for the divinity or name of God, or because of an inability to comprehend or pronounce the thing noted (namely, the essence of God), or because of the inability to pronounce it in Greek and Latin (the Greek alphabet has none of these four letters, for it does not have the consonant [image: ] but only the vowel, nor does it have a [rough] breathing mark in the middle or end [of a word], nor the consonant [image: ])—call the name “Jehovah” an unpronounced name, something their descendants changed into a superstition. Abba Saul, Sanhedrin, c. Helec: “Whoever pronounces the four-lettered name has no part in the coming age.” Maimonides says that “its pronunciation ceased with Simeon the Just,” who took up the infant Christ in his arms.

(6) The variety of Jewish opinions about this matter. The Jews themselves have many opinions about not uttering the name “Jehovah.” [a] Some make God the initiator of this matter (Exod. 3:15), and to this they also relate the words of Ps. 65:1: “Silence and praise are due to You, O God, in Zion,” as if the prophet prohibits the utterance of the secret name also in our praises to God. [b] There are some who say that the teachers did this voluntarily, lest the name be violated by common usage. Some say they did this necessarily because no one could pronounce it correctly after Simeon the Just. [c] Some add times and places so that they say it was allowed to the priest not always but only in prohibitions and not everywhere but only in the sanctuary. (Cf. Sanfort., De disc., bk. 1, sect. 9. Cf. Benito Arias, Joseph, c. 1; and Pererius, on Exodus 6, p. 168.)

Fourth, its vowel pointing.

§ 25. (IV) The Jews think that the name “Jehovah” lacks its own vowel points and that sometimes it has the points of the word Adonai and at other times of the word Elohim. They think this: (1) Because in 2 Sam. 7:20, it is pointed with this notation: [image: ], for which we have [image: ] in 1 Chron. 17:17. And the chateph-segol does not fit the letter [image: ] nor is a [image: ] silent on a hireq. (2) Because, after the four-lettered name, the letters begad kepat do not have the raphe, which nevertheless ought to happen after [image: ] as a silent letter. (3) Because with prefixes it is not said [image: ] but [image: ]. If one of the letters in rachlam or vecaleb is prefixed to it, the patach is always written under it, though the shewa is the rule for those points because a serving letter is happy with a serving point. (See Drusius, Tetragrammato, c. 7ff., and Buxtorf, on the root [image: ].)

However, we briefly say the following: The rules of our grammarians cannot prescribe how biblical words should be pointed, but, conversely, biblical pointing forms our grammatical rules. If the name “Jehovah” were not to have its own pointing, the consequence would be that either it was not pointed from the beginning or the pointing was changed as time passed. We can say neither—not the former, because the Jews themselves claim that the priests pronounced this word with its own pointing in their solemn benediction, nor the latter, because by a change in those proper points in the word Jehovah, Bibles would have been corrupted in countless places. Even if [image: ] were to have the [vowel] points of Elohim, what would this do to the word Jehovah? If it were to have the points of the word Adonai under a [image: ], that would not have to be a simple shewa but a chateph-patach.

Fifth, its origin.

§ 26. (V) It ought to be put beyond the shadow of a doubt that God Himself, not man, is the originator of this name and that He revealed it to men. (The converted Jew Weidner, Loca fidei, tr. 1, p. 154, commands that we consider the words of Moses in Exod. 3:13: [image: ], “They will say to me: ‘What is His name?’ ” For if we connect the final letters of the Hebrew words, we will have the name “Jehovah,” which God Himself gave to Himself.) We ask, however, whether the patriarchs before Moses knew this. Some deny it, moved as they are by the Lord’s words: “I revealed Myself to your fathers as God El Shaddai, but by the name ‘Jehovah’ I did not make Myself known to them” (Exod. 6:3). But we must prefer the affirmative, as we showed in our treatise On the Nature of God [1610 Loci Theologici, locus 3], § 23, where we also explained the true meaning of that statement.

Sixth, its etymology.

(VI) We have explained the etymology and significance of this name earlier.

Seventh, its explanation.


(VII) The Jews explain it: First, as “the name of twelve letters” and call it [image: ]





 

for in that solemn benediction in Numbers 6[:24–26], the name [image: ] used three times makes twelve letters and was declared in the temple by the priests as they recited this blessing. The Kabbalists explain it as [image: ] [“Father, Son, and Spirit—the Holy One”] (Galatino, De arc. cath. verit., bk. 2, c. 11). It is called “the name of twelve letters” not because it is some one name that consists of twelve letters but because it is a combination of many names, which combination has twelve letters arranged to explain that one four-lettered name.


Second, as “the name of forty-two letters” in this way (bk. 3, c. 9):


[image: ]


[image: ]


[“The Father is God; the Son is God; the Holy Spirit is God;


but not three Gods—rather, one God.”]





 

Rabbi Chiskias, on Exodus 3, says that [image: ] is written twice in v. 14. That contains forty-two letters to indicate that God gave to Moses a name of forty-two letters with the little word [image: ](v. 15). [image: ] makes twelve, by which we are taught that God also taught the name of twelve letters. They say that that name of forty-two letters was spoken by the high priest on the Day of Atonement (Leviticus 16). Others explain it as follows:


[image: ]


[image: ]


[“The Father is God; the Son is God; the Holy Spirit is God


three in one; one in three.”] and Unity in Trinity.





 

Third, as “the name of seventy-two letters,” which they conclude from Exodus 14, as we have said before. And they joke that that name of seventy-two sounds or letters was engraved on Moses’ staff with which he divided the sea and struck the rock that gushed forth water. They also tell the lie that Christ performed His miracles by uttering this name. They tell the story that in the temple of Solomon there was a stone of unusual power on which Solomon, in his unique wisdom, had engraved the name of God. Anyone was allowed to read it, but absolutely no one was permitted to memorize or transcribe it. You see, at the door of the temple stood two lions whose roaring was so terrible that anyone who had learned the name forgot it because of fear and anyone who had copied it lost half of it. Jesus, son of Mary, however, ignored this dire curse and was contemptuous of the roaring of the lions. He wrote it down and afterward passed through the gates with an absolutely miraculous confidence of heart. And so as not to be caught, He slit open the skin of the calf of His leg and hid the name there. Later, He performed His miracles through its great power. Luther refuted this devilish fabrication in his book Vom Schem Hamphoras, vol. 8, Jena edition.

Eighth, its mystical interpretation.

§ 27. (VIII) In the word “Jehovah” the Kabbalists look for: (1) The mystery of the Trinity, and indeed in many ways: by extraction of its root, by its unique writing, by an explanation of the letters, by the addition of vowel points, by the counting of syllables, by the derivation of names formed from it, and by a kabbalistic interpretation. It is taken from the root [image: ], which, like all other perfect roots, has three letters. It is also marked with three vowel points. The Aramaic writers [of the Targumim] write it with three [image: ]s, with one qamets below, and pronounce it with three syllables.

All of these allude to the Trinity of persons in the one essence of the Godhead. Galatino, De arc. Cath. verit., bk. 2, from Rabbenu HaKadosh, Gale razeia:


There are only three letters in this name: [image: ], [image: ], and [image: ]. The three letters of this name designate the three persons, for the first is the [image: ], which is interpreted as “the beginning” because it is the beginning of all other things, because each thing of Scripture has its origin from it and takes its beginning from nothing. Correctly it points to the Father who, because He is from no one and because the other persons emanate from Him, is called the beginning without beginning. The second, [image: ], which signifies “to be” or “to live,” points readily to the Son in the Godhead, through whom all things that are done began to exist. The third, [image: ], which denotes the copulative word “and,” expresses the Holy Spirit who, because He is the love of the Father and the Son with which they love each other, is correctly called the “copula,” or connection, of both.





 

Afterward he adds that from the letters of this name the ancient Hebrews formed the three names [image: ], “Yah”; [image: ], “Hu”; and [image: ], “Vehu.” He says:


The first name is made up of the first and second letters: from [image: ], and in this way, [image: ], which is the same as “God” and designates the Father, who is the source of all divinity. The second name consists of the second and third letters, [image: ], which is interpreted as “himself” and signifies the Son because He “Himself” indeed is the one whom the prophets foretold for the salvation of the human race and pointed to in those times. Isaiah 35 and 42: “I am God; [image: ], this is My name.” The third name is made up of the third and fourth letters—from [image: ] and [image: ]—in this way: [image: ], which signifies the same thing as “and himself” and indicates the Holy Spirit because “He, too,” had to be sent visibly after the Son …





 

See more there.

Others go on in this way: The [image: ] signifies the same thing as “beginning” and, therefore, designates the Father, who is the beginning, source, and origin of the Godhead. The letter [image: ] signifies the Son because, to the Hebrews, [image: ] designates the same thing as “Behold!” which pleases Reuchlin (Cabbal., bk. 3, p. 533), or “that one,” as it is interpreted by Jerome (Epistola ad Paulam Urbicam, vol. 4, f. 90, and the introduction to his commentary on the Lamentations of Jeremiah, vol. 5, f. 165) and Pagnini (Gramm., bk. 1, c. 3). It is known particularly as the name of Jesus Christ, the Son of God. After all, He is the one about whom the prophets prophesy and rouse us with the word “Behold!” He is “that” person of whom all the prophets bear witness. Among the Hebrews, [image: ] is the copulative conjunction and signifies the Holy Spirit, who is the holy connective between the Father and the Son. In [image: ] we also have the mystery of the Trinity because the qamets signifies “collection,” and the Holy Spirit makes His ministers vocal. Weidner, the converted Jew, repeats the same things (Loc. fid. Christ. praecip., treatise 2, p. 195). Jansen, Harmon., c. 134, p. 942: “Because the name ‘Jehovah’ is derived from [image: ], which means ‘to be,’ it signifies ‘essence.’ The first letter, a [image: ]—which is adjectival and constitutive of a proper noun—signifies the beginning. The three following root letters—[image: ], [image: ], and [image: ]—mean ‘this and that’; these three signify the three persons Father, Son, and Holy Spirit because the Father and the Son are indicated by the two [image: ]s. Their connective [image: ], ‘love,’ is the Holy Spirit, which is signified by the copulative conjunction [image: ].”

(2) The Kabbalists look for the mystery of the incarnation. In the word “Jehovah,” [image: ] is used twice to signify that the human nature is personally united to the Son, who is indicated by the second [image: ], and that that nature is brought into the actual fellowship of the most Holy Trinity, as Ambrose says. As a result some add that that letter was divinely added to the names of Abraham and Sarah because they accepted the promise about the Messiah who would be born of their seed. The ancient Hebrews took off the final [image: ] and substituted a [image: ] ([image: ]) to signify that this Jehovah Immanuel was going to take His flesh from Yehudah [Judah] so that there would be one Immanuel from the seed of Jehovah and Judah. Rabbi HaKadosh philosophizes in this way: As the letter [image: ] is formed of a [image: ] and [image: ]
joined together, so also the Messiah consists of the divine and human natures. As the two [image: ]s are made of two [image: ]s and two [image: ]s, so there are two nativities, or births, of the Messiah. As the two [image: ]s in one and the same letter [image: ] are distinct yet form only one letter, so the natures in the Messiah are distinct, though they are nevertheless one person.

(3) They seek the mystery of eternity. (Cf. Galatino, op. cit.) This name consists of the same letters with which the three tenses of the same verb are composed. They are past, present, and future—[image: ] (“he was”), [image: ] (“he is”), and [image: ] (“he will be”)—that the eternity of the divine persons may be demonstrated: that the Father, Son, and Spirit have always been, are now, and will be. Others trace out the three tenses in this way: The [image: ] is the mark of the future, for it is one of the characteristic letters of the future ’eythan.4 The [image: ] is an indication of the present, of the benoni kal [“present tense”], which the [image: ] more frequently indicates, for example, [image: ]. [image: ] is the mark and termination of the preterite. (See Georg. Venet. [Francesco Giorgio], Harm. mundi, cant. 1, vol. 8, c. 3.) In the name “Jehovah,” all the letters signify circular numbers. A circular number is one that is drawn of itself and always runs back into itself. Numbers of this sort include multiples of five, multiples of six, multiples of ten. You see, if you take the number five times five, you have twenty-five. If you again multiply by five, you have 125. For if you multiply five by itself to infinity, it always comes back to itself [i.e., it always ends in the number five], and we find the same thing in the multiples of six and of ten. Therefore those three numbers, and only those, are the circular numbers contained in the Tetragrammaton. [image: ] signifies multiples of ten; [image: ], multiples of five; [image: ], multiples of six. These indicate that God is like a sphere, and that as a sphere turns, He advances by calling all things into Himself just as they had gone forth from Him. Radii go out from the center to the circumference and from it to the center. In the same way creatures go out from God and come back to Him.

(4) They look for a description of silence. Grammarians call the letters ehevi or yehu,5 of which the name “Jehovah” is formed, “letters of the spirit,” which fit God because He alone supplies the Spirit that gives life to all things. They are also called “silent” letters, which most accurately of all befits the divine nature. Although God is utterly pure act [purissimus actus], nevertheless He does all things without difficulty or fatigue, and He governs all things peacefully and quietly. He is also the rest for our soul. In fact, it finds its rest in Him alone. That is why God rested from His work right after He created man (Gen. 2:[2]). Ps. 116:7: “Return, O my soul, to your rest, for the Lord has dealt bountifully with you.”

(5) They seek the mystery of the name “Jesus.” In bk. 3, c. 20, Galatino shows the points of agreement of the name “Jehovah” with the name [image: ] [“Jesus”]. Osiander thinks that the name [image: ] was unpronounceable and that the insertion of the letter [image: ] made it pronounceable (see Harm., Luke 1). (See also Chemnitz, Harm., c. 9, p. 191.)

Whether the name “Jehovah” is proper to God.

§ 28. Here the question arises: Is the name “Jehovah” proper to the one and only true God, or is it also attributed to created things? The Photinians affirm the latter to destroy the argument that we deduce to establish the divinity of Christ from the name “Jehovah,” which is attributed to Him. Ostorodt, Cont. Trad., part 2, c. 2, p. 91: “Even if one could prove from Scripture that Christ was called ‘Jehovah,’ it still would not follow that He is truly the Jehovah. In fact, the angels, who are far lower than Christ, are called ‘Jehovah’ because they represented Jehovah.” Socinus, Cont. Wiekium, c. 6, p. 396: “If the angels, who are much inferior to Christ, are found to have been called by the name ‘Jehovah’ because they represent Jehovah, all the more can it happen that Christ, who represents Jehovah-God in the entire operation of our salvation and who is the eternal substitute in the Church, be called by the name ‘Jehovah.’ Nevertheless He is not actually Jehovah nor is He of the same essence with Him.” Eniedinus, on Genesis 16, p. 25: “The name and title ‘Jehovah’ is attributed not only to God the Creator but also to many created things, as many testimonies show.” Schmalz, Contra Ravensperg., p. 47: “Some passages indeed have been cited in which the name ‘Jehovah’ is attributed to God alone.”

The Photinians are approved by: (1) Calvin (Instit., bk. 1, c. 13, § 9) and Zanchi (De trib. Eloh., bk. 5, c. 5, p. 685). Alsted concedes: “The name ‘Jehovah’ is attributed to creatures by metonymy” (Lexicon, p. 864).

(2) Vorstius, who writes: “The name ‘Jehovah’ is also given to creatures and to angels” (Exeg. apolog., c. 2, p. 270). He calls this a purely rabbinical and grammatical question that is not related to the substance of faith. Vorstius again, De Deo, disp. 11, thesis 9: “Holy Writ sometimes gives the name ‘Jehovah’ to created things.”

(3) Bellarmine, who writes triumphantly: “Someone could say that the angel is called ‘Jehovah,’ not as an angel but as representing Christ” (De Christ., c. 5). Tostado does not depart far from this idea when, in his commentary on Exodus 3, he denies that “in the Old Testament God ever appeared to anyone. It was only an angel in place of God.” If this is true, surely the name “Jehovah” is given to an angel.

** The Papist Vatablus asserts the same thing in his commentary on Deuteronomy 12. **

(4) Some of the rabbinic scholars make the same claim, such as Midrash Tillim on Psalm 20: “In the last chapter of Ezekiel, Jerusalem was called by the name of God.”

The affirmative is proved: First, from the fact that God appropriates [this name] for Himself.

§ 29. We accept the former and approve it on the basis of the following points: (I) From the fact that God appropriates [this name] for Himself. Whatever name God teaches as fitting Himself uniquely and alone, that is the proper name of God. God, however, teaches that “Jehovah” fits Himself uniquely and alone. Therefore.

We prove the minor premise from the following passages of Scripture: (1) Exod. 3:14. When Moses was sent to the Israelites, he said to God as he was being sent:


If I say to the Israelites, “The God of your fathers has sent me to you,” then they will ask, “What is His name?” What shall I tell them? God said to Moses, [image: ], “I shall be what I shall be.” And He said, “You will say this to the Israelites: [image: ], ‘I shall be, has sent me to you.’ ” God also said to Moses, “Say this to the children of Israel, ‘Jehovah Elohe, the God of your fathers, the God of Abraham, the God of Isaac, and the God of Jacob, has sent me to you.’ This is My name forever, and thus I am to be remembered throughout all generations.”





 

Note here: (a) Moses is inquiring about the proper name of God by which to distinguish Him from Egyptian idols and from all created things and by which to be able to identify Him to the Israelites. Therefore we must also accept God’s response as a reference to such a name. Add to this Exod. 6:3. (b) The name “Jehovah” is derived from the root [image: ], thus the names Eheyeh and Jehovah are the same. They are also connected in God’s response. (c) God says emphatically that this name “Jehovah” is His name forever and that He is to be remembered thereby throughout all generations. Yet if this name were shared with another, it could not be His perpetual memorial. (d) Note that David repeats this response of God in just so many words in Ps. 135:13: “Your name, Jehovah, endures (add an understood [image: ]) forever; Your renown (or memorial) throughout all ages.” Therefore God did not want to be called by that name only at that time, but this is His name forever. From all this we draw the following conclusion: He who sent Moses to the Israelites gave the name “Jehovah” to Himself uniquely and only to Himself. Therefore it was the true and eternal God who gave the name “Jehovah” uniquely and only to Himself. (Cf. Exod. 6:3.)

(2) Num. 6:23. There the form of the solemn benediction is prescribed as follows: “Thus you will bless the children of Israel, and you will say to them, ‘Jehovah bless you,’ ” etc. One must bless in the proper name of the only true and eternal God. Deut. 21:5: “And the priests will come forward to minister to Jehovah Elohim and to bless in the name of Jehovah.” Therefore “Jehovah” is the proper name of the true and eternal God.

(3) Isa. 42:8: “I am Jehovah. That is My name, and My glory I shall not give to another, [image: ].” To this passage we join Isa. 43:11: [image: ], “I, I am Jehovah, and besides Me there is no savior.” Jer. 16:21: “They will know that [image: ], My name is Jehovah.” Jer. 44:26: “I, I have sworn by My great name, says Jehovah, that My name will no more be invoked by the mouth of any man of Judah in all the land of Egypt, saying: [image: ], As the Lord God lives.”

Whatever name fits the one true God in such a way that He wishes to give it to no one and He is distinguished thereby from all idols and created things, that name fits the true God alone. Such is the name “Jehovah.”

The Photinians make the exception: (1) In general: “There is one manner in the Old Testament and another in the New in which both divine worship as well as a divine name have been given to Christ, though He is not the true and eternal God.” This begs the question, however, for the words cited are general, and the Lord says explicitly: “Jehovah is My name forever.” In fact, concerning the New Testament itself, we read that there will be “one Jehovah and His name will be one” (Zech. 14:9).

(2) Specifically, against Isa. 42:8: “It is not yet evident that that glory which the Lord is going to give to no one is the name ‘Jehovah’ because two things are being said here: that this is the name of the Lord and what the Lord is going to do. The [things said] first merely focus attention on the [things said] following” (Schmalz, Contra D. Schopper., p. 47).

We respond. The contrary is true. Ps. 48:[10]: “As Your name, O God, so also is Your praise.” So that we may be sure that we give divine respect and glory to the one and only God, some proper name of God must be given to us by which to distinguish Him from all created things and from all gods. But such is the name “Jehovah,” as we have proved. As a result we are commanded “to give God the glory of His name” (1 Chron. 16:29; Ps. 29:2; 66:2; [96:7]; Mal. 2:2) and “to give glory to the name Jehovah” (Ps. 115:1). Consequently, God’s name and His glory are connected and considered the same thing (1 Chron. 22:5; Ps. 102:[15], [21]; Isa. 59:19; Jer. 13:11; 33:9). Whatever we know about God in this life is contained in the invocation of His name; therefore as the knowledge of the true God has God alone set before it as its object, so also the name of the true God fits Him and Him alone.

Second, from the words of the saints.

§ 30. (II) In their prayers and conversations with the true God and in their talk about the true God, holy people use the name “Jehovah” as proper for the one and only God. Exod. 15:3: “Jehovah is a man of war; Jehovah is His name.” Ps. 68:[4]: “Lift up a song to Him who rides upon the clouds [image: ] in Yah, His name.” Isa. 48:2: “Jehovah Sabaoth is His name (the name of the true God of Israel).” Isa. 54:5: “Your husband, your Maker, Jehovah Sabaoth is His name.” (But now the Creator is none other than the one true God.) Add to these Jer. 10:16; 31:35; 32:18; 33:2; 50:34; 51:19; Hosea 12:[5]; [and] Amos 5:8; 9:6. In all these passages “Jehovah,” or “Jehovah” with the adjective Sabaoth, is called the name of the true God. We must especially observe, however, Ps. 83:[18]: [image: ], “For You, Your name is Jehovah, alone.” Note here that [in the Hebrew] the pronominal suffix is repeated emphatically and that the added exclusive [word] excludes all other things that are outside of and beyond God from the subject and from sharing in the declared name—Jehovah. You, You, I say, are Jehovah alone. The name “Jehovah” fits You, You, I say, alone. Neh. 9:6: “You Yourself are Jehovah alone. You, You alone, have made heaven.” The Septuagint translators and Ambrose, who followed them (De fid. ad Grat., bk. 3, c. 2), relate the word [image: ] to the words that follow, namely, that God alone is most high over all the earth. Although this idea fits well with the analogy of faith, in the Hebrew text it is more suitable to relate it to the words that precede it because in the word “Jehovah” there is a serving munach that connects it with the exclusive that follows, and in the exclusive particle itself it is the athnach accent that separates it from the sentence that follows.

Third, from opposition.

§ 31. (III) Whatever name is attributed to the true God in the immediate opposition or antithesis of the true God to His creatures, to idols, and thus to all things that are outside of God, that is the proper name of the true God. The argument is obvious because whatever is asserted affirmatively about one thing in matters that are immediately opposed, that is denied to the other, and through whatever thing one of opposites is distinguished from the rest, that is proper to it. But now the name “Jehovah” is attributed to the true God in the immediate opposition of the true God to all things that are outside of God. Therefore.

The minor premise is evident from 1 Kings 18 where the question is formed between the prophet Elijah and the priests of Baal, between one who worships the true God and idolaters, in this way: “If Jehovah is Elohim, follow Him; but if Baal [is], follow him” (v. 21). But if “Jehovah” were not the proper name of the true God, would the true God have been able to be discerned from Baal by it? Conversely, as “Baal” was the proper name of the idol that those idolatrous priests were worshiping, so “Jehovah” is the proper name of the one, true, and eternal God whom Elijah worshiped. Furthermore, we must worship religiously only Him to whom the name “Jehovah” belongs. If it belongs to others apart from the true God alone, then the prophet would not have formed the question correctly. Finally, He who responds to the invocation of the name “Jehovah” bears witness that the name “Jehovah” fits Him alone. But it is the true and eternal God who responds to the invocation of His name “Jehovah” through fire sent down from heaven. Therefore He is bearing witness that the name “Jehovah” fits Him and Him alone. The major premise is proved because if that name were to fit others as well, it could not have been known as a result of that miraculous fall of fire that this Jehovah was the true Elohim and that He whom Elijah was invoking was to be worshiped religiously.

We have a similar opposition in Mic. 4:5: “For all the peoples will walk each in the name [image: ] of its god, but we shall walk in the name of [image: ]
Elohenu (our God) forever and ever.” Here the name “Jehovah” is attributed to the one true God in such a way that He is discerned thereby from all the gods of the heathen and that religious worship is taught as being owed to Him alone. Ps. 95:3: [image: ], “For the Lord is a great God and a king above all gods.” Ps. 96:5: “All the elohe (‘gods’) of the peoples are elilim [‘idols’], but Jehovah has made the heavens.”

Fourth, from the meaning of this name.

§ 32. (IV) From the etymology and meaning of this name. If something described by a certain name belongs to only one person, that name, taken literally, also belongs to that one person alone. But that which is denoted by the name “Jehovah” belongs to the true and eternal God alone, as is evident from what we said earlier. Jehovah alone is truly being, the independent essence, the immutable and eternal essence of all essences, etc., the Creator and Preserver of all things, true and unchangeable in His promises, etc. Therefore.

Socinus makes the exception: “Because essence either signifies or at least always indicates something that already exists, how can the word ‘essence’ 6 be derived from the word erit, ‘he will be,’ which expressly signifies something that is going to happen?” (Animadv. 2. ad assert. 17. Posnan., p. 68). However, we mentioned earlier that all tenses are included in the word “Jehovah.” According to the common custom among the Hebrews, the future eheyeh can also be translated with the present, as the Septuagint translators rendered it [image: ], “he who is.” This translation John approves (Rev. 1:[4]; 11:17). Thus what Socinus wants to infer from the form of the future eheyeh is false—that He is called “Jehovah” only because of His fulfillment of promises, as Schmalz (Contra Ravens., p. 17) explains quite clearly—because we must join together the reasons for the name that Scripture itself shows. Furthermore, even if the true God were to attribute the name “Jehovah” to Himself only because of the fulfillment of the promises, nonetheless it would still be and remain proper to God because God alone can assert and promise with certainty that He is going to fulfill His promises. As all His creatures are made from nothing, so they would also fall back into nothing were they not sustained by God’s power. They are susceptible to constant change, but God alone is unchanging, powerful in His acts, trustworthy in His promises.

Fifth, from the proper nature and manner of this name.

§ 33. (V) It is the nature and manner of a proper name as opposed to an appellative name that it is given to only one thing. But “Jehovah” is a proper name: (1) Because it is formed from [image: ] through the addition of the letter [image: ], which is used to form proper names such as Isaac, Jacob, etc. (2) After the fashion of other proper names, it does not have a plural form. (3) It does not take the [image: ]
haiediah [“definite article”] at the beginning. (4) Nor does it take suffixes. (5) It is not used in the construct state with another substantive (for though occasionally a word may seem to follow, as being explained by the construct—for example, Jehovah Sabaoth—yet by an ellipsis we must add the word Elohe as it is set forth in Ps. 89:[8]; Jer. 15:16; Hosea 12:[5]; Amos 3:13). Jerome says that Sabaoth is a special name for God. All of these prove that the name “Jehovah” is a proper name. Therefore it belongs to someone properly and uniquely, but it belongs properly to neither creatures nor idols, as the derivation and meaning show. Therefore it belongs to the one true God alone.

In his Tetrag., Drusius says that, according to Aben Ezra, in Isa. 63:11, [image: ] should be constructed with [image: ]: “He remembered the days of the age of Moses His people.” We respond. The words “He remembered the days of old, Moses and His people” are not connected with conjunctions, and v. 10 is the same: “He turned to be their enemy, He Himself fought against them.” The matter itself bears witness that he is not speaking about the people who lived at the time of Moses, for they were disobedient, but about an older people. No vestige of the construct appears either in [image: ] or in the entire context. In fact, we would have to change the segol into a tsere if it were to be used in the construct state. (See Buxtorf, Thes., bk. 2, c. 3.)

Sixth, from the constant usage of Scripture.

(VI) Holy Scripture never and nowhere gives this name in the absolute position to anyone except God alone. Surely, then, it is the proper name for God. Later we shall see what our adversaries allege to the contrary.

Seventh, from the testimony of the interpreters of Scripture.

§ 34. (VII) From the testimony of the interpreters of Scripture: (1) From the fathers. Origen, homily 14 on Numbers, p. 225:


In the literature of the Hebrews, the name of God, that is, “God” or “Lord,” is said to be written in different ways. In some places “God” is written as any god at all but elsewhere as God Himself, about whom it is written: “Hear, O Israel, the Lord, your God, God is one.” Therefore that God of Israel, the one God and Creator of all things, is written with a certain mark that they call the Tetragrammaton. Therefore whenever God is written under this mark in Scripture, there is no doubt but that the true God, the Creator of the world, is being mentioned. Whenever it is written in other ways, that is, with ordinary letters, it is uncertain whether or not this is being said about the true God.





 

Hilary, De Trinit., bk. 1, f. 2:


I chanced upon those books that the tradition of the Hebrews taught were written by Moses and the prophets. In them were contained these words spoken by God the Creator in witness of Himself: “I am what I am” and again “You will say this to the children of Israel, ‘He who is has sent me to you.’ ” I was amazed at so absolute a designation concerning God that expressed in words well-suited to human understanding an incomprehensible insight into the divine nature. For no other thing is understood as more proper to God than being, because that which is cannot be asserted of something that ceases to exist nor of something that began at some time. That which is perpetual by the power of uncorrupted blessedness neither has been nor will be able at any time not to be, because anything divine is liable neither to destruction nor beginning.





 

Jerome, Epistle 142, which explains Ps. 24:10: “Instead of ‘the Lord,’ which we find in the edition of Aquila, the Hebrew has the name of the four letters that properly belongs to God.” Jerome, Epistle 136, to Marcellinus: “Yah, which is a contraction of Jehovah, is used only for God.” (Cf. Luther, vol. 3, German edition of Jena, p. 469,7 and vol. 7, p. 298.8)

(2) From the rabbinic scholars. In More Nebuchim, part 1, c. 60, Rabbi Moses Maimon of Egypt [Maimonides] cited by Galatino, De arc. cath. verit., bk. 2, c. 10, the forepart of p. 76: “All the names of the Creator discovered in all the books have been derived from effects save one name, which is ‘Jehovah.’ It is the name appropriated to the Creator Most High, and for this reason it is called the Schemhamphorash, that is, ‘Is itself.’ It designates and shows the substance and essence [quidditatem] of the Creator with a perfect designation and showing.” Ibid.: “There is no doubt but that this glorious name is that name in which there is no sharing between the Creator and anything else,” etc. We find similar things in Rabbi HaKadosh in the book Gale Razia, “The Revealer of Secrets,” etc.

(3) From the confession of our adversaries themselves: First, of the Papists and Calvinists. Sixtus of Sienna, Biblioth.: “Among the Jews, the name of four letters is proper to God alone.” Keckermann, Syst. theol., bk. 1, c. 3, p. 51: “Our adversaries say that the name ‘Jehovah’ does not always imply the eternal essence of God but is also given to His creatures. Because they cite no suitable text to prove this, however, we must not consider what they say as a fact,” etc.

Second, we cite the confession of the Photinians. Socinus, Contra Wieck., c. 6, class. 4, arg. 2, p. 395:


I respond: It is not the case that the Septuagint translators and Jerome, who imitated them, translated the name “Jehovah” as [image: ], or “Lord,” because they thought that in this way they were expressing that name. Rather, it was because nothing better occurred to the Seventy that Greek ears would not already have heard, and in this area Jerome did not want to bring in something new. Moreover, the name “Jehovah” is a proper name, while [image: ], or “Lord,” is an appellative one and thus is not at all suitable to express the name “Jehovah.”





 

Antithesis.

§ 35. Pagnini and Drusius want to prove that it is also attributed to idols. Exod. 32:5: “Tomorrow there will be a feast to Jehovah.” Judg. 17:3: “I consecrated it to the Lord.” We respond. The Holy Spirit looks to the intent of those people and recites their words imitatively. They thought that they actually were celebrating a feast and were consecrating that silver to God.

To carry their point that the name “Jehovah” is not the proper name of God, the Photinians cite certain passages of Scripture in which it appears to be attributed: (1) To other persons, to the ambassadors and vicars of God, namely, to the angels and judges. (2) To other things, namely, to the ark of the covenant and to sacred places.

To prove the former they propose: (I) A general theorem of this sort: The name “Jehovah” is given to those who are ambassadors of God, to those, in fact, who take the place of God. Socinus, Contra Wiek., c. 3, p. 59: “By speaking against the angel, they were speaking against Jehovah Himself, not because that angel actually was Jehovah Himself, the one God of Israel, but because he was His ambassador and was representing His person.” Eniedinus, on Genesis 16, p. 24: “We know that a messenger and an ambassador represent not only the name of the one who sends them but even his person in such a way that not the ambassador but the one who sends him is said to say and endure what he says and endures, etc.” He says: “The angels are quite often called ‘Jehovah’ not by reason of their essence but by reason of their function.”

We respond. (1) Even if we would grant that among humans the name of the sender is given to an ambassador, it still would not yet be proved that the same things holds true in divine matters, for we have shown with obvious arguments that the name “Jehovah” belongs to God alone. (2) Christ was the ambassador of the heavenly Father, which the Photinians concede; yet He never calls Himself by the name “Father” with that name taken essentially, but He distinguished Himself from the Father. (3) The prophets were ambassadors of Jehovah; yet none of these calls himself “Jehovah,” but all declare that they were sent by Jehovah, that the word “Jehovah” was made for Himself, that Jehovah appeared to them. Isa. 43:10: “ ‘You are My witnesses,’ said Jehovah.” V. 11: “I, I am Jehovah.” V. 12: “ ‘You are My witnesses,’ said Jehovah, ‘and I am the Lord.’ ” (4) The apostles were Christ’s ambassadors (John 20:21; 2 Cor. 5:20), yet none of them called himself “Christ.” In Luke 24:[48]; Acts 1:[8]; 10:41, they are called “Christ’s witnesses,” and this name distinguishes them from Christ both in name and activity. John the Baptist was the ambassador of the Messiah, the Bridegroom, but when given the name “Christ” and “Bridegroom,” he handled it severely (John 3:28–29). Not even in human situations is the name of the sender given to the ambassador in a direct assertion, only in an oblique one. Baro Ungnadius was sent by Emperor Rudolf into Turkey as an ambassador, but he was not called “Emperor Rudolf.” (5) It is one thing to speak about the actions that an ambassador does in the name of the person who sent him. With respect to these activities, we say correctly that the emperor does that which the ambassador does in his name, if, of course, he was instructed to do that by an express command. But it is another thing to speak about the proper name of the person who sends the ambassador. This name is not given to the ambassador because the person of the ambassador always continues to be distinct from the person who sends him. (6) Although one and the same action is attributed to the one sending and to the ambassador, the manner of attribution is different, for it is attributed to the sender as to a principal cause and to his agent as to a secondary cause. Thus from the community of action we cannot infer the unity and sharing of a proper name. (7) Therefore we invert the argument. The person of the ambassador remains separate from the person of the sender in the actual function [officio] of the embassy. Therefore the name that properly fits the sending person is not shared with the ambassador.

Second, [they say] that the name “Jehovah” is attributed to angels.

§ 36. (II) In particular they produce some passages of Scripture in which the name “Jehovah” is attributed (1) to angels and (2) to judges. Ostorodt (Tradel., part 2, c. 2, p. 91) tries to prove that the name “Jehovah” is attributed to angels (1) from Exod. 3:3–4, where Jehovah is said to have appeared to Moses in a bush. Ostorodt compares this passage with Acts 7:30 where the person who appeared to Moses is called an angel. We respond. To be sure, Augustine claims that “a created angel” appeared to Moses (treatise 3 on John), and Pererius concedes the same thing to the Photinians: “Personally it was an angel, but it was God representatively” (disp. 6 on Exodus 3, p. 89). Some make a distinction between the person who appeared to Moses in the bush and the one who spoke with Moses from the bush. They grant that the former was an angel but the latter was Jehovah. In both instances, however, the text speaks about one and the same subject, as is evident from the [image: ]
haiediah [“definite article”] in v. 4: [image: ]. Therefore we claim with Justin that the very Son of God appeared in the bush (Apol. 2. pro Christ., p. 74; Dial. cum Tryph., p. 220). Augustine himself inclines toward this opinion (q. 3 on Exodus; De Trinit., bk. 2, c. 13). He says: “This angel can be understood as the Son of God.”

Now, we prove this: (1) From the actual appellation. He is called “Jehovah,” thus He was not a created angel. The Photinians cannot say that we are begging the question because we have proved our hypothesis with firm arguments. It is also clear from v. 14 that the name “Jehovah” is being attributed to this angel in such a way that with it the Israelites acknowledge the true God and distinguish Him from idols.

We do not stand on just this one foundation, however, but add a second argument: (2) From the description of the one who appears. The one who speaks with Moses from the midst of the bush is the one who calls Himself “the God of Abraham, the God of Isaac, and the God of Jacob” (v. 6). This name, however, befits only the true God. He says that He heard the cry of the Israelites (v. 7), but it is the proper characteristic of God alone to hear prayers. He calls the Israelites His people, but having one’s own people befits God alone. He promises to lead them out of Egypt and into the land of Canaan (v. 8), but this benefit certainly is attributed to God as its principal author. Furthermore, it is clear that in this passage the discussion is about the principal author of this benefit. This is clear from the way the Angel speaking from the bush is contrasted with Moses, the one to whom He was speaking and who was going to be the less principal and secondary author of this benefit. He sends Moses to Pharaoh (v. 10). He promises that Moses will worship Him as God on that mountain after leading the people out, according to a comparison of v. 11 and v. 12.

(3) We prove it from a comparison with parallel passages. Deut. 33:16: “Let the favor of Him that dwelt in the bush come upon the head of Joseph.” He from whom someone implores a benediction upon another is the true God, the author of every benediction. But Moses asks a benediction upon the descendants of Joseph from Him who appeared in the bush. Therefore. (“But,” you say, “some ask and receive benedictions from their fathers. Therefore we should not immediately think that [Moses’] benediction is being sought from God.” We respond. There are three kinds of benediction: (1) the simple vow, for example, of Melchizedek or of Jacob before Pharaoh; (2) the vow conjoined with the prophecy of Genesis 27 and [Genesis] 49; [and] (3) divine benediction. It is one thing to speak a benediction, another to implore a benediction from someone for another. Pererius presses the passages Gen. 48:16 and Rev. 1:4, but there we take the angel to be Christ and the seven spirits [to be] the Holy Spirit Himself, not angels.) I also establish the following comparison. The Angel who promised to lead the children of Israel out of Egypt is that Angel who actually fulfilled that promise and led the children of Israel out of Egypt through the wilderness into Canaan. In Acts 7:35, God sent Moses “as both ruler and deliverer by the hand of the Angel who appeared to him in the bush.” V. 38 says that that Angel spoke with Moses on Mount Sinai. Yet this was an uncreated angel, namely, the Son of God, because that Angel is described in this way: that the name is [image: ], “in His midst or within Him.” Thus the Israelites are forewarned not to provoke Him because He will not pardon their sin. Nevertheless they did not consider this of any importance and tempted the Angel, that is, Christ Himself, in the wilderness (1 Cor. 10:9). (Some compare Acts 23:11 with Acts 27:23.)

(4) We prove it from His majestic appearance. He appeared in a burning bush, but He was not burned up, something that can be applied suitably to the human nature of Christ in which dwells the full light of His divine majesty without any abolition of it. Holy Writ likens the divine nature to fire because it operates with the strength of fire and easily runs about here and there. Man, formed of earth, it likens to wood and grass, etc. Christ declared that He would render His own naturally corruptible flesh above corruption, as it were, by an enigmatic bush that was not consumed by the fire.

(5) We prove it from the testimony of the fathers and of the rabbinic scholars. Justin, op. cit., proves this in detail and adds: “Indeed, all Jews now also teach that the one without a name who spoke with Moses is God.” Hilary, De Trinit., bk. 4: “He who appeared in the bush speaks from the bush. The place of the vision and that of the voice are one. The one who is heard is no one else but He who was seen because He who is the Angel of God when He is seen, and again the same when He is heard, is the Lord. The Lord who is heard, however, is God.” Ambrose, De fide, bk. 1, c. 5: “It was not the Father in the bush nor in the desert who spoke to Moses but rather the Son, about whom Stephan said: ‘This is He who was in the church in the desert.’ ” Theodoret, q. 5 on Exodus, says: “God appeared in the bush in that way lest the Jews, who were prone to idolatry, take that as an opportunity to sculpt an image.”

(6) We demonstrate it from the concession of our adversaries. Our adversaries have a rule about which we spoke earlier. [They say that] when the noun [image: ] is in the absolute position and especially with the article, [image: ], then it is the proper name of the one true God. But now in Matt. 22:31–32 and Mark 12:26 the one who spoke to Moses from the bush is called [image: ], with this noun in the absolute position, with the article, and in the place of the subject. Therefore. Eniedinus, on Exod. 3:6, p. 44: “From the narrative of both Moses and Stephan, one could likely conclude that there was one who appeared to Moses and another who spoke to him and who called Himself ‘Jehovah’ and ‘God, Father.’ This happened in such a way that the fire burning in the bush is called an angel, but the one who spoke from the midst of the fire—or as the Hebrew says, ‘from the heart of the fire’—is called ‘Jehovah’ and ‘the God of the fathers,’ ” etc. If this hypothesis of Eniedinus stands, one cannot prove that the angel here is called “Jehovah.”

§ 37. (2) The second argument they use to try to prove that the name “Jehovah” is given to angels they take from Exod. 19:11 where “Jehovah is said to have come down from Mount Sinai to publish the Law to the Israelites. However, Stephan says that an angel did this. Therefore the name ‘Jehovah’ is given to angels,” according to Ostorodt (op. cit.).

We respond. (1) On the basis of this passage, we are correct in concluding that the true Jehovah, namely, the Son of God, is called “an Angel,” an uncreated one, to be precise. It is evident that this also occurs in other passages of Scripture. (Gen. 32:26; cf. Hosea 12:[4]; Gen. 48:15; cf. Gen. 28:13; 35:1; Mal. 3:1.) By no means is it correct to conclude, however, that a created angel is called “Jehovah.” This clearly is not the usage of Scripture. (2) He who descended upon Mount Sinai to publish the Law and who spoke with Moses is described in this way: that He did the miracles in Egypt (Exod. 19:4), that He chose the children of Israel as His special property (v. 5), that He led His people out of Egypt (Exod. 20:2), that no other god besides Him should be worshiped (v. 4), that He punishes the iniquity of the fathers upon the children (v. 5), that He struck a covenant with the children of Israel (Deut. 5:3), etc. Yet all these befit no one but the one true God. (3) Along with that uncreated angel—the Son of God—undoubtedly a great multitude of angels came down, and for this reason the Law is said to be “appointed by angels” (Gal. 3:19). Acts 7:[53]: “You received the Law as delivered by angels.” Nevertheless the giving of the Law and the conversation with Moses are uniquely attributed to Jehovah.

As the third argument, Schmalz cites Ps. [115]:16: “The heaven of heavens [belongs] to Jehovah, but the earth He has given to the sons of men.” He says, Contra Schopper., p. 8: “Here there is no one who does not see that in the name ‘Jehovah’ are also included the angels as the servants of God.” We respond. On the contrary, the servants of God are distinguished from the actual Lord God both in condition and in name. Heaven is the palace and throne of God (Isa. 66:1); in that royal hall of God the angels serve. Just as they are not Jehovah, however, so also they are not called by the name “Jehovah.”

[They say] that the name “Jehovah” is given to judges.

§ 38. Ostorodt argues that the name “Jehovah” is given to judges and magistrates in Deut. 19:17: “Then both parties to the dispute will stand before the Jehovah, before the priests and the judges who will be in those days.”

We respond. (1) It is common for judges and magistrates to be called elohim in Scripture (Exod. 21:6; 22:[28]; Ps. 82:1; etc.). But on the basis of other passages, it is not evident that they are given the name “Jehovah.”

(2) Ostorodt’s argument cannot be proved from this passage because the name “Jehovah” is certainly not being explained appositionally [[image: ]] by the subsequent titles of “priests and judges.” Rather, God’s own presence in the judges is being declared. Add to this 2 Chron. 19:6 (“The Lord is with you in giving judgment”) and Ps. 82:1 (“God stands in the congregation of the [image: ] [“strong”], in the midst of the elohim He holds judgment”).

(3) The principal author of justice and the less principal administrators of justice are therefore connected. Both the judges themselves and those who are prosecutors handle cases in the courts, and the defendants and witnesses are admonished to believe that God is present at the trial and, therefore, that all things are taking place in God’s sight.

(4) Just as from the fact that priests and judges are named separately we correctly conclude that some were priests and others were judges—namely, political persons—so also from the fact that Jehovah and judges are named separately we can conclude that Jehovah is being distinguished from the judges and that His name is not being given to the judges. Others respond that [image: ] [“before Jehovah”] denotes a place of judgment. Cunaeus, De repub. Judaic., bk. 1, c. 12: “The seat of the great council that they used to call the Sanhedrin was in the actual sanctuary where the seventy senators would become acquainted with divine and human matters,” etc. For that reason it is called [image: ] [“judgment of the Lord”] (2 Chron. 19:8). “Furthermore, to be in the temple or the sanctuary is to be in the sight of God.”

[They say] that the name is attributed to the ark of the covenant: First, Numbers 10:[35].

§ 39. And these are the passages of Scripture with which they try to prove that the name “Jehovah” is given to persons other than the one true God alone. Following are the ones from which they strive to prove that it is given also to other things, namely, (1) to the ark, (2) to rainbows, and (3) to Jerusalem. They want to prove that the name “Jehovah” is given to the ark of the covenant: (I) from Num. 10:35–36: “Whenever the ark would set out, Moses said: ‘Arise, Jehovah, let your enemies be scattered …’ And whenever the ark rested, Moses would say: ‘Return, O Lord.’ ” Drusius agrees (commentary on Hosea, p. 71).

We respond. He whom Moses addresses is called “Jehovah.” With these words, however, Moses is addressing not the ark but God Himself, who was enthroned on the cherubim of the ark (1 Sam. 4:4; 1 Chron. 13:6), who was speaking with Moses about the mercy seat between the two cherubim upon the ark of the covenant (Exod. 25:22), and who had placed there a memorial to His name (Exod. 20:24; Deut. 12:5).

We prove this: (1) From the actual prayer. Moses is addressing Him who is the object of his adoration. The object of his adoration, however, is not the ark but the one true God. Therefore he is addressing not the ark but God. The Photinians concede the minor premise. We prove the major from the sound of the words because these words contain a prayer.

(2) We prove it from the meaning of the words. Moses is speaking of one who rises up and returns. However, the ark does not literally rise up and return, but both of these quite often are attributed in the Scriptures to God through anthropopathism9 (Gen. 18:10; Ps. 82:8; Isa. 2:19; Hosea 5:14; etc.).

(3) We prove it from the added determinations of time: [image: ] (“in setting out”), or whenever the ark would set out, Moses said, “Rise up.” [image: ] (“and in resting”), or whenever the ark rested, Moses would say, “Return.” But now it would make no sense to say to the ark as it was setting out, “Rise up,” and as it was resting, “Return.”

(4) We prove it from the expression of the benefit that is being sought. Moses is addressing Him who can scatter His enemies. However, it is not the ark but the Lord who scatters enemies. Ps. 68:[1]: “Let God arise, let His enemies be scattered, and let those who hate Him flee from before His face.” Some have translated [image: ] as “give rest” because of the words that follow: “… ten thousand thousand of Israel.” Others add an understood [image: ].

(5) We prove it from its prophetic interpretation. Ps. 132:7–8: “We shall enter into the dwelling place of the Lord, we shall bow down before His footstool. Rise up, O Lord, and go to Your resting place, You and the ark of Your might.” Therefore Moses prayed as the ark arose that God Himself would also arise (who had promised His special gracious presence to the ark) to secure the way ahead and to scatter the foe. You see, to rise up means to exercise His power and, by doing that, to declare His presence. To return means to be kindly disposed and to exercise care in His own house like the father of a family.

Second, Numbers 32:20.

§ 40. (II) They try to prove it from Num. 32:20, “where the sons of Reuben and the sons of Gad and the half tribe of Manasseh are commanded to ‘go before Jehovah for the war,’ that is, before the ark.”

We respond. In those words there is no mention of the ark. Also, at the time of Joshua it is not evident whether the ark was carried down to the army in time of war. Therefore we should take this to refer to the gracious presence of God with the army of the Israelites by which He defended them against the violence of their enemies. In fact, He Himself fought on their behalf (Deut. 20:1).

Third, Deuteronomy 12:7.

§ 41. (III) They try to prove it from Deut. 12:7, “where the offerings are commanded to be eaten before God, or Jehovah, that is, in front of the ark.”

We respond. When the Israelites ate the meat of their sacrifices in a sacred place—namely, in the tabernacle or temple—in accord with God’s command, then they are said to have eaten them “before the Lord,” not because the ark itself was in the inner part of the tabernacle or the entire tabernacle was called “Jehovah” but because the true Jehovah was there, uniquely present according to His promise. The meaning then is: You shall eat before the Lord, that is, in the tabernacle, in the atrium of the temple, which was the seat and home of God. The name “Jehovah” is attributed to Him, and in His sight they are commanded to eat the offerings, [for] from Him the Israelites received the fertility and benediction of their crops, as is clear from that same verse. They had received their benedictions, however, not from the ark but from God. Therefore.

Fourth, Joshua 24:1.

§ 42. (IV) They try to prove it from Josh. 24:1: “Joshua stood with the chiefs of Israel who had gathered before Jehovah,” that is, “before the ark of the covenant.”

We respond. (1) In the text we do not have the word Jehovah but Elohim.

(2) At the time when Joshua was holding those meetings, the ark of the Lord had been placed at Shiloh, where the tabernacle had been built (Josh. 18:1). Therefore it should have first been proved that it had been carried off from that place to Shechem, where those meetings were being held.

(3) “To be gathered before the Lord” is to come together in the true fear of God and, as it were, in the sight of God, as this phrase is used elsewhere. Gen. 17:1: “Walk before Me,” in My sight. It also means to gather by divine authority. Gen. 27:7: “I shall bless you before the Lord,” that is, by the will and authority of God.

(4) Even if they are said to have gathered together before the Lord because they had assembled in front of the ark of the covenant—in which sense that expression seems to be used in Josh. 18:[8] and 19:51 (As some claim, they had left the city of Shechem for the tabernacle of the Lord, which was at Shiloh, a nearby place, where they did all those things. Others think that the general name “Shechem” means “Shiloh,” which belonged to the region of Shechem, as is gathered from v. 26.)—nevertheless it would not yet have been proved that the ark itself was called “Jehovah.” Instead, those who assemble before the ark were said to gather before the Lord because God was present in a special way at the ark of the covenant.

Fifth, 2 Samuel 6:2.

§ 43. (V) They try to prove it from 2 Sam. 6:2: “David arose and went with all the people who were with him of the men of Judah to bring up the ark of the Lord over which the name of the Lord of hosts was invoked.” The Photinians think that here the name “Jehovah” is given to the ark itself; therefore they translate the Hebrew words as follows: “… to bring up the ark of God, which is called by the name Jehovah Sabaoth.’ ”

We respond. The sources of truth read as follows:

[image: ]

(1) Some think we should translate this simply: “… the ark of God whose name is called Jehovah Sabaoth sitting upon the cherubim.” They claim that the relative pronoun “whose” should be related not to the more remote noun “the ark” but to the closer noun, “God.” They argue this: (a) From the construct form. You see, it is given not in the absolute state ([image: ]) but in the construct ([image: ]), [that is,] “the ark of the Lord” not “the ark, the Lord,” therefore not Jehovah. (b) From the [image: ]
haiediah [“definite article”] prefixed to the name Elohim, which should be translated literally: “… the ark of that Lord whose name is called ….” (c) From the natural order through which [image: ] is connected with the immediately preceding noun. (d) From the parallel passage 1 Chron. 13:6: “… in order to bring up [image: ], the ark of the God Jehovah sitting upon the cherubim whose name is called” (or invoked). Here the words Elohim and Jehovah, which are connected closely with the help of a darga, readily show that the name “Jehovah” is attributed not to the ark but to the true God. (e) From the consistent usage of Scripture, because no passage can be cited in which it is said about anything other than the one true God that His name is Jehovah Sabaoth who sits upon the cherubim.

(2) Some claim a redundancy of the two pronouns [relativi] and think that [image: ] was used instead of [image: ] (“with, before, near”) in this sense: “The ark which the name was invoked, the name of the Lord sitting upon the cherubim to it”—that is, to which the name of Jehovah, sitting upon the cherubim, was invoked. So it is with Gen. 1:11: “… in which their seed is in it,” that is, “in which their seed is.” Deut. 4:19: “… which Jehovah has allotted them.” Jer. 1:2: “whom the word of the Lord came to him,” that is, to whom the word of the Lord came. 2 Sam. 6:22: “… with whom he spoke with them,’ that is, with whom he spoke. Buxtorf says: “This redundancy almost always occurs with [image: ]when the relative pronoun must be given in an oblique case” (Thes., bk. 2, c. 8). But they argue that we must affirm this in this passage on the basis of the singular suffix in [image: ], which cannot agree with the immediately preceding plural [image: ] without change of order, and on the basis of the usual manner of speaking in the Scriptures. For when God’s sitting upon the cherubim is given with the word [image: ], it is used without the preposition, as in 1 Sam. 4:4; 2 Kings 19:15; 1 Chron. 13:6.

(3) Some supply an understood preposition [image: ] [to the phrase]: the ark of the Lord [image: ](“which”), that is, to which the name of the Lord is called or invoked. For example, Pagnini does this. Examples of this ellipsis occur elsewhere. Therefore they respond that those words “to invoke the name of someone upon another” do not cause that name to be attributed to someone in the nominative case but only in an oblique case: “The name ‘Jehovah’ is invoked upon the ark.” Therefore it is “the ark of Jehovah,” not “the ark Jehovah.” In the same way the name of God is invoked upon the children of Israel (Deut. 28:10; Isa. 63:19; Jer. 34:15), upon Jerusalem (Dan. 9:18), and upon the temple (1 Kings 8:43; 2 Chron. 20:9), but the Israelites or Jerusalem or the temple are not called “Jehovah.”

(4) Some claim that the pronoun [image: ] should be translated adverbially: “… where the name is invoked.” Traces of this meaning are found in Judg. 17:8; 2 Kings 12:5; etc.

(5) Because [image: ] at times is used causally for [image: ] (“because of, on account of”), as in Ps. 31:[7] and 1 Kings 15:13, therefore it could also be translated: “They went away to bring up the ark of the Lord because the name of God who sits upon the cherubim is invoked upon it.” By this explanation, the impulsive cause is expressed because of which David was so concerned to bring back the ark.

(6) Some respond that the name “Jehovah” is given to the ark not in the nominative case but in an oblique case in this way: “The name or glory of the Lord” (for “name” in Scripture often stands for the glory of the Lord) “dwells in the cherubim above it,” namely, above the ark. For this reason the Aramaic adds the mark of the genitive case: [image: ], “the name of the Lord,” not “the name ‘Lord.’ ”

(7) Luther translates it in this way: Daß sie die Lade Gottes herauf holeten, welcher Name heißt, der Name des HERRN Zebaoth wohnet darauf über den Cherubim [“That they brought up the ark of God whose name means: the name of the Lord of Sabaoth dwells above the cherubim”]. This translation could be approved from the fact that [image: ] placed in the first position has the rebia accent. This establishes a greater division and offers the beautiful doctrine that the name of God, that is, God Himself, must be sought at the place where He has promised He would be in His Word.

Of all these explanations, we prefer the second because [it is] a frequent manner of speech in the Hebrew language.

Sixth, Psalm 24:7.

§ 44. (VI) Ps. 24:[7–8]: “Lift up the gates, and the King of glory will enter. Who is this King of glory? Jehovah, strong and mighty.” They also claim that we should take this to mean the ark.

We respond. In the psalm we cannot see even the slightest trace from which it would appear to deal with the ark. Nor do the predicates that are said about the subject here permit this (as, for example, “the King of glory” and “the Lord mighty in battle”). The pronoun [image: ] expresses emphatically who the royal psalmist is speaking about: “Who is this King of glory? Jehovah Sabaoth, He is the King of glory” (v. 10). But now Jehovah Sabaoth is said to be the name of God alone (Isa. [6:3]; 48:2; 54:5; Jer. 10:16; etc.). Various explanations are offered for this exhortation, which you may see in our treatise On Political Magistracy, c. 6, sect. 5, part 1 [Commonplace XXIV, §§ 165–212]. These words of David are taken very simply in such a way that all people of every rank and condition, and especially magistrates, are being admonished to accept the doctrine of Christ, to open the gates for Him, and to grant hospitality to the Church. For this reason the Septuagint translators have rendered this as: “Open the gates, O you rulers of ours.”

[They say] that the name “Jehovah” is given to sacred places.

§ 45. They argue that the name “Jehovah” is given to sacred places with the following passages: Gen. 22:14: “Abraham called the name of that place [image: ] (“The Lord will see”).” Exod. 17:15: “Moses built an altar and called its name Jehovah Nissi [“Jehovah is my banner”].” Judg. 6:24: “Gideon built an altar and called it ‘Jehovah [is] peace.’ ” Jer. 33:16: “Jerusalem is called ‘Jehovah [is] our righteousness.’ ” Ezek. 48:35: “The name of the city will be ‘Jehovah [is] there.’ ”

We respond. (I) In general. In these and similar passages, the name “Jehovah” is not being used absolutely but with some addition, for the place is not called “Jehovah” but “Jehovah will see,” the city is not called “Jehovah” but “Jehovah [is] there.” That these are different, however, we demonstrate: (1) From the confession of our adversaries themselves. Eniedinus, on Matt. 1:23, p. 102: “We must note that names often do not express the nature of the thing itself but are only signs and reminders of the things that they signify. In Genesis 22, for example, Abraham calls the mountain where he had been ordered to sacrifice Isaac ‘Jehovah will see.’ Yet no one would declare that that mountain is Jehovah or that it sees.”

(2) From the explanation of those titles. If one were able to prove that the name “Jehovah” was being given absolutely to those sacred places, the consequence would be that the mountain sees, the altar is the banner of Moses and the peace of Gideon, and that Jerusalem is our righteousness. For in whatever manner they claim that the name “Jehovah” is predicated of those things, in the same manner seeing, being a banner, being peace, and being righteousness are predicated of them.

Some respond, then, saying that by making it a compound word, the name “Jehovah,” like all other names, is changed into a completely new and different name. They argue this from the way similar names are compounded. Many names are compounded from the name El [“God”]: Bethel, Israel, Ishmael, Daniel. From the name [image: ] [“God”] we have Theophilus, Theodotus, Dorotheus, etc. From the German word Gott [“God”] are formed Gottlieb, Gottfried, etc. You see, the names El and [image: ] used absolutely and without an addition, are not for this reason attributed to those things to which compounds from these names are attributed.

Some think that the name [image: ] is put in the construct state, but this militates against the nature of proper names such as “Jehovah.” Even if it were in the construct state with an understood word Elohe (“Jehovah, the Lord of peace”) or through the apposition of two substantives (“Jehovah, peace”) or through the insertion of the substantive verb “is” (“Jehovah is peace”), the name “Jehovah” still would be attributed in some manner to creatures.

Some respond, saying that the name of the thing signed is given to the sign, as the statue of Paul is called “Paul.” By this reasoning, however, the conclusion would be that the name “Jehovah” is given to creatures, though improperly and by a sort of metonymy.

Some say that the name “Jehovah” is not being predicated of sacred places because it is instead the subject about which something else is being stated and that such places are honored with that entire saying in which the name “Jehovah” is mentioned.

Finally, Hafenreffer (Templ. Ezech., p. 178) claims that in these substitutions of names there is an ellipsis through which the name placed in the construct or the pronoun has been omitted. Ps. 36:[3]: “The words of his mouth are (words of) mischief and deceit.” Ps. 35:6: “Let their way be darkness,” that is, “a way of darkness.” Ps. 120:7: [image: ], “I am peace,” that is, [image: ], “a man of peace.” Buxtorf has more examples of this type (see Thesaur., bk. 2, c. 4 and 8). By this explanation the sense must be completed from the preceding words or we must add another understood word. Abraham called the name of that place “the place of the Lord, who will foresee” or “the place where the Lord will provide.” Moses called the name of the altar “the altar of Jehovah, my banner.” Gideon called his altar “the altar of Jehovah, of peace.” From that day on, the name of the city was “the city of the Lord who [is] in that very place” or, which is the same, “the city of Jehovah who is present.”

§ 46. (II) In particular. Concerning Jer. 33:16, we say that it is not the city of Jerusalem but the Messiah and King who is called “Jehovah, our Righteousness,” something which is evident from the entire context, from the analogy of faith, and from many parallel passages. The promise made to Israel is considered to refer to the offspring of David. Therefore the name of Christ rather than of Israel had to be expressed. When you consider the outcome, Israel nowhere is called this.

(1) Therefore some explain the Hebrew words [image: ]: “And this (with “is the name” understood) by which it will be called (using an active instead of a passive) to it (that is, “from it,” namely, Jerusalem), Jehovah.”

(2) Some explain it in this way: “And that (name) by which he will call him (through an exchange of gender so that the feminine noun modifies the more remote masculine one, as in Exod. 29:4; Isa. 5:14; Ezek. 17:7; Zech. 8:2) will be Jehovah.”

(3) In Templ., Hafenreffer says: “And this is what will be preached”—(By the Hebraism in which verbs of the third person are used impersonally, “he will call” becomes “each will call” or “it will be called” because [image: ] means not only “he has called” but also “he has preached.” Cf. Josh. 8:34; Lev. 25:10; Isa. 40:2; 61:1; Neh. 6:7.)—“about it: ‘Jehovah our Righteousness.’ ” Thus the meaning is: “This will be preached at Jerusalem: ‘Jehovah our Righteousness.’ ”

(4) Piscator, Schol., says it is: “ ‘This is the name that everyone will call it (namely, Jerusalem or the Church of the New Testament): “Jehovah, our Righteousness” ’ because of the relationship between Christ the head and the mystical body (1 Cor. 12:12).”

(5) In our treatise On God the Father and His Eternal Son [1610 Loci Theologici, locus 5] § 29, we followed the simple explanation that Pagnini, Montanus, Galatino (bk. 3, c. 9), Munsterus Helvicus, and others accept: “And He who will summon her is Jehovah our Righteousness.” He will cry out to her at Jerusalem, namely, that the Church of the New Testament should gather. Buxtorf (Lib. radic., on [image: ], p. 187) cites a fine passage from Rabbi Joseph Albo of Spain (Ikkarim, orat. 2, c. 28): “Scripture calls the name of the Messiah ‘Jehovah, our Righteousness’ because He will be God the Mediator at whose hand we are going to receive righteousness from God Himself. Therefore it calls Him by the proper name of God Himself, Jehovah.” Weidner cites similar passages from the rabbinic scholars in his Loca fid., p. 190. Pertinent to this in particular is Ezek. 48:35, where Rabbi Jonathan reads [image: ] (“her name”) instead of [image: ] (“there”), contrary to the trustworthiness of all the editions and to the Aramaic version itself. (See Galatino, bk. 3, c. 9.) Also, the situation itself shows that the divinity of Jerusalem is not being described there, but rather its dignity, which depends on the gracious presence of the Lord Himself.

The second question, whether the name “Jehovah” is the Tetragrammaton.

§ 47. (II) The question arises: Is the name “Jehovah” the famous Tetragrammaton? Some of the Papists deny this, such as Genebrard (in his Epistola ad lectorem, which he prefixes to his commentaries on the Psalms) and Bellarmine (Exerc. gram. super Psal. 33). Pererius follows them in disp. 2 on Exodus 6, p. 171, where he writes: “The name ‘Jehovah’ was unknown to almost everyone among both Jews and Christians who lived a hundred years earlier, so it clearly appears to be a newly invented and fabricated word. In fact, they think it was taken from the heathen name ‘Jove.’ ” However, this opinion develops from false suppositions, such as: (1) That the vowel points are a recent invention of the rabbinic scholars. (2) That the name “Jehovah” has the points of the name Adonai. (3) That the name “Jove” is older than “Jehovah.” (4) That we must approve of the superstition of the Jews, who forbid the speaking of that name. (5) That the true pronunciation of that name was lost during the Babylonian captivity.

On the name Adonai. Noting, first, its derivation.

§ 48. (II) Concerning the name Adonai [“Lord”], we must note: (1) Its derivation. Some think it was formed from [image: ] (“foundation or support”) because God is the support of all things. Col. 1:17: “In Him all things hold together.” More correctly, however, it is derived from [image: ] (“lord”), “he who is the foundation and pillar of the household,” just as [image: ] means “he who is the [image: ]” (which is the Attic for [image: ]), [“the base of the people”]. This name [image: ] is used with reference to the true God in Exod. 23:17 and Josh. 3:11.

Second, its meaning.

(2) Its meaning. When it is written with a qamets at the end, it is no less sacred than “Jehovah” itself and is the proper name for God. On the other hand, when it is written with a hireq or patach, it is secular [profanum] and given even to men for the sake of honoring them, as in “my lords.” Consequently, the Jews also read it in place of “Jehovah.” (Cf. Galatino, bk. 1, 2.13.) When it is used to refer to God, it is always construed with the singular. Rabbi David, cited by Sixtus of Sienna in Bibl. sanct., bk. 5, note 100: “Every time Adonai is written with a qamets, it is attributed to God for the sake of His honor and excellence.” Even Socinus acknowledges this in his explanation of the words of Ps. [68]:18 in his writing Contra Wiekum. (Cf. Drusius, commentary on Exodus 7, and Först., [image: ].)

This proper and genuine meaning of the word Adonai is approved by its consistent use in Scripture. In Gen. 18:27 Abraham calls Him [image: ] who he claims is “the Judge of all the earth” (v. 25), whom he asks to be willing to spare the Sodomites, and who is called “Jehovah” with the proper name of God. In Gen. 19:2, when the two angels came to Lot, he called them [image: ] (with a patach), “my lords,” but when Jehovah, who had been speaking with Abraham, joined them (v. 16), he called them [image: ] (with a qamets) (v. 18). You see, we conclude that the “He” with whom Lot is conversing was the true Jehovah from the fact that He attributes the destruction of Sodom to Himself (v. 22). But that is attributed to Jehovah in v. 24. Gen. 18:33: “Jehovah went His way when He had finished speaking to Abraham.” But where did He go except to Sodom and to Lot because He says: “I shall go down and see …” (v. [21]). In Judg. 6:13, when the Angel of Jehovah had appeared to Gideon in the form of a man, he called Him [image: ], but later, when he realized that God had revealed Himself to him, he called Him [image: ] (v. 15).

[Antithesis, Genesis 18:3.]

§ 49. Galatino (De arcan. cath. verit., bk. 2, first part of c. 10), Buxtorf (Radic.), and Eniedinus claim the opposite. Eniedinus, on Matthew 22, p. 108: “The word Adonai signifies not nature but dignity. By this name people generally call other people who are like them, as far as their nature is concerned.” They argue this: (I) From Genesis 18:3. When the three men came to Abraham, he called them [image: ]. However, Abraham was as yet unaware that the true Jehovah was a companion of the two angels; instead, he thought they were strangers to whom he wished to prove his hospitality, as we gather from Heb. 13:2: “Some have entertained angels unawares.”

We respond. There are different opinions about this appearance. (1) According to Lyra, the rabbinic scholars mix the two appearances and take the words at the beginning of the chapter—“Jehovah appeared to him”—to refer to the appearance of God. However, the rest—therefore this entire account—refers to the appearance of the angels. But the entire context conflicts with this because at first Moses says in general that Jehovah appeared to Abraham and later explains in particular what kind of an appearance it was and what was said and done therein. Furthermore, one of these three is called “Jehovah,” and He promises Abraham a son by Sarah and foretells the destruction of the inhabitants of Sodom ([Genesis 18:]10, 20). This latter point we must also set against those who think that all three were created angels and symbolically represent the three persons of the Trinity. In his Comment., Cornelius à Lapide cites Augustine (De civ. Dei, bk. 16, c. 29; De Trinit., bk. 2, c. 11) and Cyril (Contra Julian., bk. 1) as being in favor of this opinion.

(2) Some think that they were the three persons of the Trinity themselves who appeared to Abraham in an external guise that they had assumed temporarily. However: [a] They are called angels. But now it has not yet been demonstrated that the Father is called an angel anywhere in all of Scripture nor was He sent in time like the Son was sent into the flesh for the work of redemption and like the Holy Spirit [was sent] in visible form for the work of sanctification. [b] The Epistle to the Hebrews recommends hospitality from the fact that some received angels hospitably. But if they had been the three persons of the Deity, a greater recommendation of this virtue could have been sought. [c] In the entire account one of them is described as more honored, who alone is addressed with the name “Jehovah.” [d] Therefore we claim with Hilary (De Trinit., bk. 4), with Nazianzen (Orat. 2. de theol.), with Eusebius (Demonst. evang., bk. 5, c. 9), with Theodoret (q. 68 on Genesis), and with others that the Son of God was accompanied by two angels when He visited Abraham.

And we conclude that Abraham was not unaware of this fact from the familiar appearance of God: “The Lord [image: ] (“appeared”) to Abram and said to him: ‘I am El Shaddai [“God Almighty”]’ ” (Gen. 17:1). For this reason he shapes his conversation in such a way that he addresses Him alone with the lofty title Adonai and says in the singular: “If I have found favor in Your eyes, do not pass by Your servant.” Later, he finally says with regard to the other two companions, “Let a little water be brought and wash your [plural] feet,” for he thought that the Son of God, who was appearing to him, had brought along two poor pilgrims and wanted Abraham to show them kindness. (1) Jehovah is said to have appeared ([18:]1), but He was known to Abraham from various appearances. (2) It cannot be elicited from the text that afterward He was revealed to him anew. (3) In all of Scripture, Adonai written with a qamets is the name of God alone, unless the plural is changed because it is in pause. (4) The construction shows that it is not a plural.

Some respond to the passage in Hebrews 13[:2] by saying that we must take this to refer to Lot rather than to Abraham, and they explain the verb [image: ] as “they hid,” that is, they were preserved from the destruction and slaughter and hid under God’s protection as they were received as angels with hospitality. But this takes nothing away from our opinion, even if we take this passage to refer to Abraham. He knew that the Son of God was present. In fact, He had already appeared to Abraham earlier in visible form and quite often, but Abraham did not think that He had brought the angels along by chance because He knew that angels are incorporeal.

But, you say, why does the Epistle to the Hebrews not recommend hospitality on the basis of the fact that some people received the Son of God with hospitality? We respond. If this argument were to have any force, it would prove that all three were angels, the contrary of which we showed earlier. Therefore we say that the Son of God was not literally received with hospitality by them because the angels were seen to eat but not the actual Son of God. Furthermore, they were not unaware that one of these three was the Son of God, but they did not know that the other two were angels. The person whom these ideas may not satisfy will be able to say that for some mysterious reason Moses happened to call Him Adonai with a qamets whom Abraham (not yet recognizing Him) called Adonai with a patach, because in pronunciation that difference cannot be noticed.

[Antithesis, Genesis 19:18.]

§ 50. (2) They argue that in Gen. 19:18 we read that Lot said [image: ], “to them,” namely, to the angels. We respond. We must either establish a change of number, which the relationship of preceding and following words shows, or we must relate the use of the plural number to signifying the mystery of the plurality of persons that is afterward explained in v. 24: “Jehovah rained … from Jehovah.” Or if we must relate this to the angels at all, we shall have to say that it is not a native qamets but was changed from the patach by the stop silluq.

[Antithesis, Judges 6:22.]

(3) They argue that in Judg. 6:22 Gideon finally appears to acknowledge that the angel who was appearing to him was Jehovah Himself, for he says, “Alas, O Lord God, for now I have seen the Angel of the Lord face-to-face!” We respond: On the contrary, Gideon was able to understand this both from God’s promise to free the Israelites from the hands of the Midianites and from the actual sending that was spoken to him, because both [actions] befit no one except God alone. From the fact that he later was frightened, we see that that recognition was coupled with a kind of doubt. Furthermore, when the fire burst forth from the rock and consumed his sacrifice, he knew and understood that the angel was Jehovah.

Third, its mystical explanation.

§ 51. (3) In Mal. 1:6 God is called [image: ] [“Lords”] in the plural. As a result some claim that Adonai is plural and serves to designate the mystery of the Trinity. Galatino, bk. 2, c. 13:


From the plural Adonim comes Adonai, which is a divine name and which literally means the same thing as “my Lords.” Therefore those early fathers whom Moses taught sanctioned the idea that God is called “Lords” in the plural in order to show clearly that the universal dominion over all things is common to the three divine persons. For the Lord is Father, the Lord is Son, the Lord is Holy Spirit. To signify that the Father, Son, and Holy Spirit are not three Lords but one Lord, it was decreed that though the name Adonai is plural, it should be connected only with a singular verb or with a singular adjective.





 

On the name Elohim.

§ 52. (III) The Jews and Photinians deny that we should look for the mystery of the Trinity in the name Elohim [“Gods”]. Pisecius, Resp. ad rat. 2. Camp., p. 17: “Prior to the Lombard, no one used to conclude a trinity of persons from the word Elohim.” Some of the Papists agree with this, for example, Cajetan, Bellarmine (De Christ., bk. 2, c. 6), Pererius (on Genesis, vol. 1, p. 15, n. 39), Sixtus of Sienna (Bibl., bk. 5, note 1), as do also the Calvinists, for example, Calvin, on Genesis 1: “We must advise our readers to restrain themselves from violent glosses.” Also Chassanion (Loc. comm., bk. 1, c. 10), Drusius (De nomin. Elohim; cent. 2, Miscell., c. 46 and 53), Daneau, Mercier, Paraeus (commentary on Genesis 1), etc.

The theologians of our churches teach the contrary, moved as they are by the following arguments: (1) From the proper meaning of the plural number. Whenever the plural number is used in names that signify a person and that have their own singular from which they were formed, there that plural denotes plurality in its proper and genuine meaning. But the word Elohim as applied to the true God is used in the plural number though it nevertheless does not lack a singular from which it was formed. Therefore. Cajetan denies that Elohim has a singular, but it is clear that the singular Eloah does exist. (See Job 4:9; 12:4; 15:8; 36:2; Ps. 18:[31]; etc.) In our treatise On the Nature of God [1610 Loci Theologici, locus 3], § 27, we have examined the objections of the Jews “that the name in its termination is indeed plural but singular in its meaning, that it designates not plural persons but plural properties in God, that in accord with human custom God speaks about Himself in the plural for the sake of His honor.”

(2) From the special construction of this word. The word Elohim, used to refer to God, is construed not only with a singular verb—as in Gen. 1:1, [image: ]—but also with a plural verb and adjective as in Gen. 20:13: “When [image: ] caused [fecerunt] me to wander”; Gen. 35:7: “Elohim were revealed [relevati sunt] to him”; Deut. 5:26: “The living [viventes] Elohim”; and Josh. 24:19: “The holy [sancti] Elohim.” In addition, 2 Sam. 7:23; Job 35:10; Ps. 58:[11]; 149:2; Isa. 44:2; 45:5; Jer. 10:10; 23:36. From this we draw the following conclusion: A plural noun with a plural verb or adjective never signifies only one person but plural persons. But the name Elohim is used with plural verbs and adjectives to refer to God. Therefore as the unity of essence is observed in construction with a singular verb, so the plurality of persons is observed in construction with plural verbs and adjectives.

(3) From the Holy Spirit’s explanation. Elsewhere it is explained clearly enough that plural persons and, in fact, the three persons of the Trinity are understood by Elohim. God Himself gives the explanation for using the plural number. Gen. 3:22: “Behold, Adam has become like one of Us.” In this way in Gen. 1:1 the author of creation is called Elohim. But now the efficient cause of creation is the entire Holy Trinity, as is evident from Ps. 33:6, something of which Moses was by no means ignorant. In fact, in his subsequent words he himself explains what he wants to be understood by the name Elohim when he mentions the Father who speaks, the Word through which all things are made, and the Holy Spirit resting upon the waters. To this are related all the statements of Scripture in which the work of creation is especially attributed to the Son and to the Holy Spirit.

(4) From the approval of many interpreters. Our opinion is confirmed by Justin (Dial. cum Tryph., p. 222), Tertullian (Adv. Prax., c. 12), the Lombard (1. Sent., dist. 2, letter F), Lyra and Burgensis (on Genesis 1), and Galatino (De arcan cath. verit., bk. 2, c. 9). The latter cites the testimonies of the rabbinic scholars and, among others, the statement of Rabbi Hunna: “If this discourse had not been written in this way, no one would be allowed to speak in this way.”

(5) From the confession of some of our adversaries. In this question the following support us: Zanchi (De nat. Dei, bk. 1, c. 4, p. 7; c. 12, p. 37; as well as De trib. Elohim, c. 1, p. 31); Junius (Defens. 2. de s. Trinit., vol. 2, p. 70; Bellarm. controv., bk. 2, c. 6, col. 561); Polanus (Syntagm., bk. 3, c. 3, col. 1278); Jacob Montanus, who discusses this question with Drusius by letter; Pellikanus (on Genesis 1); Alsted (Lex. theol., in great detail on p. 98); and Piscator (Anal. of Genesis 1). Tilenus writes: “The argument drawn from the name Elohim in favor of the distinction of persons perhaps is not so solid but nevertheless has something to it. In fact, the learned deny that such a change of number occurs frequently in the first person in Hebrew” (notes on bk. 2 of Bellarmine’s De Christ., c. 6).

§ 53. Nevertheless we add that: (1) We are not immediately proving from the word Elohim a trinity but rather a plurality of persons in God. Elsewhere this plurality is reduced to the number three. (2) In this word the mystery of the Trinity is concealed in proportion to the dispensation of the times and in the manner of revelation common in the Old Testament—upon which a brighter light was shed in the New Testament. (3) We must connect with this the explanation of the Holy Spirit Himself as set forth in other passages of Scripture, for we are seeking not a primary but a secondary argument from that word. (4) It is one thing to battle against stubborn heretics who deny the Trinity and another to discuss this matter among Christians who believe it.

The arguments of the opposition can be satisfied if we observe the following hypotheses: (1) There is one explanation for the word Elohim but another for the word “God.” Elohim is a personal name; “God” is an essential one. Consequently, because of the plurality of persons, I am correct in saying that there are three Elohim, but I cannot say that there are three Gods because of the most simple unity of essence.

(2) Even if one succeeds in proving that Elohim is spoken in reference to only one person of the Godhead and thus is used as singular [singulariter] (which we nevertheless are still questioning, and rightly so), nothing of the genuine and proper meaning of the plural would cease to be true. For just as “God” is an essential name yet is sometimes used personally, in the same way Elohim is a personal name but at times is used essentially both because of the most simple unity of the three persons by reason of the undivided essence and because of the mutual [image: ] [“interpenetration”] of the persons. For the Father is in the Son and the Son is in the Father, the Father is not God outside the Son nor is the Son God outside of the Father. The Father is not God in a solitary way but is a person of the Trinity or is God in the Trinity. Thus any person in the divine persons has a permanent relationship with the other two persons. When it is used to refer to one person, it means that that person is one of a number of plural persons.

(3) We must distinguish between the word Elohim placed absolutely and in a construction with a plural word or adjective. Even if we concede that the word Elohim placed absolutely is sometimes attributed to a single person by a change [per enallagen], nevertheless when it is in the construct with a plural adjective or verb, it always indicates plural persons.

(4) We must distinguish between the usage of the sacred language, which has a unique purity and simplicity, and the usage of other languages. Even if a plural number is used instead of a singular in other languages (where nevertheless the name of the person remains singular while only the verbs and pronouns change, such as “We, Ferdinand, order [mandamus],” and where the plural is not used in the third person but in the first), nevertheless this does not prejudge the usage of the sacred language. Theodoret, q. 20 on Genesis: “If God were to speak of Himself in the plural because of His authority and majesty, He would have to have spoken that way always or often, especially when He gave the Law on Sinai.” In referring to people in high office, we use the plural instead of the singular, but we cannot make this concession with reference to God, so that His great dignity may be acknowledged, of what sort it is. God always has the same honor, yet He does not always speak of Himself in the plural. (Cf. Rabbi Aben Ezra, on Genesis 31.) The plural is used to indicate high office only in the second and third persons, not in the first person.

(5) All the examples that are provided that use the plural instead of the singular speak about creatures or idols and can be explained either through a division [[image: ]] or through some figure of speech, namely, through a syllepsis or a change of number. However, when the word Elohim is used to refer properly to God, such a figure has no place, for there the plural is used to refer to God not because of any civil reverence nor because of some rhetorical figure but for a reason demonstrated elsewhere in the Scriptures themselves.

(6) When Elohim is used distributively, it does not stop being plural, because distribution is an undefined plurality. Exod. 20:[3]: “You shall not have other gods,” that is, none of the other gods. In Exod. 32:4, when that name is given to the calf lifted up in idolatry, it also does not cease being plural, because it was not the actual calf but the true Jehovah who had brought them up out of Egypt whom the Israelites wished to worship in that calf (v. 5). Thus they called it by that name.

On the name [image: ]: Is it God’s proper name?

§ 54. The Septuagint translators have rendered the names Jehovah and Adonai with [image: ] [“Lord”], just as they translated Elohim with [image: ] [“God”]. Regarding the name [image: ], we ask whether it is a proper name for the eternal God alone. Socinus denies this. He says, Contra Wiek., c. 6, class. 4, arg. 2, p. 395:


The name “Jehovah” is a proper name, but [image: ], or “Lord,” is appellative and commonly attributed to many. For this reason alone it is unfitting for expressing the name “Jehovah.” Nevertheless the Septuagint translators have tried to remedy this evil in this manner, namely, that when the name [image: ] is used in place of “Jehovah,” it almost always occurs without the article and thus can more conveniently relate as a proper name. You see, in Greek, appellative names generally are expressed without the article when they occupy the place of the subject. When Christ is called [image: ] subjectively, so to speak, however, the article is almost always set before it.





 

So much for Socinus. All this tends to weaken the argument drawn from the word [image: ] for the deity of Christ.

But we respond. We readily grant that in a certain respect and in [its] general meaning the name [image: ] is also attributed to creatures. Nevertheless first and foremost the name [image: ] is used to refer to the true God alone in a loftier and proper sense. Accordingly, He who is called [image: ] in this way is correctly argued to be the true and eternal God. Mark 12:29: “[image: ], your God, is one [image: ].” Eph. 4:5: “One [image: ] (“One Lord”).” 1 Cor. 8:[5–6]: “For though there may be many so-called gods in heaven or on earth, as indeed there are many ‘gods’ and ‘lords,’ yet for us there is one [image: ] (“one Lord”).”

We prove this: (1) From the fact that the Septuagint translators and those apostles who followed them translated the name “Jehovah” with [image: ], as we can prove with countless examples. But now “Jehovah” is the proper name for God, as we have shown earlier and as Socinus himself seems to concede. If what Socinus says is generally accepted—that “the name [image: ] attributed to God lacks the article but when attributed to Christ has the article added”—both are false. The first is clear from Matt. 1:22; 2:15; 22:44; Luke 1:6; Acts 17:27; etc. The latter is clear from Matt. 7:21; 8:2; 22:43; Rom. 1:7; 14:14; etc.

(2) When [image: ] is attributed to a human either for the sake of a dignified name or for the sake of some particular lordship, the circumstances of the text make it possible for us to understand this readily. For either a restriction is added so that he is understood to be called a lord in some manner, as in Matt. 15:27: “The dogs eat the crumbs of their lords.” (See also Acts 16:19.) Or a description is added that shows the statement is not about the highest and absolute Lord. Col. 3:22: “Slaves, obey your earthly masters.” 1 Cor. 8:5: “There are many gods and so-called lords.” Or there is adjoined a subjection of that lord to the highest Lord, who is Lord of lords. (See 1 Tim. 6:15; Rev. 17:14; 19:16.) Or one understands from the context that the highest, absolute Lord is not being discussed there, namely, whenever such predicates are being attributed to him that do not befit the most high Lord, the true and eternal God. Nevertheless in its proper, principal, and prominent meaning, the name [image: ] continues to be God’s proper name.

(3) The name [image: ] is asserted about Christ in such a way that one can conclude His divinity with certainty from the very manner of asserting, for He is called [image: ] absolutely and without the article which Socinus believes is an indication of a proper name. He is called “Lord of lords” (Rev. 17:14; 19:16). “Authority in heaven and earth” is attributed to Him (Matt. 28:[18]). Consequently, He is the Lord of heaven and earth, which is proper to the true God alone (Matt. 11:25). In John 20:28 He is called both [image: ] and [image: ]. The passages of the Old Testament that speak about the only true God are adapted in the New Testament, and attributed works and truly divine worship are ascribed to Him. Therefore the Photinians vainly assail the argument drawn from the name [image: ] because the rule is absolutely firm: He to whom the name [image: ] is attributed in the manner just now explained is the true and eternal God.

On the name [image: ]: Is it a name for His office or for His nature?

§ 55. With regard to the name [image: ] [“God”], we ask whether it is a name for His office, position, and power or, on the other hand, for His nature and essence. The Photinians affirm the former and deny the latter to try to prove that the name [image: ], as attributed to Christ, by no means causes Him to be acknowledged as true God by nature but does cause Him to be considered a so-called “God” merely because of a divine power conferred upon Him in time. Eniedinus, on John 1, pp. 159–60: “The word ‘God’ is a name of position and office rather than of nature and essence. It does not follow, then, that if someone is called ‘God,’ therefore we must immediately consider him to be the eternal Creator of heaven and earth, because those are called ‘gods’ to whomever the [image: ] [“word”] of God comes according to the witness of Christ Himself (John 10:35). Therefore the [image: ] is God, but one who was made by God and set up as God.” Socinus, Contra Volan., p. 189: “The name ‘God’ ought to be listed as being from those names that grammarians call ambiguous—such as, for example, king, citizen, poet, philosopher, and others of that sort—for these declare a quality of substance rather than the substance itself.” Schmalz, Exam. cent. error., error 3, p. 5: “We say that the word ‘God’ in the Latin and Greek languages does not signify that supreme Deity that is such by nature but rather means His power.” [Smiglecki,] De divina verbi incarnati natura, c. 26, p. 144: “The word ‘God’ is a name of high position, not of essence, and anyone who has true divine power is in his own way ‘true God.’”

We concede that the name “God” at times improperly and secondarily is attributed to creatures because of an office divinely committed to them. In fact, it is even assigned to the “so-called gods.” Used in this way, however, it does not infer a divine nature for that person to whom it is given. At the same time, however, we deny that the name “God,” used in its proper and principal meaning, is only a name of power and of office and that it does not signify the divine nature and essence. This we prove: (1) From the constant usage of Scripture. For wherever the name “God” is predicated in Scripture of the supreme Deity, there it constantly denotes His essence, not only His power. In fact, because the attributes and thus also the power of God are actually the same as His essence, by signifying the divine essence, it also signifies the divine power. Nonetheless it marks not only nor chiefly His divine power but also His divine nature and essence.

(2) From its definition. Wherever the Scriptures or the interpreters of Scripture give the definition of God, there they mention not only the power but also the divine nature and essence. Therefore the name “God” is also a name not of power nor of office but of nature. When God is asked to reveal and explain His name to the Israelites, He responds: “I am who I am. I shall be who I shall be” (Exod. 3:14). Here He is naming Himself from the infinite essence.

(3) From opposition. When the idolatry of the heathen is rebuked, it is rebuked on the basis of the principle that the Gentiles gave religious worship to those who “by nature are not gods” (Gal. 4:8) because “they exchanged the glory of the immortal God for images resembling mortal man or birds or animals or reptiles” (Rom. 1:23). In whatever way one of the opposites is taken, in that way the other is taken too. Idols, then, are said not to be the true God because they lack the divine essence and because they are not gods by nature. Therefore Jehovah is said to be true God because He is God by nature and essence.

(4) From the nature of the name itself. The name “God” is not derivative but primitive, signifying (according to the common conception of all people) Him who not only is endowed with supreme power but is also distinct from all creatures and idols by essence and nature. (Nor is it evident that from any derived name it merely signifies His office and power. On the contrary, even those names that are taken from some accident no longer mark the accident but the actual substance when they are applied to the essence and take on the nature of properties [propriorum]. In this way the names of Jacob, Israel, Isaac, etc., had been taken from some accident, but when they were applied to those men and took on the quality [indolem] and nature of proper names, they began to mark no longer the bare accident but the very essence of those men.) Therefore even if the name “God” had been drawn from some divine effect, nonetheless when it is applied to God in its proper meaning, it would no longer denote the effect but the cause of that effect, namely, the divine nature and essence itself. Furthermore, because in God power is the divine essence itself, surely if the name “God” marks divine power—that is, the supreme and infinite power—it will also denote the divine nature and essence because there is no room for supreme and infinite power without the divine essence.

(5) From a comparison with similar names. Just as the name “man” signifies the nature of man, so the name “God” signifies the nature and essence of God. The name “God” cannot be signified by another name in Latin or in Greek.

(6) From a multiple deduction to the absurd. If the name “God” is a name of power alone, not of nature and essence, the consequence will be, first, that those who acknowledge and worship the true God are the ones who attribute to Him supreme power, though they may attribute to Him a physical nature and a finite essence. This is absurd because a finite essence is not and cannot be every good and the highest good [summum bonum], for it is being given something better, namely, an infinite being and infinite good. Second, we will have to define God in terms of power alone, which is also absurd because in God there are also other attributes and perfections, such as wisdom, goodness, and eternity. Third, the name “God” will be the same in every way as the name “Lord,” though Scripture distinguishes them and shows that the name “God” is given to the Deity from His nature and the name “Lord” from His lordship and power. The fourth consequence will be that the name “God” will be relative and ultimately will not befit God except in relation to creatures and hence in time, though God is from eternity and to eternity, etc.

(7) From the testimony of the fathers. Justin, Exposit. fid.: “If you intend to understand the essence of God, you will express it with the name ‘God’.” Tertullian, Adv. Marcion, bk. 3, toward the middle: “The name ‘God’ is, as it were, the natural name for the divinity.” Athanasius, Epist. de synod. Nicen. decret., just past the middle: “When we hear the word ‘God,’ we understand that nothing else is meant but God’s incomprehensible substance itself.”

(8) From the anxious assertion of our adversaries. For sometimes they say that the name “God” is not the name of His nature, but sometimes they say by comparison that it is more the name of His nature than of His power, as we consider their statements in clear controversies about the deity of the Son and the Holy Spirit. They themselves are compelled to take the name “God” essentially [[image: ]].

§ 56. The points that are cited to support the contrary have a simple explanation if one makes a distinction: (1) Between the proper and improper and between the primary and secondary meaning of this name. When it is predicated improperly and secondarily of creatures, it denotes power and office but not nature. But one cannot infer from this that when it is used to refer to the highest Deity it denotes merely His power but not His nature. Thus though the sun, moon, and similar metaphoric titles denote quality in a figurative sense, nevertheless they denote, when taken properly, the essence of the sun, moon, and those things from which they are taken.

(2) Between these expressions: “to be the true God” and “truly to be called God.” To be the true God befits only the one eternal God, who is this by nature and essence, because each and every thing is said to be true from its own nature and essence. Thus gold is said to be true and a man is said to be true from the true essence of gold and of the man. Cyril, Thesaur., bk. 12, c. 13: “If Christ is true God, He is this substantially, not by participation, as a creature is. Moreover, He who is true God is God by nature.” On the other hand, truly to be called God also befits persons who are called by this name improperly because of a likeness to and sharing of the divinity. For here we are discussing merely the truth of words taken metaphorically. In this way the apostles truly are called “the light of the world” and “the salt of the earth” because though they are called “light” improperly and metaphorically, nevertheless they show spiritually that they do what light and salt do physically. Therefore they truly are so called. In the same way, magistrates, judges, and the like are called “gods” and truly are called that because they are so called as a result of sharing in a divine office. Nevertheless they are not the true God, who is such by His nature and essence. (Cf. Dr. Hunnius, Exam. error. Photin., article De Deo; Smiglecki, Contra Schmaltzium; etc.)

The rabbinic names for God.

§ 57. In conclusion, let us note the Hebrew names for God that the rabbinic scholars use. The rabbinic scholars call God: (1) [image: ] (the “name” par excellence). This they do, according to Elias Levita (in Thesbite), because it was forbidden to mention any of His names. This they observe closely so that they do not use even one of His names in quite unimportant matters. Moreover, they generally add either an emphatic [image: ] or [image: ], “Exalted be He,” or [image: ], “Praised be He.”

(2) They call Him [image: ], by which they signify His divine power that permeates the entire universe. In the book [image: ], they say: [image: ], “Shekina is in all places.” Elias Levita (in Thesbite) writes that the rabbinic scholars call the Holy Spirit this, by whose admonishment and leadership the prophets once poured forth the divine oracles. Therefore they derive it from the root [image: ], which means “to stay or to dwell,” because the Holy Spirit is said to rest upon the prophets. They say that Shekina dwells only with the man who is endowed with outstanding piety, innocence, and integrity of heart.

(3) They call Him [image: ] (“place”). Elias gives as the explanation for the name: “Because He is the everywhere of places, yet a place cannot contain Him.” In the talmudic lexicon Baal Aruch, two explanations for this name are listed: [a] “Because place is of the world, but He does not exist in the world as if He were in a place”; [b] “In whatever place the devout gather together, He is in the midst of them.” Philo, [image: ]: “God is called ‘the Place’ because He encompasses all things and because He is encompassed by absolutely nothing.” Consequently, the Kabbalists say that God is called this because the same numbers that are drawn from the Tetragrammaton “Jehovah” are drawn from the word [image: ]. Thus the two [image: ]s indicate eighty; [image: ], a hundred; [image: ], six; and these add up to 186. They compare the word “Jehovah” with this as follows: [image: ] taken as ten times ten equals a hundred; [image: ], five times five equals twenty-five; [image: ], six times six equals thirty-six; [image: ], five times five equals twenty-five; and all these add up to 186.

(4) They call Him [image: ] (“the heavens”), because the face of heaven, the remarkable order of stars, and their different positions and multiple courses reveal the great glory and power of God. Elias Levita (in Thesbite) offers this explanation for the name from the opinion of the Masoretic scholars: “because the heavens are His throne.” Sometimes this is placed in the absolute so that no word is added, as in the talmudic treatise Pirke Aboth, c. 1, aphorism 3. At times, the word [image: ] is added, as in c. 4 of the same treatise. Sometimes we find “Our Father, who is in the heavens.”

(5) They call Him [image: ] (that is, “the greatest power”) of God who rules and protects heaven and earth. This they obtain from the root [image: ], which signifies fervency, fortitude, and might, as Rabbi Kimchi writes in Lib. radicum.

(6) They call Him [image: ] or [image: ] (from “Lord” or “King of the world”). The word [image: ] is Aramaic, and Aramaic translators use it when the Hebrew reads [image: ] or [image: ]. In the Syriac language, the hireq is changed into a patach and is said as rabbon, “He who is the autocrat and has supreme power.” As the talmudic scholars use it, [image: ] means both this world and that which is to come, as different words are added to it. Therefore it is applied to God because He is the Creator of things and the beginning of the world.

(7) They call Him [image: ] (“merciful”). This is derived by Aramaic formation from the Hebrew [image: ] and is used in place of it in Exod. 34:6 by the Aramaic translators.


[image: ]

4 These are the Hebrew consonants prefixed to imperfect verbs.

5 That is, aleph, he, waw, and yod.

6 From the present tense of “to be.”

7
Eine Epistel aus dem Propheten Jeremia, von Christus’ Reich und christlicher Freiheit, WA 20:549–80.

8
Psalm 110, WA 41:79–239; AE 13:225–348.

9 That is, by ascribing human emotions to God.



  


CHAPTER IV: ON THE QUESTION WHETHER GOD EXISTS
 

First, we must prove that God exists [esse].

§ 58. [I] First of all, we presuppose that it must necessarily and correctly be proved that God does exist [esse]. It could appear to someone that this is a useless question in the Church because everyone knows and concedes that God does exist nor is there any people so barbarous as to deny that God exists and is to be worshiped, though they may not know how they should worship Him. Therefore all people have an inherent knowledge of God by nature, as the Damascene (Orth. fid., bk. 1, c. 1) concludes on the basis of Romans 1.

Nevertheless we must establish the [image: ] [“that”] or prove that God exists: (1) To refute those who deny that God exists. There are two classes of such people, for some deny this immediately. They do this either directly as, for example, Diagoras Melius (nicknamed [image: ] [“godless”]) and Theodore of Cyrene (according to Cicero, De nat. deor., bk. 3, toward the end; Augustine, Contra liter. Petil., bk. 3, c. 21; and Lactantius, Div. inst., bk. 1, c. 2). In bk. 2, c. 19, Irenaeus adds Anaxagoras, who he asserts was also nicknamed [image: ]. Epiphanius includes Protagoras, who said there was no God at all (Epit. ver. doctr., p. 484). Concerning Protagoras, however, Cicero (De nat. deor., bk. 1) and Laertius in his biography write otherwise. Zwinger lists many examples of such people in Theatrum vitae, vol. 17, bk. 7, p. 3188.

Or there are those who deny God indirectly, such as those who doubted, for example. One such individual was Protagoras, who began some book with this statement: “I am unable to decide completely whether or not the gods exist.” When he read this book at Athens, he was driven into exile and his writings were burned in public according to Laertius’s biography of him. Some, on the other hand, deny God mediately and indirectly, as the person who denies God’s providence (Ps. 14:1). Ps. 53:1: “The fool has said in his heart: ‘There is no God.’ ” In his commentary on this psalm, Augustine further notes that some people say this in their hearts or in their minds because they actually dare not express this wicked idea of theirs. Erasmus proves with an elegant simile that those who deny God’s providence also deny God. He says: “As you would be less angry with one who thought he was not born than with one who believed that he did not have the human senses or mind or the other things without which a man loses the name ‘man,’ so he who denies providence errs more shamefully than one who denies God Himself” (Symb. catech., 2, p. 55). Concerning this principal foundation of faith—namely, that God exists—Moses purposely discusses nothing; rather, he simply says that God created heaven and earth. After all, he was writing to the people of God who did not have to be shown with many arguments that God exists because they had already been instructed in the recognition of God with many arguments, especially on the basis of the laws that they had received. However, there is another rationale for the unbelieving outside the Church.

(2) We must prove it to strengthen our own faith. Thomas, [ST,] p. 1. q. 2. art. 2. resp. ad 1, writes: “That God exists is not an article of faith but the preamble to the articles.” The apostle teaches the opposite in Heb. 11:6: “Whoever would draw near to God must believe that He exists and that He rewards those who seek Him.” Theophylact writes on this passage: “We hold by faith that God does exist.” This faith, however, must be drawn from the Word of God and be strengthened by meditation on it. Dr. Chemnitz says that in grave and serious temptations we are all Epicureans or Stoics. Therefore we must strengthen our hearts with the consideration of passages that bear witness that God exists and that He has a provident care for human affairs.

(3) We must prove it for the perfection of our natural knowledge. Although we know by nature that God exists, that natural knowledge still is imperfect, weak, and next to nothing in comparison with revealed knowledge. It is clear from this explanation that it is imperfect: What we know about God we can sum up under four headings: His being, will, power, operation. The being of God consists in the fact that He is one in [image: ] [“being”], three in hypostasis [“person”]. In some way we know the former naturally but by no means the latter, which we know from revelation alone. The will of God is dual: legal and evangelical. We somehow know the former, but the latter is “the mystery that was kept secret for long ages” (Rom. 16:25). I say that in some way we know His legal will because one must distinguish the exterior obedience to the Law from the inner obedience. Natural knowledge reveals the former but certainly not the latter. Rom. 7:7: “I did not recognize my sin except through the Law.” That we somehow know the power of God through our natural knowledge is clear from Rom. 1:20, but we conclude from the words of the apostle in Eph. 3:[20] that we do not know it fully and completely: “God is able to do more abundantly than we know.” God’s operation is twofold: internal and hypostatic, on the one hand, which is completely unknown to all nature. That the Father begot the Son from eternity and that the Holy Spirit proceeds from both is a holy mystery that surpasses the understanding of angels and men. The other is external. It embraces both the creation of the world and of all that is in it, as well as the redemption of the human race. To creation are also related the preservation and governing of created things. The heathen know this only as probable from the light of nature, but the work of redemption is totally unknown to them. To this latter classification belong all the works of God in the Church—calling, justifying, sanctifying, glorifying—which people know only in the light of grace.

We confirm that the natural knowledge of God is weak both by the example of the heathen and on the basis of our own experience. Wisdom 13:1: “All people who are ignorant of God are foolish by nature.” Acts 17:23: “You worship without knowing.” In 1 Thess. 4:5 this is called “the ignorance of God.” In Eph. 2:12 the heathen are said to “live without God,” clearly because that knowledge is insufficient for salvation and is almost nothing when compared with revealed knowledge. (See our commonplace On the Nature of God [1610 Loci Theologici, locus 3], § 17.) Therefore because the natural knowledge of God is imperfect and weak, we must surely strengthen, perfect, and complete it from the divinely revealed Word, from which it is clear what we must respond to the argument set forth in the beginning. What one knows naturally needs no proof. We know naturally that God exists. Therefore.

In [ST,] part 1, q. 2, art. 9, Thomas responds a bit differently:10


This proposition “God exists” is indeed of itself self-evident because its predicate (“exists”) is of the intrinsic nature [ratio] of the subject, that is, of God, who is His own being. The proposition, however, is not self-evident to us because we do not know the essence [quidditatem] and nature [ratio] of the subject of this proposition, and thus we do not know its connection with the predicate as we know it in the former. Because they signify common things whose essences [quidditates] no one does not observe, [statements such as,] “Everything exists or does not exist,” and other common principles of this type, are self-evident not only of themselves but also to us. Therefore in this respect this proposition “God exists” is not self-evident to us but is in need of special proof to persuade us that it befits God [to say] that He exists, even according to that imperfect knowledge that we conceive when we hear the word “God.”





 

Gregory of Valencia clarifies this response of Thomas in great detail and confirms it against the rest of the Scholastics (disp. 1, q. 2, point 1).

Second, God’s existence is proved from both nature and Scripture.

§ 59. [II] It can be demonstrated that God exists both from nature and from Scripture, and for this reason the knowledge of God, according to Augustine, can be divided into natural knowledge and revealed knowledge (De civ. Dei, bk. 8, c. 1). In Loca fid. Christ. praecip., treatise 3, p. 439, Weidner sets up three knowledges of God: (1) The knowledge of reason, which we investigate by looking at His creatures and about which Rabbi Moyses Aegyptius says in his treatise More: “There is no way at all to know the Creator except in His works.” (2) The knowledge of devotion, which comes through the Word, from the preaching of which springs the knowledge of faith. (3) The knowledge of glorification, which occurs in eternal life (1 Cor. 13:12).

Others claim there is a fourfold book of divine knowledge: (1) [image: ], the book of nature, to which belong the common conceptions that nature imprints on the mind. (2) [image: ], the book of the creature, to which are related the investigation and contemplation of things created. (3) [image: ], the book of Scripture, to which the divine revelation in the prophetic and apostolic writings is to be referred. (4) [image: ], the book of eternal life, to which belongs the clear and intuitive vision of God in eternal life, which we await.

But omitting the knowledge of glorification and the book of eternal life (which mode of knowledge we can only hope for in this life but which we do not hold in full and actual possession), we can very well sum up the remaining three under two headings: the book of nature and of Scripture.

Tertullian, Contra Marc., bk. 3, p. 175: “We define that we must first become acquainted with God by nature and then become reacquainted with Him through doctrine: by nature from His works, through doctrine from His words.” Augustine, on Psalm 34: “There are two things that lead to the knowledge of God: creation and Scripture.” Those things that we can know about God from nature and that we actually do know are called [image: ] [“the things that can be known”] (Rom. 1:19). What we can know by revelation alone are called [image: ] [“the things to be believed”]. Thomas, Contra gentil., bk. 1, c. 3: “We know some things about God that excede the common reach of human reason and are knowable only through revelation (for example, that God is one and three, that Christ is God and man), but some are demonstrable.” Even natural reason is, in some way, able to reach as far as these things, such as, that God exists, that God is one, true, good, and just.

Third, the natural knowledge of God is either innate or acquired.

§ 60. [III] For the sake of instruction, we can establish a twofold book of nature: internal and external. Consequently, natural knowledge is divided into [image: ] (“inherent” or innate) knowledge and [image: ] (“acquired”) knowledge. The former they call subjective; the latter, objective. Inherent knowledge has its origin in the [image: ] [“common perceptions”], which are obscure fragments of the lost divine image and traces of the lost light that used to shine in the mind of man before the fall, tiny sparks through which the common and preconceived knowledge that God does exist is branded naturally on the minds of all people. Therefore we refer these to the internal book of nature. The book of [image: ] (the internal testimony of the conscience that the Scholastics call [image: ] [“watchfulness” or recognition of the principles of the moral law]) also pertains to this. You see, from our first beginnings the practical syllogism arises in the heart of every human. Whoever leads a wicked life will feel the wrath and punishment of an avenging God. The reason [for this] depends on the fact that the knowledge that God does exist, that people must worship Him, that He avenges sin is naturally imprinted on all. The conscience of the wicked man reasons: “I have led a wicked life.”

The human mind gathers acquired knowledge from the external book of nature, namely, by the power of natural reasoning from contemplating the works and effects of God. As a book is organized of many letters, so this is organized like a book of many creatures because every creature is nothing but a letter printed by the finger of God in which we can read and thus become acquainted with God from our reading. Mr. Schröder reduces these divine effects to twelve sources and explains them in detail, as we see in his work, part 2, De princ. theol., p. 185. In De nat. deor., bk. 2, Cicero lists four arguments: (1) From the preconception of things to come. (2) From the advantages that are perceived: the temperance of heaven, the fertility of the earth. (3) From the terrors of the mind because of lightning, plague, earthquake, comets, etc. (4) From heavenly bodies and their permanent ordered movement, the distinction, utility, beauty, and arrangement of the stars. Others establish nine classes of proof: (1) From the order of nature. (2) From the human mind. (3) From the difference between honorable and shameful things. (4) From the truth of natural knowledge. (5) From terrors of conscience. (6) From the political society. (7) From the series of causes. (8) From signals of future things. (9) From final causes (where they nevertheless confuse the things that belong to the inherent knowledge of God with those that we must properly refer to the acquired knowledge).

§ 61. It is worth our while to take a look at some proofs in order to be able to make a comparison with revealed knowledge. (1) From the order of movements. By our sense we perceive that some things in this world move. Moreover, everything that moves must be moved by something else because nothing can be at the same time actual and potential with reference to the same thing. But in the things that move and are moved, there is no progression to infinity because there would be no first mover nor, as a consequence, would there be anything else, because secondary moving things do not move except through that which is from the first motion. It is necessary, then, to arrive at one first mover, whom we call “God.” The Philosopher uses this proof ([image: ]., bks. 7–8).

(2) From the series of efficient causes. In these sensible things we find that there is an order of efficient causes. Yet we do not find in these causes, nor is it possible, that anything can be the efficient cause of its own self, because in this case it would be prior to itself, which is impossible. Therefore because in cases of this sort there is no progression to infinity (from the fact that secondary causes do not act except in the power of the first cause), it is necessary that there be some first efficient cause. Everyone calls this “God.” (Cf. Aristotle, Metaph., bk. 2, text 6.)

(3) From the gradation and connection of beings. In created things we find something more good and less good, something more being and less being. But there is no room for various kinds of goods and beings except to the extent that anything of them more or less approaches some highest good and some supreme being. Therefore some best and most noble being must exist. By common consent we call this “God.” (Cf. Anselm, Monol., c. 1.)

The following proof belongs here also: All the things that exist are either possible or not. If all things are possible, it follows that at some time nothing existed [image: ] [“simply”]. For “possible” is what can exist and at some time did not exist, for if it always existed, it was not possible but necessary. But it is absurd in many ways to say that at some time nothing existed simply. Therefore it follows that not all things are possible but that at the least there was always something that was necessary. Furthermore, this either has a cause of necessity or it does not. If it has, we shall ultimately arrive at something that is necessary of itself, because progression to infinity is impossible. If it is necessary of itself, it does not have a cause of necessity but is rather the cause of necessity in other things. Now this thing is the supreme being that we call “God.” (See Richard, De trinit., bk. 1, part 1, c. 7.)

(4) From the definite operation toward a goal [propter finem]. We see not only beings endowed with reason but also those things that lack knowledge operating to achieve a definite goal, because always or quite frequently they work in the same way and achieve their goals through due means. From this it is clear that they are acting not fortuitously and by chance but that those operations are coming from the intent of some intelligence that directs them. This intelligence we call “God.” (See Aristotle, Metaph., bk. 12, title 52, and, from him, Thomas, [ST,] part 1, q. 2, art. 3).

(5) From natural inclination. No natural inclination can be to no purpose. But all people are naturally inclined to believe that someone is the governor of this universe, and they call Him “God.” Now what applies to all things and every time seems to be natural. Moreover, we discern the natural disposition and inclination of each one in unexpected matters. But in unexpected perils, when all men realize that they are destitute of human help, they turn by some natural instinct to superior things. Therefore it is naturally inherent in them that there exists some supreme principle of things and some governor of the universe. (See Savonarola, De verit. fid., bk. 1, c. 6.)

In Acts 14:17 the blessed apostle points out these sources of natural proofs from which one can prove that God exists: (1) from the production of things, (2) from their preservation, (3) from their control, (4) from the bestowal of benefits to the human race, (5) from the condition of the human mind, (6) from civil association. We shall speak about this in greater detail a little later. Lactantius, Div. instit., bk. 1, c. 2: “There is no one of such rude and animalistic behavior who, lifting his eyes to heaven (though he may not know what god’s providence controls what he sees), nevertheless does not understand that some god exists (1) from the magnitude of things, (2) from their motion, (3) from their disposition, (4) from their constancy, (5) from their usefulness, (6) from their abundance, (7) from their symmetry.”

Fourth, the book of Scripture supplies more definite foundations for the knowledge of God.

§ 62. (IV) The book of Scripture provides more numerous and sure foundations with which to prove that God exists. From it revealed knowledge is made more complete and more certain. Tertullian, Apolog., c. 18: “So that we might more fully and more strongly approach Him (God), as well as His dispositions and will, He added the tool of literature, if anyone wishes to ask anything about God, and discover what he has asked, and believe what he has discovered, and be devoted to what he has believed.”

Now we can sum up these foundations under the following headings: (1) The divine oracles themselves. On almost every page of Holy Scripture, God’s words and works are discussed, and God provides clear testimony about Himself because He is both a suitable and sufficient witness of Himself. (2) The divine names with which God describes Himself both immediately and mediately through holy men, for some truly existing supreme being must correspond to them. (3) The divine blessings that God confers generally upon the entire human race and specifically upon the Church. Here we should note that God has revealed Himself at all times with special blessings to the Church and has confirmed them with the word of promise. In this way in the Old Testament He led the children of Israel out of Egypt, and in the New Testament He sent His Son and completed the work of redemption through Him. (4) The miracles, wonders, and marvelous works of God with which He reveals His majesty and power at all times. (5) The divine prophecies and their immovable certainty, because for many ages He prophesied through His prophets things that happened later (Isa. 41:22; etc.). (6) The punishments of the wicked with which He displayed His justice and revealed clearly that He was the avenger of sins (Ps. 58:[11]). The flood, the destruction of the people of Sodom, the punishment of the Israelites in the wilderness, etc., belong here. (7) Finally, the frequency of divine revelations, for He appeared to the patriarchs, struck covenants with them, sent prophets, and finally even His Son, at whose Baptism at the Jordan a miraculous theophany occurred.

§ 63. Concerning this natural knowledge of God, (1) some sin by defect who simply deny this knowledge. The Photinians deny this. Their first fallacy and the origin of their error seems to depend on this: They deny that the first man was created for immortality and had an original righteousness (the divine image), the remnants of which are natural knowledge. Socinus, Prael., c. 2, p. 3, writes: “Today the more acceptable opinion is that there is naturally inherent in man and in his heart an idea of some divinity whose power rules and governs all things and who especially cares for human affairs and advises and watches over people. We think that this idea is false.” We encounter similar things in his Resp. ad objectiones Cuteni, 5, p. 86. Ostorodt, Instit., c. 7, p. 10, writes: “That people know something about God or the Godhead does not come from nature nor from a study of creation but from hearsay, because God has revealed Himself to men since the creation.”

The Photinians are partly supported or at least given encouragement by: (1) Tostado, who in his commentary on Exodus 5 argues in detail “whether the existence of God is self-evident.” He finally draws the conclusion that “one can gather from nature that there is some supreme being who is the best and most perfect of all things, but he cannot know whether it is incorporeal, knows all things, acts freely, is endowed with limitless power.” This he concludes from the fact that Pharaoh says: “Who is the Lord?” (2) Flacius, part 1, Clavis, on the term “law,” col. 563: “We should not concede that any true principles or knowledge of the one God and of His governance are still in man.” Col. 566: “By nature, man can know no more about God than an animal.” (3) Vorstius, Exeg. apolog., c. 1: “Inherent knowledge is neither actual nor habitual but only potential, that is, it is merely the ability to know.” (4) Those, too, are in error who rashly and indiscriminately declare: “It is false and is called false if the heathen affirm that God is eternal, omnipotent, etc.,” because the apostle clearly calls this “the truth of God” (Rom. 1:18).

§ 64. Before we attack this error of the Photinians, we must first correctly shape the state of the controversy. The question is not (1) whether from the book of nature one can have the sort of knowledge of God that is sufficient for salvation, something we energetically deny against Zwingli, Gwalther, and others. Rather, the question is merely this: whether we can draw from naturally inherent principles and from a contemplation of all creation only some knowledge of God, namely, an inchoate and rough knowledge.

(2) The question is not whether some “general revelation” is required for the natural knowledge of God that we are claiming because, when the apostle discusses the natural knowledge of God in Rom. 1:19, he uses the words “God has shown it to them.” Here the question is merely whether a special revelation in the Word or in divine appearances is required for any knowledge of God at all. Revelation is either general, taking place in the creation of the world and in the writing of the Law in people’s hearts, or it is special in the revelation of the Word.

(3) Nor is the question about the [image: ] [“what it is”]—whether a man knows and, in fact, can know completely by nature what God is, to which an understanding of the Trinity also belongs. Rather, it is about the [image: ] [“that it is”], that is, that God exists.

(4) The question does not concern the legitimate and required method of divine worship, whether man can learn from nature how to worship God in such a way that it pleases Him and is salutary and saving for man, for one learns this only from the revealed Word. Instead, the question involves the requirement of worship, namely, that God does exist and that humans should worship Him.

(5) The question does not involve the special will of God—whether man can learn from nature that special will of God in the mystery of the redemption, which in the past was going to be shown through Christ the Mediator but today is already shown, being published and revealed in the Gospel. Instead, the question concerns His general will published in the Law, namely, whether man knows this in some natural way.

(6) The question is not whether God has shaped some idea of Himself in the minds of humans by which they may know who God is. Instead, it only concerns their natural instinct by which they are told under the direction of nature to claim that there is a God and that they should worship Him.

(7) Finally, we must provide this advice: When Ostorodt says that humans have whatever they know about God or the Godhead not from nature nor from a consideration of its creatures but only from hearing and from the reporting of others, then that word “hearing” is ambiguous. You see, if Ostorodt intends to say that the special revelation of God is required through the Word for every knowledge of God, we completely deny this. If, however, he would understand the word “hearing” to mean the doctrine and institution drawn by our forefathers who followed nature alone as their teacher, then we say that such is related to natural knowledge no less than are the principles born with us and the consideration of things created. On the other hand, though the arguments by which one proves both the inherent as well as the acquired natural knowledge of God are different, nevertheless, because the Photinians deny both, it is sufficient that we prove against the Photinians that there is some natural knowledge of God, regardless of the principle from which it may stem, whether from natural instinct or from considering created things or from the reporting of others who have followed nature as their only teacher.

This we prove, however, (1) with statements of Scripture, (2) with rational arguments, and (3) with the confession of our adversaries.

We prove the natural knowledge of God, first, from the statements of Scripture: From Job.

§ 65. We divide the passages of Scripture into three classes. The first we seek from Job; the second, from the royal psalmist; the third, from the blessed apostle Paul.

(I) Job 12:7–10: “But please ask the beasts, and they will teach you; the birds of the air, and they will tell you. Speak to the earth, and it will teach you; and the fish of the sea will declare to you. Who among all these does not know that the hand of the Lord has done this? In His hand is the life of every living thing and the breath of all mankind.” There can be two connections of these words with the preceding ones. In v. 6, Job had said: “The tents of robbers are at peace, and those who provoke God are secure, who bring their god in their hand.” That is, robbers and the wicked in this life experience favorable situations, have peaceful homes, and enjoy great tranquillity. From this the Epicureans gather that God is not the avenger of sins nor is His providence divine, as the heathen poet sings: “When the wicked fates carry off the good, forgive what I have confessed. I am moved to believe that there are no gods.” To these thoughts of the Epicureans, however, Job opposes the consideration of created things, from which one can see clearly that there is a God who is the creator, preserver, and governor of all things. Also, with the adversative particle [image: ] (“nevertheless, certainly, indeed”), Job teaches that we must fortify our minds against such thoughts and laughter of the Epicureans with the contemplation of created things.

One can also provide the explanation of such a connection in Job 11:8. Zophar had said bombastically that “the wisdom of God reached all the way to heaven, was deeper than hell, longer than the earth, broader than the sea.” Therefore Job responds that it is not necessary to seek further documentation of divine wisdom and majesty because those lower things that are visible to the eyes of all bear enough witness and more about that wisdom and majesty. If we were to consider the structure of the limbs in animals or the powers of herbs and things born of the earth, surely they provide clear witnesses of divine wisdom. In Job 39:1 God Himself cites some outstanding, admirable works in the preservation and governance of His created things. Therefore in a figurative way of speaking the holy man commands that they ask the beasts and birds, that they address the earth because the goodness, wisdom, and power of the Creator can be learned from these by careful consideration and meditation. See also Wisdom 13:3; Sirach 43:1; etc.

From this we draw the following conclusion: If from our consideration of created things we can arrive at the knowledge of some sort of creator, surely we are given some natural knowledge of God. However, the former is true; so, too, is the latter. The logical sequence of the major premise is certain because the Creator is none other than the true God. In fact, not only Scripture but also nature teaches that the uncreated being by whom all things were created is God Himself. The minor premise can be constructed by the clear words of Job and can be confirmed with a general axiom: Every effect presupposes and argues its own cause, for from the consideration of an effect not only does the existence of its cause become known but also in some way its nature, because there is nothing in the effect that was not in the cause earlier, either formally or virtually and eminently. If Protogenes recognized the great artist Apelles from the thin subtlety of his line drawn on a canvas (according to Pliny, Nat. hist., bk. 35, c. 10), how much more certainly can we recognize the Creator from the beautiful lights of heaven and the constant variety of their movements? If we recognize and admire the wisdom of their manufacturers from the marvelous making of clocks and from their sure movements, why should we not recognize the marvelous wisdom of God the Creator from the miraculous and stunning manufacture of the heavens? “Who does not know,” asks Job, “that the hand of the Lord has done all this?” That is, even the most illiterate person acknowledges that these are the works of God’s hands. It would be ridiculously childish if a person were to admire the canvas of a painter and not praise the artist nor his artistry.

§ 66. Socinus makes the exception: “The greatest philosophers, such as Aristotle and others, did not view the mechanism of the world in this way but carefully searched it out. Nevertheless they were unable to arrive at the point of believing that God cared about lower things or even humans, nor were they capable of concluding that God created the world. In fact, they instead clearly denied it” (Praelect., c. 2, f. 4).

We respond. (1) On the contrary, Aristotle clearly rises up to recognize the first mover and first cause from a consideration of secondary movers (Phys. acroas., bks. 7–8; Metaph., bk. 12). If Aristotle wrote the book De mundo, we cannot deny that he knew both creation and providence in some way.

(2) Although one can in some way know not only the essence of God but also His providence from the principles born in us and from contemplation of created things, nevertheless the knowledge of divine providence taken from the book of nature was weakened in the minds of the heathen by a consideration of this inequality: the good often appear to experience the worst fortune while the wicked, on the other hand, enjoy good fortune (Job 21:7–8; Ps. 73:17; etc.).

(3) We must distinguish between a knowledge of creation and of the Creator Himself, for we cannot go from only the contemplation of created things to an understanding of the creation specifically and literally—that God created all things out of nothing within a definite time (six days). Heb. 11:3: “By faith we understand that the world was created by the word of God so what is seen was made out of things that do not appear.” Nevertheless we can arrive at a knowledge of the Creator from looking at creatures, namely, that there is some supreme uncreated being from whom all things have come.

(4) One cannot progress from the negation of a secondary actuality to the negation of the primary actuality or of its faculty. Thus the blind, the deaf, the lame, etc., do not see, hear, walk by a secondary actuality. Nevertheless one cannot infer from this that the faculty of seeing, hearing, and walking must simply be refused to them, for it is because of accident [ex accidenti]—namely, because of a defect of organs—that they happen to be deprived of the use or the secondary actuality of a faculty but not of the faculty itself. In a similar way, the natural knowledge of God belongs to everyone in the manner of a primary actuality because that knowledge is inherent in everyone and because all can gather it from a contemplation of created things. In the manner of a secondary actuality, however, it is limited in some people and, as the apostle says: “It is restrained in the case of unrighteousness” (Rom. 1:18), namely, because of accident, namely, by the blinding caused by the devil through the domination of sin, malicious ignorance, and the like.

From the Psalms.

§ 67. (II) Ps. 19:[1]: “The heavens are telling the glory of God, and the firmament proclaims His handiwork.” Here the royal psalmist connects both means of the knowledge of God: nature and Scripture, His revelation in creatures and in prophetic literature. He speaks about the former in the first part of the psalm, about the latter in the second part. Ambrose, Hexaëm., bk. 2, c. 4: “In Psalm 19 David teaches that when we see the work of the world, it preaches and praises its Creator.” Theodoret, in his commentary on this psalm: “If someone looks at a large and beautiful building and wonders at its architect, or if he sees a good and well-constructed ship and considers its builder, or if a recollection of the artist comes along with the contemplation of his painting, all the more are we drawn to its Maker when we see the world’s structure.” (Thomas Aquinas and the Scholastics draw the following from Ps. 4:6: “The light of Your countenance is sealed upon us,” which they take to mean the light of natural reason. Yet the “light of Your countenance” means the favor of God, which we ask for through prayer.)

To this passage we add the frequent exhortation in the Psalms that commands all creatures, both rational and irrational, to praise God. Ps. 69:[34]: “Let heaven and earth praise God, the seas and everything that moves therein.” Ps. 103:22: “Bless the Lord, all His works, in all places of His dominion.” Ps. 148:3–4: “Praise Him, sun and moon, all you shining stars. Praise Him, you highest heavens and you waters above the heavens.” Ps. 150:6: “Let everything that breathes praise the Lord.” You see, though irrational creatures do not praise God effectively (because they do not know God as their Creator in the same way as rational creatures—angels and humans—know Him), nevertheless they praise Him objectively because they reveal the material for praising God to those who look at them. From this we make the following inference: Whatever praises God objectively and reveals to humans the material for praising God, we learn by looking at it and contemplating it not only God’s divine essence but also His wisdom, goodness, power, majesty, etc. The argument is that creatures exhibit the material for praising God because they set before us the wisdom, goodness, power, etc., of the Creator. But now creatures praise God objectively, that is, they exhibit the material for praising God. Therefore. Nazianzen calls creatures “the melodious heralds and silent praisers of God” (Orat. in Christ. nativ. 38, p. 588) because, according to Theodoret, “though silent, they preach their Creator, as it were, and invite the lips of all to praise Him” (at the beginning of Serm. 4. de provid. Dei). Augustine, at the beginning of his explanation of Psalm 148: “There are some things that do not have the breath of life and the intelligence to praise God, but even they are good things and are completely arranged according to their own order and are related to the beauty of the universe that God created. They, indeed, do not praise God of themselves with their own voice or in their own heart, but when intelligent people consider them, they praise God through them. Thus in a certain way those things praise God.” And later: “All things (even irrational ones) praise God because when we see those things and consider their Creator who made them, from them the praise of God is born in us. And when God is praised because of a consideration of those things, they all praise God.”

§ 68. Socinus makes the exception, op. cit.: (I) “In the psalm, as a concession, it is assumed that God created the heavens and that those who look at the heavens believe this, as used to happen in those places where David (who wrote the psalm) was. And the meaning is this: that when someone looks at and contemplates the heavens that he knows God has created, he perceives from them the wisdom and power of God. For if one does not [first] acknowledge God as their Creator, who will be able to recognize from them the glory of God as of their Creator?”

We respond. (1) The psalmist is speaking not about the Israelites alone, who knew the mystery of creation from the revelation of the Word, but in general about all people, for he adds in vv. [3–4]: “There is no speech, and there are no words; their voice is not heard, yet their line goes out to all the earth and their words to the end of the world.” (2) Although creation, properly speaking and as it is revealed in Scripture, was not known to the heathen from the light of nature, nevertheless they could go up the staircase of creatures to a recognition of some highest uncreated being from whom all things took their beginning. Therefore they could recognize the glory of God from looking at the heavens. (3) Here we must connect this passage of the apostle, which is by far the clearest: “Ever since the creation of the world, His invisible nature, namely, His eternal power and deity, has been clearly perceived in the things that have been made” (Rom. 1:20). Here it is affirmed with clear words that one can draw a knowledge of the Deity by looking at His creatures. (4) The psalmist in fact teaches that clearly in this passage, for he adds: “And the firmament proclaims His handiwork.” Here he attributes to the firmament, or heaven, that it indicates the handiwork of God, that is, that it bears witness that God made it and manifests His power and glory. That is why the heavens in Ps. 8:[3] are called “the work of His fingers.” Just as craftsmen use and carefully apply the work of their fingers in their most subtle products, so the heavens are called the works of the fingers of God because they were made [image: ], “by intelligence” (Ps. 136:5). To this we can relate what Deut. 4:19 says about the sun, moon, and stars, “which the Lord, your God, [image: ] has allotted to all the peoples under heaven,” namely, that those things should serve the peoples and be useful to them. The Hebrew [image: ], however, also means “it was pleasant”; therefore the meaning is that with those lights of heaven God invites and attracts all nations to recognize and praise Him. The author of the Book of Wisdom rebukes the idolaters who believed the lights of heaven were gods and says: “If they were amazed at their powerful working, let them perceive from them (and from gazing at them) how much more powerful is He who formed them” (13:4). Then he adds: “For from the greatness and beauty of created things comes a corresponding perception of their Creator” (Wisdom 13:5). Therefore he is teaching that idolaters could have known God as their creator from actually looking at heaven and the heavenly bodies.

Socinus sees this strength of our argument and therefore makes the exception (II) that “ ‘to declare the handiwork’ does not, in this passage of the psalm (nor perhaps anywhere else), mean to show that it is His work. Instead, it means to show what sort of work it is or to praise it.”

We respond. (1) On the contrary. The psalmist says absolutely: “The firmament proclaims the works of God’s hands,” not merely the quality of that work. (2) We should not create opposing ideas from subordinate ones. The firmament proclaims two things: both that it is the work of the Most High, because it is either of itself or of another, and that it is a magnificent and beautiful work of the Creator. This is evident from parallel passages of Scripture. Sirach 43:[1–2]: “The pride of the heavenly heights is the clear firmament, the appearance of heaven in a spectacle of glory. The sun, when it appears, making proclamation as it goes forth, is a marvelous instrument, the work of the Most High.” V. [5]: “Great is the Lord who made it.” (3) These latter words explain and give the cause of the earlier ones. From this and for this reason the heavens tell of the glory of God because the firmament declares His handiwork.

(III) Socinus makes the exception: “The word ‘declare’ can be referred to the word ‘glory,’ which was used earlier, and the word ‘firmament’ can be explained through apposition in this way: ‘His handiwork, namely, the firmament, declares the glory of God.’ ” Here he appeals to the translation of Zwingli, who translated it this way.

We respond. (1) This explanation is inconsistent with the earlier one; therefore Socinus should select the one upon which he intends to stand. (2) The devout and prudent translator of Scripture should not seek out how he can twist Scripture in various ways but should seek out what its proper and genuine meaning is. Without even a probable reason, he imagines this apposition and abandons the original meaning. (3) The first words are separated from the latter part by the athnach accent, which is a major separator. (4) The Septuagint translators rendered it: “The heavens describe the glory of God, and the firmament announces the works of His hands.”

(IV) He makes the exception: “In sacred literature, and especially in the Psalms, the expression ‘all the earth’ is generally understood as ‘Judea,’ as in Ps. 2:8; 45:[16]; 105:7.”

We respond. (1) Even if [image: ] [“all the earth”] may be taken by synecdoche to mean Judea in other passages of Scripture, it still does not follow that we must affirm the same figure of speech in this passage. (2) The psalmist himself explains emphatically what he intends “all the earth” to mean here: “There is no speech, nor are there words, where their voice is not heard.” Therefore he establishes peoples of every tongue as these heralds of God’s majesty. He also teaches that “their words go out to the ends of the earth.” Ambrose, commentary on Psalm [19]: “Whom do they declare through what is seen? Heaven is silent, but looking at it emits a sound louder than a trumpet. The heavens teach us through our eyes, not through our ears. Both the idiot and the wise man will be able to gaze equally well upon this book that the same prophet looked at when he spoke. There are no speeches nor words whose voices are not heard. That is, there is no people, no language, that cannot understand this voice.” Ps. 2:8 is not speaking about David (for we must not place our confidence in him) but about Christ Himself, whose possession are the ends of the earth, not only [the ends] of the Jewish land but, in general, of all the earth, as is evident from the prophecies of the prophets. Ps. 45:[16] also speaks about Christ in a literal sense, and His realm is not contained within the narrow limits of Judea but extends throughout all the ends of the earth. Socinus compares Ps. 105:7 with Ps. 147:20 because in the first passage the judgments of God are said to be in all the earth, but in the latter they are not given to every nation. As it stated that God revealed His judgments to the Israelites, he concludes from this that the expression “all the earth” in Ps. 105:7 is taken as a synecdoche. But he is deceived by his comparison of dissimilar passages. For it is one thing to say that the judgments of God are in all the earth, that is, that God judges the whole world (Gen. 18:25; Acts 17:31), but it is another to say that the judgments of God—that is, His Word, His speeches—are known to every nation. The word “judgments” is taken differently in Psalm 105 from the way it is taken in Psalm 147. Also, the kingdom of power is one matter, but the kingdom of glory or the breadth of the Church in the Old Testament is another.

From Paul: First, Acts 14:[17]: “God did not leave Himself without witness.”

§ 69. (III) We prove it from the apostle Paul. (1) Acts 14:16–17: “In past generations God allowed all the nations to walk in their own ways; yet He did not leave Himself without witness, for He did good and gave you rain from heaven and fruitful seasons, satisfying your hearts with food and gladness.” The subject about which the apostle is speaking is the heathen who live outside the Church, as is evident: [a] From a consideration of the object. The apostle is not speaking to people converted from the Jews and heathen (to Christians), but to the heathen people of Lycaonia, Lystra, etc.

[b] From the determination of the subject. V. 16: “God permitted all the nations to walk in their own ways.” Now, such a word of revelation as was made to the Israelites was not given to all the heathen in general in the Old Testament.

[c] From the description of the subject. The apostle is speaking about the sort of people who were followers of foolishness (that is, who had surrendered themselves to heathen idolatry); who still were to be converted to God, the living Creator of all things; whom God in past generations permitted to walk in their own ways (that is, whom He left to themselves and their own abilities and ingenuity and whom He did not call to the fellowship of the Church through the word of preaching). The predicate is that God did not leave Himself without witness. Although they did not have the preaching of the Word (that heavenly witness), the apostle states that they nevertheless had not lacked every witness. Furthermore, he quickly adds the means of that witness, which includes the manner of the predicate. In general, he says that God does good to them, that is, He heaps various blessings of soul, body, and fortune upon them. In particular, He has given them defense through government; He has given them propagation of their race through marriage, etc.; He has given them rains (“the autumn and spring rains,” Jer. 5:24) and fruitful seasons from heaven, filling their hearts with food and gladness. From these benefits they could and should have recognized God as their benefactor, just as we are led from brooks to their sources and as one who seeks a way to the sea makes a river his companion.

So, then, we conclude as follows: Whatever God uses to bear witness of Himself to the heathen, that is the means through which the heathen could and should have known God. But God bears witness of Himself through His benefits revealed to men in their preservation, sustenance, and governance. Therefore they are the means through which the heathen can know God. Consequently, they are given some natural knowledge of God. Psalm 104 pertains to this, in which the royal psalmist confirms that men are able to rise up to a knowledge of the Creator from looking at and considering His creatures.

Second, Acts 17:23: “What you worship as unknown, this I proclaim to you.”

§ 70. (2) In Acts 17:23 the apostle sees in Athens an altar inscribed “to an unknown god.” Pausanias, Attic., mentions “altars to unknown gods” that were built as an invention of Epimenides of Crete, for that region labored under a pestilence and the Pythian oracles were consulted. They responded that the city and its lands had to be expiated, but the oracles had not said to which god the sacrifice should be made. Epimenides, who was in Athens at that time, ordered that sacrificial victims be sent out into the fields and that the sacrificers follow them. In whatever place each animal stood, the sacrificers were to slay it and sacrifice it to a favorable, unknown god. Therefore from then until the time of Diogenes Laertius, one would commonly see throughout Attica sacred altars without a name. (See Luis Vives, on De civ. Dei, c. 17, bk. 7; concerning the unknown god, Viterbiensis relates a remarkable account according to Wolf, Cent. 1, p. 4.)

The apostle was deeply disturbed by this inscription on the altar and began to preach to the Athenians about the true and living God. In this sermon, he provides many arguments for the support of the natural knowledge of God. [a] In v. 23 he says: “What you worship as unknown, this I proclaim to you.” To the Athenians he attributes both ignorance and public worship. They indeed knew that God existed and that they were supposed to worship Him. They bore witness to this by building that altar. They did not know, however, who that true God was, and of that they bore witness with the inscription on the altar. In the temples of the Athenians and of the heathen, therefore, there were both wickedness and truth—wickedness when they did not worship the true God and truth when they looked for God, as Augustine says. From this we draw the following conclusion: If the Athenians—under the guidance and direction of nature alone—were able to know that God existed and that they were supposed to offer Him religious worship, they surely also were given some natural knowledge of God. The first is true; therefore the latter is also. The multiple idolatry of the Athenians and of the other heathen bears the clear testimony that they knew by natural instinct that God existed, though they did not know who that true God was.

[b] Concerning that true God whom the apostle was preaching to the Athenians, he says in the same chapter: “He gives to all people life and breath and all things and made from one blood every nation of people to dwell on all the face of the earth, having determined allotted periods and the boundaries of their habitation, [image: ] (add an understood [image: ]) so that they would seek God, if by chance they might feel after Him and find Him” [vv. 25–27]. Here the apostle is establishing the purpose and function of the human race’s preservation, of political governments, of periods of empires, of the determination of dwelling places, and of the remaining works of God’s wisdom, goodness, and power: so that we may be stirred up to seek God by considering these benefits. From this we draw the following conclusion: Whatever draws us to search out the true God, that is a means of knowing God. The works and benefits of God in governing the world, however, draw us to search Him out. Therefore.

[c] In the same passage the apostle says: “God is not far from each one of us because we live and move and have our being in Him.” For this reason one of the heathen poets (I think it was Aratus in the Phaenomena) said: “We are the offspring of God.” If the heathen poets could know from the light of nature that we are the offspring of God and that we live and move and have our being in God, surely they are given some natural knowledge of God. But the former is true; the latter, then, is also true.

§ 71. Socinus makes the exception, Praelect., p. 6:


To seek the Lord is nothing other than to live in holy fashion as He Himself commands; moreover, to discover Him is to have Him kindly disposed to oneself (Ps. 9:[10]; 24:6; 105:3). In Isa. 55:6 “to seek” is not to touch but to come in contact with. 1 John 1:1. This, then, is the meaning of Paul: that it was God’s plan that people should live holy lives in accordance with His will and that in this way they should find Him kindly disposed to them. Thus it follows that He is not far away from each one of us, for we live and move and have our being through Him. That is, we should entertain no doubts that He is near to those who live holy lives, though He confers His benefits upon all people, for we have this very thing from Him, that we live and move and have our being.





 

We respond. (1) We concede that in some passages of Scripture “seeking God” and “finding Him” are used metaphorically for a true conversion to God and the reconciliation of a sinner with Him. However, all those passages speak about people in the Church who have known the true God from His Word. Meanwhile, these people have not shown due obedience to His commandments but have turned away from Him through their sins. Consequently, they are ordered to return to Him and seek Him through true and serious conversion. Furthermore, God promises that He wants those who seek Him in this way to find Him. But this passage of the apostle is very different. In this passage he discusses the heathen who live outside the Church and who lack the true knowledge of God, which must be sought from the Word. These surely must be invited and drawn to a knowledge of God before their reconciliation with God.

(2) Seeking God, therefore, cannot mean the same thing as leading a holy life, which we will show by the following argument: “Seeking God” here means that all people without exception, including the heathen located outside of the Church, can learn of Him by considering the general benefits of God that are common to the entire human race in its preservation, in the constitution of human society and government, in the propagation of men, etc. But the heathen could not have learned how to lead a holy life and show God-pleasing obedience [merely] by considering the general benefits of God. Therefore. The truth of the major premise is clear from its connection with the apostolic text. The minor premise is confirmed by the apostolic passages: “Whatever is not of faith is sin” (Rom. 14:23) and by Heb. 11:6: “Without faith it is impossible to please God.” We also have Christ’s exclusive statement: “No one comes to the Father except by Me” (John 14:6). But now we must learn faith in Christ from the Gospel, which no one knows from nature but which is “the mystery that has been kept secret for long ages” (Rom. 16:25).

(3) “Seeking God” is understood to mean that at any time people can seek Him from the means set forth by the apostle. But it is not the case that people can at any time seek from them the means to live a holy life as God commands, because in the Old Testament all nations had not yet been solemnly called to the fellowship of the Church through the preaching of the Word. Instead, it was necessary for those who wished to learn the norm of living a holy life and the true means of divine worship to unite themselves with the Church of Israel. Therefore.

Socinus makes the rejoinder: “In all humans there is a natural distinction of what is just and what is unjust, or at least there is this ability in all, that they know and admit that they ought to prefer the just to the unjust, the honorable to the shameful. However, this is nothing other than an inner word of God. Whoever obeys it is obedient to God Himself, though otherwise he may not know or think that God exists. There is no doubt that whoever has obeyed God in this manner is going to please Him.” With this reasoning, however, Socinus is contradicting himself. You see, if there is some natural distinction of the just and the unjust in all men, surely there also exists in all men some natural knowledge of God. This is the reason: No one recognizes the distinction between right and wrong except by comparison with the divine Law, which is the norm and rule of all righteousness. If, then, there is a natural distinction between right and wrong in all humans, surely there is also in them the knowledge of the divine Law. But where there is a knowledge of the divine Law, there is also some knowledge of God as the Lawgiver on the basis of related things and the necessary connection of cause and effect. He who knows the divine Law knows that God exists, because He is the only Lawgiver. He knows that he must worship God, because this is the purpose of the Law. He knows that God is the righteous avenger of sins, because from that innate distinction of right and wrong his conscience concludes that God punishes those who transgress the Law. He knows that God is good and generous to those who show obedience to the Law. But if the knowledge of the Law is natural to man, so is the knowledge of God. Consequently, what Socinus says is unsubstantiated: “One who does not know or think that God exists can be obedient to this principle innate in us, that right must be preferred to wrong.” How could one obey that practical principle and naturally inherent Law without the knowledge and thought of the Lawgiver Himself, because obedience necessarily includes the respect of the inferior toward the lawgiver as his superior? In no way can the distinction between right and wrong, honorable and shameful things, be separated from the internal witness of the conscience, which concludes from this naturally innate distinction that God does exist and that He is the righteous avenger of sins.

If what Socinus adds—that “he who has obeyed that naturally inherent distinction between honorable and disgraceful things is pleasing to God”—means some special favor and kindly disposition of God by which God embraces devout people, it is false, because unless the person first pleases God, the works of the person will never please Him, as Augustine and Luther correctly conclude from Gen. 4:4. Furthermore, a man does not please God except by faith in Christ. The Father’s favor rests upon Christ (Matt. 3:17). Therefore he who is outside of Christ cannot please God. “He loved ([image: ]) us in the Beloved” (Eph. 1:6). Therefore whoever is not in this Beloved is not loved by God. Rom. 5:15: “Christ is the only man in grace.” He who is outside of Christ is not in grace before God. How, then, will Socinus be able to defend his pronouncement that for anyone to be especially pleasing to God (even for another reason than that he is His creature), he is not required to believe that God exists? How, I ask, will he be able to defend this when the apostle says clearly: “Whoever would draw near to God must believe that He exists and that He rewards those who seek Him” (Heb. 11:6)? He retorts: “The apostle is speaking about those who for some special and uncommon reason are pleasing and acceptable to God.” But it is easy to respond that the apostle is transferring the hypothesis to the thesis and drawing a general rule from a special example, that whoever wants to approach God in true faith and please Him must believe that God exists and that He is the avenger. Surely it would be a blind obedience that obeys God but does not know that He exists.

(4) In [Is.] 59:[10] the Septuagint translators use [image: ] for [image: ] in the Piel, and it means literally “to touch with the hands” in the way blind people usually do. This meaning fits this passage in the literal sense, for just as blind people do not recognize those things that are close to them and, therefore, try to touch them with their hands, so the heathen indeed were “blind” (Rom. 2:19) and “were sitting in darkness and in the land of the shadow of death” (Isa. 9:[2]). Nevertheless they should have been able and ought to have, as it were, touched God with their hands, for He is not far away from each one of us. The words of Hermes in Poemander are related to this: “God surely cannot be penetrated by a human line of battle, but He can be touched by human hands.” Also related is that statement of Iamblichus, De myst., c. 1: “Before any use of reason, we somehow conceive of God, not indeed by a proper knowledge but with something like a touch, which is more definite than all knowledge.”

(5) We have the gloss of Socinus on the words of the apostle: “We should not doubt that God is near at hand to those who lead a holy life, though He does confer His blessings on all people, for we have this from Him: that we live and move and have our being.” I say, this gloss is diametrically opposed to the analogy of faith (which teaches the immensity and infinity of God’s essence), to the context of the apostle (in which he speaks about one and the same subject, that God is not far from each of us and that in Him we live and move and have our being), and to the letter itself (which asserts that we not only have life and movement from God but that we also live and move in God).

Third, Romans 1:19: “What is known of God is plain to them.”

§ 72. (3) We come to the classic passage, Rom. 1:19: “For the wrath of God is revealed upon the impiety of men who suppress the truth in their wickedness. For what is known of God is manifest among them (the heathen), for God has revealed it to them. V. 20: Because His invisible things from the creation of the world, being understood by His works, are seen—His invisible things, also His power and divinity—so that they may be without excuse.” Some people (such as Augustine, Jerome, Ambrose, Chrysostom, and Theophilus) take this passage to refer to acquired knowledge alone because of the causal particle [image: ] (“for”) in v. 20, which shows that the same knowledge is being discussed in v. 19 as is discussed in the verse following. But it is evident on the basis of the apostle’s words in v. 20 that he is speaking about acquired or experimental knowledge.

Some people, on the other hand, take the first words to refer to innate knowledge (1) because of the universality of the subject. The apostle is not speaking about wiser people but about all the heathen, as the article [image: ] shows, which is not diacritical but causal and shows the reason why the wrath of God comes upon all men: because they all suppress the truth. Now this acquired knowledge, however, does not befit all, but rather those who are quite wise. (2) Because of “to suppress,” which shows that such inherent practical knowledge is detained by the heathen when they do not submit to it, like a prisoner in a prison of unrighteousness. But practical knowledge is related to inherent rather than to acquired knowledge. (3) Because of the manifestation of “what is known” in the heathen. It is said that the [image: ] (“what ought to be known of God”) is obvious and without discursive thinking is known, not among them (which could be understood about debates and experimental knowledge) but in them, that is, in their hearts. (4) Because of the explanation of “what is known,” given in v. 32, where the rule of divine righteousness revealed in the Law is called “the decree,” and in vv. 18 and 25, where it is called “the truth of God,” that is, the true knowledge about God, given to minds at creation and still remaining after the fall, which we should take to mean properly the Law inherent in nature. (5) Because of the denial of the excuse. “What is known of God” is said to be so obvious in the heathen that “they are without excuse.” But they would have an excuse if they lacked the Law inherent in their nature, because the distinction between honorable and disgraceful things cannot be concluded directly, of itself, and clearly by looking at creatures. Because merely the rationale of acquired knowledge is given, therefore it happens that acquired knowledge springs from innate knowledge and confirms it. (Cf. Dr. Meisner, De ll., p. 132.)

Regardless of whatever knowledge we take this passage of the apostle to mean, it offers us a strong argument against the Photinians. From the species I can conclude not the whole genus, but I can conclude something about the genus. If “what is known of God” was manifest in the heathen in such a way that they could see clearly the invisible things of God, understood from the creation of the world (from His works, that is)—that is, that they could see so clearly His eternal power and deity that they were without excuse—surely they are given some natural knowledge of God. The former, however, is true. So, then, is the conclusion.

In his commentary on this passage, Ambrose writes (p. 14): “The knowledge of God is clear from the workmanship of the world. So that God, who by nature is invisible, might be able to be known also by visible things, He did that work which would reveal its workman by its visibility,” etc. Ibid.: “God manifested Himself when He did His work through which He could be recognized.” Theodulus, on this passage: “God has set before everyone His creation as the teacher of His majesty.” Also: “Creation opens its mouth and preaches its Creator by the sight of creation.” Augustine, sermon 55, on the Word of God: “We see the Creator through His creation, the Maker through His handiwork, the Manufacturer of the world through the world.” We add also this: The heathen are said to be without excuse because they know that God exists, but they do not glorify Him as God. And there are many who have not perceived by report that God exists. Therefore if they also have not known Him by nature, they will be without excuse.

§ 73. The Photinians twist this passage in various ways. (I) They deny that the subject is the heathen who are ignorant of the Gospel. The Catechesis Racov., p. 23, says: “That knowledge is being described which comes from the Gospel.” Socinus makes the same claim in Praelect., c. 2, p. 5, where he argues: “The apostle is speaking about the type of manifestation that finally occurred at the time of Christ and the apostles through their miraculous works.” Ostorodt, Instit., c. 1, p. 11: “The invisible became visible, that is, the unknown became known through the works that God completed through Christ and the apostles (in the proclamation of the Gospel).”

Several things militate against this manipulation: (1) The intent of the apostle, which he himself explains: “We charge (and convince) with our arguments that Jews and Greeks are under sin” (Rom. 3:9). Therefore the apostle intends to prove that both Gentiles and Jews are accused and condemned as sinners by God’s Law. He proves this about the Gentiles in Romans 1 and up to Rom. 2:17, and about the Jews in Romans 2 from v. 17 to the end. Because no one could deny that the Gentiles had not received the Law from God, and thus could not be accused by the Law, he teaches that the Gentiles had the Law written in their hearts and “do by nature the things that are of the Law” (Rom. 2:14). Thus they had not been deprived of all means of knowing God. Instead, through a knowledge of His creation, they could come to some knowledge of God. Thus they are without excuse. If those invisible things were only revealed in the New Testament through the miracles of Christ and of the apostles, how can that knowledge leave those without excuse who, though they have learned that God exists, nevertheless have changed His glory into the likeness of men, of birds, etc.—that is, into heathen idolatry?

(2) The description of the subject proposed in the apostle’s text. You see, he describes those in whom the knowledge of God is obvious in this way: “They suppress the truth of God in unrighteousness” (v. 18); “they have changed the glory of the immortal God into the image of man, birds” (v. 23); and “they contaminated themselves with terrible sins against nature” (v. 26). All these descriptions fit the Gentiles, however, to whom the revelation of God’s Word was unknown and who “lived in times of ignorance” (Acts 17:30).

(3) The opposition of the apostle: “All who have sinned without the Law will also perish without the Law, and all who have sinned under the Law will be judged by the Law” (Rom. 2:12). Here he shows that up to this point he has been speaking about both the Gentiles—who though they did not have the Law in outward form (namely, published and in written form) nevertheless show the work of the Law written in their hearts and have contaminated themselves with the terrible sins described in Romans 1—and about the Jews, who received the Law solemnly given and published to them. He also shows that both have become guilty of sin. In v. 17 he attacks the Jews in particular, who were boasting of their worship of God. It is not what they retort (v. 19, where mention is made of a revelation) because though the Gentiles were deprived of the special revelation that happens through the Word and is the mark of the Church, nevertheless they had the general revelation set forth outwardly in creatures and inwardly inscribed in their hearts.

§ 74. (II) They also corrupt the means of knowledge. (1) They take the phrase “from creation” to refer to the time, not to the means. (2) They understand “the things that have been made” as the works of the Gospel and the miracles of Christ and of the apostles. Socinus, Praelect., p. 5: “We should know that the phrase ‘from the creation of the world’ should be connected with the word ‘invisible,’ and that the meaning is the same as what we have in Matt. 13:35: ‘… what has been hidden since the foundation of the world.’ Most of the interpreters have made ‘out of’ from the preposition ‘from,’ contrary to the word of the Greek codices, which do not have [image: ] but [image: ].” He repeats the same thing in his Animadv. defens. contra Eutropium, p. 83. Ostorodt, on this passage: “Although never before since the beginning of the world has it been seen, that is, revealed, nevertheless the invisible is now visible, that is, the unknown is known, namely, through the works or deeds that God has done through Christ and the apostles, through their miracles.” The Catech. Racov. has the same thing in its commentary on this passage. In the prior instance they have Piscator supporting them, who asserts that he learned this interpretation from Olevianus, who recommends it as being in harmony with the apostle’s text and with the Syriac version: “from the foundation of the world.” He says: “ [image: ] here indicates time, not subject material, which the preposition [image: ] serves. In this manner, one also avoids the inconvenience of the tautology that develops from a different explanation.”

We respond. As far as the former is concerned, absolutely and simply speaking, it is not opposed to our opinion to explain the phrase “from the creation” as referring to time, provided no foreign distinction is attached and the things that should be tied together are not pulled apart. You see, “from the creation of the world” is not related to the preceding “unseen things,” as Socinus wishes, who tries to prove this falsely from Matt. 13:35 where we do not find “from the creation” but “from the foundation of the world.” Rather, it is related to the following verb “is perceived,” as the explanatory adverb “for” teaches, as well as the trustworthiness of the approved versions, according to Arias Montanus.

Meanwhile, we prefer the explanation that takes the phrase “from the creation of the world” to refer not to time but to the means of knowledge (1) because [image: ] does not only mean “from” but also “out of,” as is known from dictionaries and concordances. [image: ], “from a part [partially],” is a meaning nearly proper to it when it is used about drawing knowledge. Matt. 7:16, 20: “From ([image: ] their fruits you will know them.” Matt. 24:32 and Mark 13:28: “Learn the lesson from ([image: ] the fig tree.” It is also in this sense that the Septuagint translators use this. Wisdom 13:3: “From ([image: ] these luminaries they ought to learn how much more powerful He is who made them.” (2) The word [image: ] [“creation”] is almost always used in the New Testament not about the act of creation but about created works, not about the action but about the effect thereof: the actual substance of creation. (3) When the continuation and establishment of a thing from the origin of the world are indicated, we do not say [image: ] but [image: ] [“from the beginning of creation”] (Mark 10:6; 13:19; 2 Pet. 3:4); [image: ] [“from the foundation of the world”] (Matt. 25:34; Heb. 9:26; Rev. 13:8; 17:8). (4) We need not fear a tautology here because the expression “the things that have been made” is explanatory and sets forth more clearly what we should take “creation” to mean in this passage.

Concerning the latter, we concede that the word [image: ] [“to make”] is general and sometimes refers to the performing of miracles (as in Matt. 7:22; 21:15; Mark 7:37), but we deny that the noun [image: ] [“things that are made”] must be taken here to refer to the miracles of Christ and of the apostles: (1) Because the word is nowhere used in the New Testament in this sense but rather about the work of creation (Eph. 2:10). (2) Because our adversaries provide no foundation for this interpretation. (3) When the world was created, the miracles of Christ were not known (4) nor were the heathen idolatries that the apostle describes here known.

§ 75. (III) They mangle the object of knowledge just as badly. (1) They take [image: ] to mean “whatever is known or even can be known about God” (Catech. Racov. and Ostorodt, commentary on this passage). They obviously do this so that they may make their point that the apostle is discussing here not the natural knowledge (through which not everything is known that can and should be known about God) but the saving knowledge revealed in the Gospel. However, the apostle makes himself quite clear in v. 21: “Knowing God, that is, that He exists, they did not honor Him as God.” He is speaking, then, only about the knowledge by which one can know that God exists. The apostle is not speaking universally but indefinitely, and by adding examples, he makes clear what he takes this knowledge to mean: the knowledge “of His eternal power and deity.” (2) Socinus thinks that [image: ] [“the eternal power”] in this passage means “the promises of God that are not lost” because in the preceding v. 16 the Gospel is called “the power of God for salvation to everyone who believes.” He also thinks that [image: ] [“eternal deity”] is “that which God wants to make us forever, in which sense the word ‘divinity’ in Col. 2:9 is also understood.”

We respond. (1) We must distinguish the general revelation of divine power in His work of creation from the special revelation of divine power in the work of redemption and in the preaching of the Gospel. The apostle is not speaking more about the latter but about the former, as the arrangement of the text reveals. (2) Col. 2:9 does not have the word [image: ] but [image: ]. Eniedinus talks nonsense and says: “Because of the carelessness of the scribes, [image: ] was written here instead of [image: ].” But no conjecture proves this. (3) Neither [image: ] nor [image: ] occur anywhere in the New Testament as that harsh misnomer for “that which God wants to make us forever.” Our adversaries, then, are foisting upon us the dreams of their own minds and have enough to do in turning the clear light of Scripture into darkness with this twisted and violent interpretation of theirs.

Fourth, Romans 2:14: “The Gentiles do by nature the things of the Law.”

§ 76. (4) Rom. 2:14–15: “When the Gentiles, who do not have the Law, do by nature the things of the Law, they are a law unto themselves, though they do not have the Law. They show the work of the Law written in their hearts, while their conscience also bears witness and their thoughts accuse among them.” This passage properly and principally discusses the inherent and innate knowledge of God, which the apostle confirms with two arguments: (1) From the knowledge of the divine Law. Whoever has a natural knowledge of the Law, he also knows by nature that God exists. Earlier we confirmed the logical sequence of this proposition. Gentiles have a natural knowledge of the Law because, according to the apostle’s testimony: (a) They do by nature the things that are of the Law. (b) They do not have the Law written and published outwardly, but they do not completely lack the Law. (c) They are a law unto themselves. (d) They show the work of the Law written in their hearts. Therefore they also know by nature that God exists.

(2) From inner conscience. (The witness of conscience proves both an innate and acquired knowledge. Our conscience proves the innate knowledge, while the pangs of conscience in others are related to the acquired knowledge of God.) The heathen, who lack a knowledge of the revealed Word, bear witness by both their words and deeds that an inner testimony of conscience and (as Nazianzen says) “a tribunal” have been placed within them. For this reason they have naturally felt joy after good deeds and sadness after crimes. Cicero, Pro Milon.: “The conscience has a great power in both directions, so those who have done nothing wrong have no fear and those who have sinned think that punishment is always a blink of the eye away.” In fact, even those who, because of their power, have been exempt from the penalties that an ordinary person has to fear or whose sins everyone hides nevertheless have not been able to be free of the silent lashings and the inner beatings of conscience. Seneca says: “Fortune frees many from punishment but no one from the fear thereof.” In his biography of Nero, Dio Cassius says that after he killed Agrippina, his mother, he was upset at night with such a great terror that he quickly jumped out of bed. During the day, Nero would hear pipers playing where the bones of Agrippina had been buried. The noise would frighten him, so he moved away. When the same thing happened to him there, he became completely terrified and kept going to other places. As he fled, he flinched at everything—if a cat would yowl or a rooster crow or a branch move. Plutarch mentions that after Bessus had concealed the murder of his father for a long time, the swallows filled him with fear and he confessed. In fact, he knocked down their nest with his spear and killed their chicks because they seemed to be accusing him of committing a crime and to cry out that he had butchered his father. As a result he was later caught and punished. When Ibycus died, a high-flying stork was his avenger. Caligula used to cover his head with a curtain when lightning flashed. But where do these pangs of conscience come from if not from the inherent knowledge that God exists and that He is the just avenger of crimes?

Rational arguments.

§ 77. Earlier we cited the arguments for confirming the acquired knowledge of God. The inherent knowledge of Him is proved by: (1) The universal and constant agreement of all peoples. Cicero says, De nat. deor.: “There is no nation so savage and barbaric that it does not acknowledge that a god exists.” The sense of divinity naturally inherent in all people was so effective in the Gentiles that they claimed that God was located everywhere, even in the nature of man.

(2) The salutary commandments and decrees among the Gentiles that stemmed from the light of nature. You see, these show clearly that the distinction between honorable and shameful things is naturally imprinted upon all people and that the knowledge of God is inherent in all.

(3) The fear of a supreme deity that naturally breaks forth from the hearts of men. For example, wild and barbaric men who are far removed from all doctrine and instruction, living in the forests, hear thunder and are frightened. By their fear they bear witness to the knowledge naturally inherent in their hearts, which knows that there is some supreme deity who orders all things. In Jon. 1:5, when the storm arose on the sea, because of their fear, “the sailors cried out, and each invoked his own god.”

(4) The natural recognition of sin. As soon as anyone has committed a disgraceful act, he recognizes that he has transgressed the law of a superior being. Therefore by nature he has the inherent knowledge that there is some supreme lawgiver to whom all people owe their obedience.

(5) Ruins of the divine image have been preserved in mankind (Gen. 9:6; James 3:9). On the basis of those remnants of the divine image, one can know that God exists.

[Testimonies of the fathers.]

§ 78. We can cite testimonies of the fathers in great number. Irenaeus, Adv. haeres., bk. 2, c. 9: “The creation itself reveals Him who created it, the handiwork itself suggests Him who performed it, and the world manifests Him who has ordered it.”

** Toward the end of oration 3, Contra Arian., Athanasius says: “The creating Wisdom has imprinted the likeness of itself upon the things it created, and that which was imprinted is a beginning, so to speak, of instruction in the knowledge of God.” **

Tertullian writes, Adv. Marcion, bk. 1, p. 152: “The soul is endowed with the consciousness [conscientiam] of God from the very beginning.”

Basil, Homily 1, Hexaem., after the middle: “God made as good what is useful; as wise, what is beautiful; as endowed with power, what is great.” Basil also writes, sermon De grat. Deo agendis, vol. 1, p. 360: “God’s creatures are letters through which we read of the great providence and wisdom of God, their Creator, concerning all things.”

Augustine, Contra Faust., bk. 32, c. 20: “This entire world is called a great book on the nature of things.”

** Augustine again, treatise 106 on John, on the words, “I have revealed Your name,” etc.: “It is not that name of Yours by which You are called ‘God’ but that by which You are called ‘My Father.’ For that name by which He is called ‘God’ cannot be unknown to all creation and to all nations before they believed in Christ. This, you see, is a characteristic of the true Divinity: that it cannot be totally and completely hidden from every rational creature that already exercises its reason.” (Cf. De doctr. Christ., bk. 2, c. 40.) Minucius Felix: “If you had entered a home and had seen that everything was polished, neatly arranged, and elegant, surely you would believe that its owner was in charge of things and that he was much better than those good things. So also in this home of the world—when you see heaven and earth and view its providence, order, and rule—believe that there exists a Lord and Father of everything and that He is more beautiful than the stars and all the parts of the world.” **

The Damascene proves that “the knowledge of God is naturally sown, situated and inborn into the minds of men” (Orth. fid., bk. 1, c.3). (See also Origen, homily 3 on Song of Songs; Arnobius, Contra gentes, bk. 1, p. 24.)

Dr. Meisner cites the statements of the philosophers in his book De ll., p. 145.

[Testimonies of the adversaries.]

§ 79. From our adversaries we should note the testimony of Socinus on the innate difference between honorable and shameful acts, which we cited earlier. To that we should add that of Schmalz, Contra D. Frantz., disp. post. 8, p. 424: “In addition to divine revelation, one is also given the knowledge of those things that pertain to the will of God on the basis of nature itself and the light of correct reason. Although this knowledge is not on the level of that which occurs through revelation, yet it is not wicked of itself but is a little flicker of that great flame, namely, of revelation.” Disp. 1, p. 12: “Reason itself teaches that God exists from eternity despite the fact that this perhaps is written nowhere as regards the actual words. Thus reason itself teaches that unless God is eternal, He cannot be the highest being.” Because our adversaries attribute to the keenness of the human mind only that it can draw a saving knowledge of God from the book of Scripture without the illumination of the Holy Spirit, why are they so unjust in the case of the book of nature as to think that one cannot seek even the slightest knowledge of God from it?

Antithesis.

§ 80. Socinus declares, Epist., p. 70: “I confess that if a man’s nature were considered simply and of itself, it can easily happen that a man has either no distinction or a very tiny distinction of what is just and corrupt distinct from his own goodness and evil.” In the preface, Socinus also provides five arguments with which he tries to subvert the natural knowledge of God. (I) “Immediately from the beginning when man was created, God revealed Himself to him who was the first man. Because he lived for 930 years, he could easily teach his offspring the idea of the Divinity [divinitatis opinio]. In fact, God Himself for various reasons revealed Himself not only to the first man but also to others born of him thereafter.” We respond. Subordinates should not be opposed to each other. A disclosure of God through the revelation of the Word does not eliminate the natural knowledge of God but rather completes and confirms it. God revealed Himself for various reasons not because there clearly was no natural knowledge of God but because it was weak, imperfect, and not at all sufficient for salvation. Furthermore, Scripture attributes a knowledge of God even to those who did not receive the disclosure through the light of grace and the word of life, a revelation that was lost in their forefathers.

(II) “If the idea of the Divinity is natural for all people, it does not come from faith. Yet the Epistle to the Hebrews, c. 11, v. 6, teaches that it is from faith, for there it says: ‘Without faith no one can please God.’ For one must approach God and believe that He exists and that He is a rewarder.”

We respond. The things we must believe are set down in the Word. They are of two types. Some are mysteries set beyond the grasp of all human wisdom. They are simply called [image: ] [“things believed”]. However, others are provided in such a way that reason can in some manner lift itself up to investigate them. Therefore an opposition between those things that one knows by nature and that he grasps by faith has a place only in the former type of things we should believe, not in the latter. Actually, we know them because of the proof of reason, and we believe them because of the revelation of the Holy Spirit. Faith itself is not knowledge drawn from the principles of reason but is a spiritual light kindled by the Holy Spirit. Nevertheless any object of faith can be considered in such a way that it can somehow be known by nature and, when it is set forth in the Word, is apprehended by faith. Furthermore, the Epistle to the Hebrews is not discussing the natural knowledge of God but the saving knowledge of God as it is revealed in the Word, as is obvious from [the discussion of] approaching God and pleasing Him.

(III) “If the idea of divinity were natural to all, why would the same author try to prove that because Enoch pleased God, he believed that God exists? Certainly he argues that an idea of this kind is not natural. That is, he argues that it can happen that someone would not grasp this with his own mind. For the things that are natural are also completely necessary.”

We respond. We have here a confusion of some kind of rudimentary natural knowledge of God with the revealed, perfect, and salutary knowledge of Him. The author of the Epistle to the Hebrews does not argue that Enoch pleased God from the natural knowledge of God but from the saving knowledge of God revealed in the Word and joined in Enoch with faith in the promised Messiah.

(IV) “Holy Writ bears witness that there are some people who do not believe that God exists (Ps. 10:4; 14:1; 53:[1]). Although it calls these people fools, it still does not wish to indicate that they were destitute of the natural faculties of the soul and of common sense but that they were completely lacking in true wisdom. Moreover, true wisdom is not at all natural but is provided by reasoning.”

We respond. The wicked deny God not so much with their words as with their deeds (Rom. 1:21; Titus 1:16), just as there are even some people in the midst of the Church who are said to deny God in this way but who nevertheless have known from Scripture that God exists. Therefore we must distinguish between ignorance and malicious denial. The fact that a wicked person denies God in his heart does not come from simple ignorance but from detestable wickedness. Therefore Augustine advises us to say that the wicked person denies in his heart that God exists because he does not dare confess this with his words because he is convinced in his conscience that God does exist. The reproach, then, is against a disposition of wickedness, not a defect in knowledge. The pricks of conscience that they feel when they are afraid (Ps. 14:5) bear witness that those same wicked people do know that God exists. We should take these words to refer to those (a) who, along with Epicurus, strip God of His righteousness, power, and providence, who make Him lazy and shut Him up in heaven; (b) who have destroyed their fear of heavenly judgment, indulge themselves securely, and promise themselves no punishment for all their sins; (c) who have extinguished the light of nature and deliberately deprive themselves of feeling.

(V) “Not only individual men but entire peoples are found who have no sense nor suspicion of a divinity at all. These are in the New World in the west, in the province of Brazil, as the historians tell and as a trustworthy man who had been there for some time has sworn to me. The recent history of India, however, testifies that tribes of this kind are also found elsewhere.” Socinus names as the author of this tale a certain Capuchin monk (De auct. Script., c. 2, p. 46).

We respond. On the contrary, writers of the history of the New World—such as Benzoni (De India occident., bk. 1, c. 26, p. 111) and Lerius (Hist. nav. in Brasil., c. 16, p. 223)—bear a contrasting witness, reporting that some knowledge of divinity exists even in these men of the most distant islands. Benzoni (Hist., bk. 2, c. 18; bk. 3, c. 2), Peter Martyr (Histor. novi orbis), and Philipp Nicolai (De regn. Christi, bk. 1, c. 1) cite some vestiges of the preaching of the apostles still left among American peoples. But if that natural knowledge does not reveal itself in some people by their external actions, one still cannot infer from this that it clearly is absent. Rather, it is accidentally held back by sins, and its remnants lie oppressed by the darkness of malicious and pretended ignorance. It is in this respect that the heathen are called “callous” (Eph. 4:19), because they strip themselves of the sense of that knowledge and close their ears to the inner warnings of conscience. We also have such people in the visible assembly of the Church who cannot but know that God exists and that we must worship Him religiously. The Catech. Racov., p. 22, quotes the apostle’s words: “The natural man does not perceive the things that are of the Holy Spirit” (1 Cor. 2:14). The entire context shows clearly, however, that the discourse there refers to those things that have been revealed in the word of the Gospel and to the salutary and saving knowledge of God.

They also generally press the point that the heathen are said to have not known God (Wisdom 13:1; Acts 17:23; 1 Thess. 4:5). We must distinguish, however, between natural knowledge and spiritual, or saving, knowledge. The latter, but not the former, is denied to the heathen. Next, we can consider natural knowledge in two ways: either absolutely and in itself or comparatively with respect to spiritual knowledge. In the former consideration there certainly is a knowledge, but in the latter there is ignorance. The knowledge of God, then, is taken away from people with respect to the completeness of natural knowledge (because the greater portion of it has been erased from their minds by sin) and with respect to its purity (because the remnants of that knowledge are still dim) and with respect to the singular corruption of some people. (See more concerning this question in Dr. Meisner, De ll., bk. 3, q. 2; Dr. Hunnius, Exam. error. Photin. de cogn. Dei, c. 2, error 1.)

Those who err in excess.

§ 81. So far we have been discussing those who err in defect concerning the natural knowledge of God. Those who claim that such knowledge is sufficient for salvation sin in excess concerning that knowledge. Those who do this include: (1) Some of the fathers and Scholastics who assert that men could have been and, indeed, were saved by their natural knowledge before Moses’ publication of the Law. As Augustine correctly warns in epistle 99: “The virtues of the heathen take pleasure in a certain disposition of mind, so we do not condemn them lightly.” Clement, Stromat., bk. 1: “Once philosophy used to justify the Greeks by itself, for there are many roads to salvation.” Justin, Apol. 2: “Those who lived in accord with the Law are Christians, though they are not thought to have known God. Among the Greeks, Socrates and Aristides were men of this kind.” We find similar things in Irenaeus, Tertullian, Epiphanius, Jerome, Chrysostom, etc. However, Augustine, moved as he was by the Pelagian controversy, corrected what the ancients had said improperly. Acosta says that the belief of the Scholastics was the same and refutes it (De procur. Ind. sal., bk. 5, c. 3). Brulefer testifies that Gregory of Rimini made the same claim (in prolog. Sent., q. 2). (Cf. Casaubon, Exerc. 1.
contra Baron.)

(2) Some of the Papists. Andrada, Defens. conc. Trid., bk. 3, p. 292: “One can possess true faith and the true knowledge of God for righteousness and eternal salvation not only from Holy Writ and the oracles of God but also from those things that are subject to the senses.” At the Council of Trent in 1552, a Franciscan monk publicly preached while explaining Romans 2 that “even the heathen have been saved without a knowledge of Christ.” The Protestant theologians complained about this matter before the orators of the emperor, according to Sleidanus (Comm., bk. 23). Theobald Thamer tries to prove this very thing in his books published at Mainz and urges especially these two arguments: “The wisdom of God was known to the heathen. Christ is the wisdom of God. Therefore the heathen knew Him.” Also: “The power of God was known to the heathen. Christ is the power of God. Therefore.” By this reasoning, he is confusing the wisdom of the Law—in fact, only a small part of the wisdom of the Law—with the wisdom of the Gospel, the power of creation with the power of salvation, and he does this in a disgraceful way. Cappel, in Vindic. Casaub., bk. 1, v. 1, witnesses that the Spaniard Luis Vives was guilty of a similar error. (See also his commentary on bk. 10 of Augustine’s De civ. Dei, c. 23.) Catharinus, on 1 Timothy 4, says that some who do not believe can be saved. In Daemonom., bk. 2, c. 3, and De republ., bk. 4, Bodin declares that we should not be rash in condemning Socrates, Phocion, Aristides, etc. Galeotus Martius makes the same claim, according to Friedrich Tilemann (preface to his Discurs. politic.). Erasmus writes: “After the votes are cast, those who hope that he is leading a tranquil life with his ancestors will not find me opposed to this” (preface to Cicero’s Tusc. quaest.). Erasmus again: “When I read such things, I can scarcely keep myself from saying: ‘St. Socrates, pray for us’ ” (Coll. religios.). And later: “Frequently, however, I do not restrain myself from invoking well the sainted souls of Maro and Flaccus.” The same thing is claimed by Johann Baptist Fickler in his book Rettung der Concilien, p. 75 (Ingolstadt, 1590), and Isengrinius in Exposit. evang. dom. Septuag. In De vanit. scient., c. 54, Cornelius Agrippa claims there was a book published under the title De salute Aristotelis [On the Salvation of Aristotle], at the end of which the author concludes: “Aristotle was a precursor of Christ in natural matters in the same way as John the Baptist was in matters of grace.” Gregory of Valencia maintains that some people of his order believe this: “According to God’s sweet providence and goodness, if anyone in any way should know the natural law and should do the things he knows should be done to the extent that he can, by human means, he, without any knowledge of God, achieves salvation from beginning to end, provided he be not stubbornly ignorant of the rest” (vol. 3, Controv., p. 390). He names de Soto, Victorio, Vega, etc. Miletus argues, Discus. error., p. 113: “Before Christ, the heathen had an obscure knowledge about Christ that involved the actual general providence of God and His procurement of salvation for mankind. Others call this ‘implicit faith.’ ” Maldonado, on Matt. 11:22: “The Gentiles can be saved by keeping the law of nature and confessing it all. Furthermore, the law of nature was enough for them as it was declared by nature herself.” Pererius, disp. 18 on Romans 1: “For people in ancient days (if any attained salvation without manifesting faith in Christ), it was sufficient to have had an implicit faith in Him included in their belief in one God, namely, to believe that God is the Savior of the human race according to the order and means known to Him and hidden in His marvelous providence.” Bellarmine says: “The heathen philosophers really did know God and in this regard were, as it were, naturally Christians” (De Christ., bk. 1, c. 3).

(3) Some of the Calvinists. Zwingli places Numa, Aristides, Socrates, etc., among the blessed in heaven and declares that “God wrote something of faith into the heart of Seneca with His own hand” (Expos. fid. ad Christian. regem). From this came Veit Wins-heim’s joke: “My listeners, beware of the heaven of the Zwinglians. I would not want to live there, for I would be afraid of Hercules’ club.” (See also Zwingli, Elench. contra Anabapt., vol. 2, Opera, f. 35.)

** Zwingli again: “If a heathen fosters a devout mind at home, he is a Christian, even if he does not know Christ” (vol. 1, epistle 1, f. 382). In his De provident., vol. 1, f. 358, he writes concerning Seneca: “He spoke in a religious way about the creation and preservation of things because he had a divine spirit.” **

Gwalther, Zwingli’s son-in-law, supported Zwingli in his Apologia, p. 52 (published 1545), where he tries to prop up the opinion of Zwingli with arguments that Wigand carefully refutes in De sacramentariismo, f. 32. Bullinger equips Zwingli’s book with a preface and calls it his “swan song.”

** Bullinger, op. cit., attributes “to Hercules devout undertakings, to Numa a pious enthusiasm for religion,” and he adds: “Shall we, then, think that they lacked the heavenly spirit for such devout and holy pursuits?” **

Because of this, Bucer, in a letter addressed to this point, asks him earnestly to refrain from defending such a terrible doctrine. (This letter is extant in Dr. Pappus, Refut. relationis Bipontinae, p. 93.)

The preachers at Emden also defend Zwingli in their Commonefactione de libro D. Hunnii, p. 3, f. 416. Paraeus (Iren., p. 245, c. 24) and Pelargus (in Comp. theol. correcto, p. 289) try to excuse and cover over Zwingli’s opinion, but only with paltry trifles, as we showed in De gloria Dei, disp. 6, § 25. Cf. also Sohn (Exeg. Aug., p. 828), the preachers of Zürich (Resp. ad Lutherum, published 1545, f. 16–18), Albert Hardenberg (Script., published 1557), and Daniel Tossanus (Contra Marbachium). Keckermann (Syst. ethic., p. 10) does not appear to disagree with Zwingli. The Berliners (in Coll. posteriore contra D. Hoe, p. 100) and Pelargus (op. cit.) even make Luther a supporter of this opinion, though he nevertheless condemns it with clear and serious words (Jena edition, German, vol. 8, f. 175; and commentary on Genesis 47, f. 633, where he condemns Zwingli by name because of it and says that he has fallen from Christianity into heathenism). As to the fact that he attributes salvation to some heathen, he explains this clearly as referring to those not who continued in their unbelief but who were led to a true knowledge of the true God of Israel through the preaching of the Word and who are not ignorant of the Messiah. In fact, they have even joined the Church, if not in body and place nevertheless in heart and disposition, for he names Abimelech, Job, Naaman, Jethro, some of the Moabites and Ammonites, etc.

(4) Although the Photinians clearly deny the natural knowledge of God, nevertheless, despite their hypotheses, they are unable to claim otherwise than that the heathen could have had, even outside the Church, a knowledge of God sufficient for salvation. In one of his letters, Socinus says that we should not discuss this question. Francesco Pucci Filidinus, who seems finally to have come over to the Photinians, as is concluded as probable on the basis of an interchange of letters between him and Socinus, has published a book in which he tries to prove that “heathen also have been saved without faith in Christ.” Against this Osiander has given a solid refutation. The Pole Georgius Zarnovecius (in the preface to an anti-Socinian pamphlet translated into Latin by Conrad Nuber of Danzig and published at Danzig in 1607) proves that it follows from the theology of the Photinians that “anyone can be saved in his own religion regardless of what he may have embraced, whether he be Jew or Turk or Anabaptist or Arian or Christian.” This is related to their view that sins are forgiven by the absolute mercy of God, to their denial of Christ’s satisfaction, and to the way they propose articles of faith that can be known from the light of nature beyond and outside of the revelation of the Word. In the Catech. Racov., pp. 25–26, to the question “What are the things entirely necessary to salvation that are related to the essence of God?” they give the following answer: “They are these: that God exists; that He is only one; that He is eternal; that He is perfectly just, perfectly wise, and completely powerful.” Ostorodt, Instit., c. 3, p. 28: “Beyond these things, we know that there is nothing else we have to know insofar as the essence of God is concerned.” Yet one can draw all those things from his natural knowledge. Therefore, according to the hypothesis of the Photinians, the heathen have been able to seek from nature a knowledge of those things that are necessary for salvation.

(5) Finally, Muhammad makes the same claim in the Qur’an, second sura: “One must know generally that every right-living Jew or Christian, even if he abandons the Law and inclines toward another law, that is, everyone who worships God and does good, undoubtedly will receive the love of God.”

§ 82. Before we state our arguments contrary to this opinion, however, we must note (1) that the question does not concern the Gentiles who were gathered into the Church of Israel nor (2) natural knowledge such as it was in the first man. But it does concern the heathen outside the Church and the natural knowledge such as it is in men after the fall and outside the revelation of the Word, which knowledge we say is not sufficient for salvation. We prove this with the following argument: Those who lacked (a) the knowledge of the one true God, who is the Father, Son, and Holy Spirit; (b) the knowledge of Christ, the Mediator; (c) the means through which Christ’s blessings are offered; (d) true faith in Christ; (e) works that are truly good and God-pleasing. I say, those who lacked these could not have drawn eternal salvation from their natural knowledge of God. But the heathen who stood outside the Church lacked all these things. Therefore.

We prove the major premise. (1) The true God thus reveals Himself in His Word, that He is one in essence, three in person: Father, Son, and Holy Spirit. Therefore whoever does not know Him in this way does not know the true God. John 5:23: “Whoever does not honor the Son does not honor the Father.” This does not merely say that one can attribute the same honor to the Son that he gives to the Father, nor does it merely say that whoever insults the Son also blasphemes the Father. Instead, it affirms that the honor of the Father and of the Son is one and undivided in such a way that whoever does not honor the Son does not honor the Father. 1 John 2:23: “No one who denies the Son has the Father.” 1 John 5:11–12: “God has given us eternal life, and this life is in His Son. He who has the Son has life; he who has not the Son has not life.” I summarize: Whoever does not know the Son does not have Him. Therefore he does not have the Father; therefore he does not have the true God. For this reason the heathen are also called [image: ], “people without God” (Eph. 2:12); that is, with respect to the salutary and saving knowledge of the one true God, they are said to have not known God (Gal. 4:8), to have lived in “times of ignorance” (Acts 17:30), to have not heard about God (Rom. 10:14).

(2) The Savior teaches that one cannot obtain salvation without a knowledge of Christ as mediator. John 17:3: “This is eternal life: that they know You, the only true God, and Jesus Christ whom You have sent.” Acts 4:12: “There is salvation in no one else nor has any other name been given to men.”

(3) Salvation does not occur without Christ and outside of Christ. The benefits of Christ do not come to people except through the divinely instituted and appointed means, namely, through the Word of the Gospel and through the Sacraments added to it. Therefore without the means through which Christ’s benefits are offered according to God’s arrangement men do not attain salvation. Rom. 1:16: “The Gospel is the power of God for salvation to everyone who believes.”

(4) The oracles of God, written like the rays of the sun, bear express witness that salvation comes to no one without faith in Christ. Mark 16:16: “Whoever does not believe will be condemned.” John 3:18: “He who does not believe is judged already,” etc. V. [36]: “He who does not believe the Son will not see life.” John 14:6: “No one comes to the Father except through Me” (that is, “as I am known from the Word of the Gospel and apprehended by true faith”). Heb. 11:6: “Without faith it is impossible to please God.”

(5) True faith reveals itself through good and God-pleasing works (Eph. 2:10; Gal. 5:6: James 2:14). Therefore where there are no good works pleasing to God, there true faith is also absent. Where no true faith exists, there no person is able to please God.

§ 83. The minor premise also stands. (1) The heathen indeed have known that God exists, that He is one, that He is just, that He avenges sin. But they could not have known by natural knowledge that He is three in person. In fact, they did not even use that natural knowledge correctly, but “they exchanged the glory of the incorruptible God for images resembling mortal man” (Rom. 1:23). Consequently, Luther says: “The heathen have known the divinity, but they did not distinguish it correctly, for they attributed it to false gods.” Lactantius, Instit., bk. 4, c. 4, p. 198:


Philosophers who worship the gods are similar to either disinherited sons or escaped slaves because the former are not looking for a father nor the latter a master. Just as the disinherited do not receive the inheritance of their father and just as escaped slaves do not go unpunished, so also the philosophers do not receive immortality, which is the inheritance of the kingdom of heaven—that is, the greatest good that they especially seek—nor will those who worship the gods escape the punishment of eternal death, which is the punishment of the true Lord against those who flee His majesty and name.





 

(2) They clearly lacked the knowledge of Christ as mediator. (3) The teaching of the Gospel was unknown to them. In fact, it is “the mystery kept secret for long ages but [that] is now disclosed in the New Testament through the writings of the prophets” (Rom. 16:25). (4) They lacked faith in Christ. Augustine, Contra Julian., bk. 4, c. 3: “Perhaps you Pelagians are going to provide the Fabricii, the Reguli, the Fabii, the Scipios, the Camilli, and others of their ilk with some place between damnation and the kingdom of heaven where they will not live in misery but in eternal blessedness. They did not please God, whom it is impossible to please without faith, which they had neither in their hearts nor in their works. I do not suppose that your destruction can rush forward to that shamelessness.”

(5) They did not perform works that pleased and delighted God. Rom. 14:23: “Whatever is not from faith is sin.” But the works of the heathen were not done from faith. Augustine, on Psalm 67: “There are no good works except those that follow faith, which precedes.” Many defects occur in the works of the heathen with respect to the efficient cause (because they were done by persons who were not in grace) and with respect to the material cause (because they were imperfect in many ways). They acknowledged their external sins from the law of nature, but they believed their lack of inner discipline and their impurity were something natural and completely without sin. Also, with their deeds they did not observe the natural law itself. Their knowledge of the law was stained and mangled, but even more stained and mangled was their obedience given to the law, and many more evil works were set beside one politically good work. Also with respect to the formal cause (because they were done without a knowledge of the true God and without faith in Christ, which covers up the imperfection and uncleanness of works and which creates that God-pleasing obedience) and with respect to the final cause (because they were not referred to the glory of God but to other ends). Lactantius, Instit., bk. 6, c. 9, p. 334: “Let us suppose that is possible for someone to acquire true virtues by a natural and inborn goodness. We have understood Cimon of Athens as such a person. He gave alms to the needy, invited the poor to his home, and clothed the naked. Yet because he lacked that one thing that is most important—the knowledge of God—those good works are already useless and empty.” For this reason, in the same book he compares the works of the heathen to “a body without a head.” Augustine, De civ. Dei, bk. 19, c. 25: “If virtues are not done to the glory of God, they are vices rather than virtues.” Contra Julian., bk. 4, c. 3: “Fabricius will be punished less than Catiline, not because the former was good but because the latter was more evil and because Fabricius was less wicked than Catiline not in having real virtues but in not going further astray from the real virtues.” Prosper of Aquitaine, Sent. 106: “All the life of the faithless is sin and nothing is good without the greatest good. For where the knowledge of the eternal and unchangeable will is lacking, there the virtue is false, even in the best of behavior.” Bernard, sermon 22 on Song of Songs: “What do you philosophers have to do with virtues, you who do not know Christ, the Virtue of God?” De amore Dei, c. 8, col. 1569:


The philosophers are convicted of not having loved righteousness because they did not love You from whom comes the source and origin of righteousness, in whom is the end and return of righteousness, and without whom all the righteousnesses of men are filthy rags. For they did not have the faith that works through love, though they had a pretended love. They did have some honorable behavior, but because this did not issue from the source of true righteousness and did not aim for the goal of true righteousness, the more hopelessly they strayed, the harder they ran outside the way. For the way is Christ, who said: “I am the way, the truth and the life.”





 

Luther followed these men when he wrote: “[Although there is a] righteousness of man, as God honors it temporally with the finest gifts of this life, yet before God it is a worm, a wicked hypocrisy, and a great problem because God is rewarding the righteousness that He considers malicious iniquity.” Therefore we must justly praise the frank confession of Oecolampadius, who says in his Exegem. of Job, c. 10, p. 58: “I do not see with what confidence some give a hope of salvation to the heathen to whom God has not spoken, who have not accepted Christ, and who are burdened with many sins.” Just as the flute players were playing funeral dirges in the home of Jairus, but Christ alone was raising his daughter from the dead (Matt. 9:23), so also human knowledge and wisdom indeed give much useful advice and provide us with many useful things in this life, but in such a way that they are at the same time witnesses of our calamities. Theology alone shows us the way to heaven and causes us to live eternally.

§ 84. They make the exception: (I) “Those things that are said concerning the necessary knowledge of Christ, who was offered in the Gospel and who is to be apprehended by faith, must be taken in a limited respect for those who are in the Church.”

We respond. (a) The words of Scripture are general and, therefore, are not to be limited by private decision. (b) The apostles were sent to the heathen with the preaching of the Gospel for this purpose: to convert them “from darkness to light and from the power of Satan to God, that they might receive the forgiveness of sins and a place among the saints through faith, which is in Christ” (Acts 26:18). (c) We must consider the foundation of this necessity, which is explained in John 3:36: “He who does not believe in the Son will not see life, but the wrath of God continues to rest upon him.” Because of sin, all people “are by nature the children of wrath” (Eph. 2:3) and “are dead in their sins” (v. 5). Hence they are subject to the wrath of God and eternal damnation. Therefore it is required that they be accepted into grace by God and obtain remission of sins. But now neither God’s grace nor the remission of sins is possible outside of Christ, who alone provides the all-sufficient satisfaction for sins. Therefore to obtain salvation, the knowledge of Christ and true faith in Him are necessary. (d) “To deny the Son,” “not to believe in the Son,” “not to have the Son”—this is common both to unbelievers present in the visible assembly of the Church, who reject the benefits of Christ, as well as to the heathen who live outside the Church, as is understood from the equal force of the phrases. (e) There is one and the same faith for all who are to be saved, one Church, one way to be justified (Rom. 4:1; Eph. 4:4; Heb. 13:8).

§ 85. (II) They say, “We must distinguish between the implicit and explicit knowledge of Christ. The heathen lacked the latter but not the former, and that could be enough for their salvation.” Andrada reasons as follows:


In divine providence, by which created things are regulated, the redemption of the human race through Christ is contained implicitly and secretly. Therefore the philosophers who had observed the general providence of God at the same time understood that God left nothing undone so that men would enjoy eternal salvation. The heathen have confessed that God is supremely good. It is the nature of the greatest good, however, to omit nothing that can cause men to be blessed and saved, because as long as they have been persuaded about God, it is by no means improper to judge that they have had some knowledge of Christ.





 

We respond. (1) The Holy Spirit removed all knowledge of Christ and of the Gospel without exception from the heathen who lack the light of the Word (Matt. 16:17; Rom. 16:25; Col. 1:26: 1 Cor. 2:7; etc.). (2) That implicit and confused knowledge is not enough for salvation; instead, there is required an explicit and distinct knowledge of Christ as He is revealed in the Gospel, as the foundations noted earlier prove. (3) If that implicit knowledge in the heathen would have been sufficient for salvation, why then did the apostles, who obeyed Christ’s command, preach the Gospel among the heathen at such great peril? Why are the heathen commanded to believe in Christ under peril of eternal damnation?

The arguments of those who attribute salvation to the heathen outside the Church.

§ 86. The greatest strength for their cause they place in the apostle’s words in Rom. 1:20, where he says with reference to natural knowledge that through it “they are without excuse.” (I) “But,” they say, “if that had not been sufficient for salvation, it could not have made the heathen inexcusable.” Some run back to the state of original integrity, because the natural knowledge of God in Adam was sufficient for salvation. Because nothing in and of itself departed from this knowledge through the fall of our first parents, though it was diminished and contaminated, therefore they believe that the apostle was speaking so highly in this sense and respect about natural knowledge. The context shows clearly, however, that the apostle is speaking about natural knowledge not as it once was but as it is now in the heathen themselves, because it still leaves them without excuse.

Therefore we say: From the fact that natural knowledge leaves the heathen without excuse, one cannot and should not conclude that it is sufficient for salvation of itself but that the heathen did not use it correctly, as the apostle himself declares in the following verse: “Although they knew God, they did not honor Him as God nor give Him thanks, but they became futile in their thinking and their senseless minds were darkened.” God wanted a natural knowledge of Himself to be left in man for this reason: that by His leading them by the hand, they would be aroused to seek out a further revelation of God in the Church, which was always set up in a well-known place, and that they would do this in the sort of way we explained in our treatise On the Nature of God [1610 Loci Theologici, locus 3], § 11. They were so far from using the natural knowledge of God for this salutary purpose, however, that they strove to cut off completely the light still left in nature with serious sins, by keeping back the truth in unrighteousness, by exchanging His glory for images, by indulging in the vanity of rationalization, and by surrendering themselves completely to carnal lusts. Because of this abuse of natural knowledge, the apostle is correct in stating that, through it, the heathen have been left without excuse, despite the fact that it is of itself not at all sufficient for salvation.

(II) They urge that “what is known of God” has been revealed to the heathen (Rom. 1:19). Yet the apostle himself has clarified those indefinite words when in the same place he restricts it to a knowledge of His “eternal power and deity.”

(III) In John 4:38 Christ says concerning the apostles: “I sent you to reap that for which you did not labor.” Therefore “through the reasonings of the philosophers, the heathen were prepared for the ministry of the apostles,” according to Zwingli and Peucer. We respond. We take the workers here to mean the prophets, not the philosophers, as Calvin himself acknowledges. For they published the promises of Christ’s coming and, to stay with Christ’s metaphor, they cleared the field of the Lord that was full of idolatrous tares on all sides with the preaching of the Law as a sort of plow by which they cut into the hearts of people and sowed in the Church the first seeds of the Gospel’s promises. However, they did not see the ripening of this crop, that is, the fulfillment of the prophecies and the preaching of the Gospel among the heathen, which was reserved for the apostles, because they all outlined with the coverings of obscure language that Christ would come long after.

§ 87. (IV) “There is no harshness nor enormity more savage than to deliver up people to eternal torments because they lacked that faith which they were able in no way to attain” (Andrada and Pucci).

We respond. (1) In our first parents, all men were given the image of God, to which image pertains the salutary light of the knowledge of God in the mind. But because our first parents deprived themselves and their children of this by their own willing fault, they should not accuse God of injustice. Augustine, epistle 105, to Sixtus: “No ignorance is free of condemnation, but through this everyone is inexcusable who sins out of ignorance, either by original sin or by adding to it of his own volition, whether he knows it or not, whether he judges it or not, because the ignorance in those who did not wish to understand is undoubtedly a sin. Moreover, there is a penalty of sin in those who were unable to understand. Therefore in both cases there is no just excuse but just condemnation.”

(2) God wanted the imperfection of natural knowledge to be pondered through the knowledge revealed in His Word, which God communicated three different times to all people on earth: to Adam after the fall, to Noah and his children after the flood, to all people in the world at the time of the apostles. But if any of the heathen lacked that revealed knowledge, without which natural knowledge is not sufficient for salvation, they should recognize this as the fault of their forefathers and not accuse the mercy of God.

(3) On the contrary, in fact, God did not leave Himself without a witness in the midst of the heathen but revealed Himself through the law of nature, through the voice of His creation, through the great assembly of His Church. Hence, because with nature as teacher and leader the heathen could know that God exists and must be honored with religious worship, they ought to have inquired more deeply as to the true means of worshiping God revealed in the Church that God established in a well-known place and ennobled with many miracles, whose report was spread among the heathen to invite (as with a public crier) everyone to the Church and thus to use that natural knowledge. (See our commonplace On Election and Reprobation [Commonplace X], § 135.)

The use of natural knowledge.

§ 88. The practical use of natural knowledge can be considered in two ways: with respect to the heathen outside the Church and with respect to those who are in the Church. Mr. Chemnitz establishes three purposes of natural knowledge in the heathen in his Loci, part 1, p. 30: (1) With respect to themselves, so that they seek out God (Acts 17:27). (2) With respect to the neighbor, so that people might have an external discipline and live in peace with their neighbors. If they were without that natural knowledge and innate distinction of good and evil, men would oppress one another like animals. (3) With respect to God, that they might be left without excuse “because, though they knew God, they did not glorify Him” (Rom. 1:20). This purpose, however, is accidental, so that the phrase [image: ] is explained with the words [image: ], and the result, rather than the proper and principal purpose of natural knowledge, is stated as being indicated. You see, because the heathen have not used their natural knowledge correctly, for the purpose for which God intended it to be left in the human mind, therefore they finally were left without excuse through their natural knowledge. This is the explanation the apostle gives (Rom. 1:21; 2:10).

With respect to us who are in the Church and who rejoice in the knowledge revealed in the Word, the true, salutary use of natural knowledge consists in this: that we not consider it as an indifferent matter but cultivate it carefully and meanwhile recognize its imperfection by comparing it with revealed knowledge and determine that it should be subordinated to revealed knowledge. Because inherent knowledge contains the book of conscience and because acquired knowledge must be learned from the book of nature, therefore let us consider carefully each book that has been entrusted to us. Conscience is the private witness of our words and deeds and our individual companion. How wretched we are if we harm this witness and companion! Bernard, De int. dom., c. 28: “It is the book in which all our words and deeds are written truthfully. All other books were invented to correct this book.” How wretched we are if we forget that book! In his Liber praeceptorum, Nilus says: “Use your conscience as a lamp in all your actions, for it will show you those actions in life that are good and those that are evil.” How wretched we are if we try to extinguish this light! Conscience is a genuine teacher. Whoever listens to it remains free of the hindrance of anxiety. How wretched we are if we refuse to offer our ears to this teacher! Conscience is the face of the soul. Just as a pretty face is pleasing in the sight of people, so also a clean conscience is attractive in God’s sight. Bernard, De inter. domo, c. 22, col. 1210: “A good conscience is a title of religion, the temple of Solomon, a field of blessing, a garden of delights, a golden couch, the joy of angels, the ark of the covenant, the king’s treasure, the court of God, the dwelling place of the Holy Spirit, a book signed and closed to be opened on Judgment Day.” (See our Pract. aphor., under the title “Conscientia.”)

Not only should we daily examine the internal book of conscience, but we also should daily open the external book of nature, the “school of spiritual words and classroom of the knowledge of God,” as Basil calls it (Homily 11, Hexaëm.). Because God completed all His work in six days and rested on the seventh (Gen. 2:[2]), therefore on each of the six days of the week we should contemplate with our mind’s eye every miracle [[image: ]] of those six days so that our soul may repose in God, our Creator, on the seventh day, the day of rest. Clement of Alexandria says: “The entire universe is nothing other than a great book in which the knowledge of God is written, not in dead but in living letters. It has three pages: sky, earth, and sea.” Anthony the Hermit, as quoted in Socrates (Hist., bk. 4, c. 23) and Nicephorus (bk. 11, c. 34): “My book is the nature of things that have come into being, and it is at hand when I want to read the words of God.” Bernard used to say: “Sometimes I had no other teachers but the oaks and beeches in the woods.” In nature there are as many miracles of the power of God, as many evidences of His goodness, as much proof of His wisdom as there are species of things in the world, in fact, as there are individuals of those species.


[image: ]

10 Cf. Summa theologica, part 1, q. 2, art. 1.



  


CHAPTER V: WHAT GOD IS
 

Whether God can be defined.

§ 89. We are asking two questions here: (I) Whether God can be defined. (II) How God is to be defined, if indeed it is somehow necessary to define God. To the first question we respond in the negative: (1) On the basis of a lack of genus. Whatever lacks its own true, logical genus cannot be defined because genus is an essential part of a definition. God does not have His own true, logical genus because if such a genus were to exist, it would be stated univocally, essentially, and equally about God and about His creatures—something that cannot be done because God as Creator and His creation differ infinitely between themselves, and there is nothing one can state about both equally. (Cf. John of Damascus, De orth. fid., bk. 1, c. 13; Keckermann, Syst. theol., bk. 1, p. 6; and Goclenius, Probl. logic., part 2, c. 15, p. 51, where they deny that there can be a genus in the definition of God.) Thomas goes on in this way, [ST,] p. 1, q. 3, art. 5:


Something is in a genus (1) simply and properly, for example, species; (2) by reduction, for example, principle and privations. In this way a point and oneness are reduced to the genus of quantity. In neither way, however, is God in a genus. He is not in a genus as a species. [a] A species is established from the genus and the difference. But that from which the difference is taken is related to that genus from which it is taken as actuality is related to potential. However, in God potential is not joined to actuality. [b] In Metaph., bk. 3, the Philosopher shows that being [ens] cannot be the genus of anything because every genus has differences that are outside the essence of the genus, but we can discover no difference that is outside being. [c] The things that belong to one genus share in quiddity but differ according to being [esse]. But in God, His being [esse] and that which He is, that is, His essence [essentia], are not different. Furthermore, God is not in a genus reductively because the principle reduced in any genus does not extend itself beyond that genus. Thus a point is not a principle except of continuous quantity. But God is the principle of all being [esse].





 

Scotus (Sent., part 1, dist. 3, q. 5) disputes these statements of Thomas “because being is a univocal genus for God and creatures.” He forms this proposition: “We can concede that a concept does exist, a predicable concept common to God and to creatures, a concept in itself about their ‘what’ and their first mode [de eis in quid et primo modo per se].11 For we cannot know God in Himself (because such knowledge is intuitive and beatific) nor can we know Him in a simple concept proper to Himself (because nothing is understood in this way without first being known in itself). Therefore we know Him in some concept common to Him and to creatures.” Piscator supports Scotus in Thes. theol., vol. 1, disp. 2, th. 3, p. 76, where he says: “We set up the word ‘spirit’ as the genus in the definition of God because it is used synonymously to refer to God and angels and the souls of men.” However, Biel correctly warns: “A univocal is taken in a broad or in a strict sense. If we take it in the strict sense for a predicable concept about many things that have a perfect likeness to each other, then there is no concept univocal to God and to creatures” (1, Sent., dist. 2, toward the end of q. 8).

If you say, “Nevertheless there is still an analogous genus,” we respond. God is infinite. He is utterly simple and admits no composition of material and form nor of genus and difference nor of subject and accidents nor of actuality and potential nor of [image: ] and [image: ] nor of individual substance [suppositum] and nature. But whatever has its own genus is in some way finite and composite. God is simply infinite. Therefore. If God and the angels had an analogous genus, there would be a certain proportion between God and angels. Yet there is no proportion between the finite and the infinite. In whatever way the word “spirit” is attributed to God, it is not attributed to angels in the same way because in God there is not some thing that is spirit, is essence, is infinite, etc., for He is His own infinity. Therefore this is predicated of God not only [as of one who is] excellent but [as of one who is] completely unique.

(2) We respond in the negative on the basis of God’s perfection. God is the supreme being [ens], and He is sheer and purest act [i.e., actuality]. Because He is the supreme being, therefore He has nothing that is superior to Himself. But whatever is defined properly is defined through something prior to it (6. Top., 3). Because He is purest act, therefore He has nothing of potentiality or passive potential12 mixed with Himself. In a definition, however, genus is like potential and material, and specific difference is like act and form. Difference is not essence in the same way as genus, but differs from genus according to essence. The essential properties of God, however, do not differ from deity itself but really [realiter] are the divine essence itself. Therefore the essential properties of God prove no real difference in the deity. Just as prime matter cannot be defined properly and perfectly—because it is sheer potential and because of its minimal entity13—so also, conversely, God cannot be defined because He is sheer actuality and because of His supreme entity.14

The Damascene writes that God is [image: ] [“essence beyond essence”] (Dial., c. 4), determined and restricted to no genus of being but including within Himself all genera of being in infinite ways. In this life we cannot look upon the essence of God with our eyes, grasp it with our minds, or speak of it with our lips. How, then, would we be able to define it perfectly? (See Exod. 33:20; 1 Cor. 13:13; and be sure to see Augustine’s book De cogn. verae vit., c. 3). The same Augustine denies “that the word ‘substance’ befits God, because there is nothing in Him as in a subject, because He is utterly simple. Furthermore, the word ‘essence’ befits Him in such a way that He alone should be called ‘essence,’ for He alone truly is [est], because He is unchangeable” (De Trinit., bk. 7, c. 4). The Damascene, De orth. fid., bk. 1, c. 16: “It is impossible for nature fully to comprehend the supernatural. Furthermore, if knowledge is of things that are, how can there be a knowledge of what is beyond being [[image: ]]?” Scaliger, Ex. 365, section 4: “In ancient philosophy, God is said to be [image: ], and this word moves Him beyond all substance because He is not substance like our substance.” Thomas, 1. Sent., dist. 8, q. 4: “God cannot properly be called ‘substance,’ yet in a broad way He can be called ‘substance,’ which is understood to be above every created substance.”

(3) We respond in the negative on the basis of sufficient enumeration. If God were capable of being defined properly, that would be either an essential or a causal definition. It cannot be essential because that consists of genus and specific difference. But now God does not have any univocal genus with other beings nor is His most simple essence composite from genus and difference. In addition, the definition cannot be causal because God is the cause of all things and there is no cause of God. He is without cause, without beginning, etc.

(4) We respond in the negative on the basis of the agreement of the ancients. Pythagoras said he would define God to be “the greatest of the highest numbers above the next number.” With this obscure enigma, he wanted to indicate that people were seeking in vain to determine who God is. We know the story of Simonides, who intended to explain to King Hieron what God is. He received two or three days to deliberate, and when he had multiplied that period several times, he finally said: “The more I think, the less I find out.”15 Socrates (bk. 3, c. 5 in Historia tripart., bk. 6, c. 31) and Nicephorus (bk. 10, c. 15) tell about Evagrius, that he forbade rash and unthinking debate about God and prohibited the definition of the Divinity in every way. He said: “Definitions are of composite things. But every proposition has either a genus that is predicated or a species or difference or characteristic or accident or a statement made up of these. But none of the things we have said can be comprehended in the Holy Trinity. Therefore because He is unspeakable, let Him be worshiped in silence.” Cyprian, preface to his book De operibus Christi cardinalibus, p. 228: “The Divinity is not definable.” Hilary, De Dei Patris et Filii unit., p. 766: “The names attributed to God are significations of divine works and dispositions; nevertheless they do not for that reason define God Himself.” Hilary, De Trinit.: “Surely this is God: When He is explained, He cannot be explained; when He is evaluated, He cannot be evaluated; when He is defined, He increases with His own definition.” In Contra Eunom., p. 111, Basil proves with many arguments that “God cannot be comprehended with the mind nor explained by definition.” Augustine, De Trinit., bk. 2, p. 15: “It is perfect wisdom to know God in such a way that, though you know He is not unknown, you still know that He is beyond explanation. We must believe Him, understand Him, worship Him, and speak of Him in these offices.” Augustine again, De cogn. verae vit., c. 7: “As that supreme Spirit that is God cannot be thought out properly by any intellect, so He cannot be defined or determined properly by any definition.” The Damascene, Orth. fid., bk. 1, c. 4: “It is impossible to say what God is according to His substance.” We can add to these quotations (which serve as an introduction) the statement of Theupolus in Acad. contempl., bk. 1, c. 2, where he writes on the basis of an idea of Plato: “As we should consider God the best-known of all, so we should consider Him the most unknown of all. He is best known from His own nature; He is most unknown to us. It is well-known that He exists; what He is, is totally unknown. Therefore, as to be known by man exactly, it is not at all possible to express Him exactly by name and to explain Him by definition.”

§ 90. Vorstius fights for the opposite position in his treatise De Deo, p. 234: “The fact that God is called ‘the supreme being’ does not cause Him to be under no genus at all and to be restricted by no difference to a definite species.” In the same treatise, p. 198: “God is included in a category [praedicamentali] of substance, is included in a genus of things, and is contained under a genus.”

In favor of this opinion one can form the following argument: If we cannot define God, we cannot know Him. We respond. We must distinguish: (1) Between a perfect definition that is in exact harmony with the precision of logical precepts and any kind of description taken from Scripture. (2) Between knowing and comprehension, between [image: ] [“knowledge”] and [image: ] [“comprehension”]. We comprehend what we know perfectly. We know perfectly that which we know as far as it is knowable. We indeed know God, but we do not comprehend Him, that is, we do not know Him perfectly because He is infinite. Here, however, we should note that the knowledge of God taken from the Word can be called “perfect” both by reason of its purpose (because it is sufficient for salvation) and in comparison to natural knowledge (which is quite dim and imperfect). (3) Between the knowledge of God in this life and in the other life. The former they call the knowledge of the pilgrim, the latter, the knowledge of the comprehender; the former, the knowledge of the way, the latter, the knowledge of life and fatherland. The intuitive definition is the most perfect of all, but we shall see God face-to-face in the life to come. Therefore we shall know perfectly and learn from Him the perfect definition. (4) A definition of His name can be given, but not of His essence.

How God should be defined.

§ 91. (II) The second question is how God should be defined. Various definitions are given by philosophers and church writers. Some of these are more complete than others, and here we shall report on some of them in order to make a comparison. Philosophers have partly drawn their descriptions from the light of nature and partly brought them home with them from travels they took to Egypt (where God’s people were). Hermes Trismegistus (according to Alexander of Hales, p. 1, q. 7, memb. 1) defines God in this way: “God is an intellectual sphere whose center is everywhere but whose circumference is nowhere.” Others attribute that definition to Empedocles. A circle is an absolutely complete figure, having no end. Therefore it is used to designate the infinity and immensity of God. However, Scaliger (Ex. 363) disapproves of this definition and says: “He badly assigns a midpoint to the Infinite and in giving the circumference makes it finite. Then if the circumference will be everywhere, it will also be in the middle, and that will become the center that has a circumference.” A symbolic description, however, cannot be adjusted to the laws of a logical definition nor does Trismegistus say that there is a God whose middle is in the center but whose circumference is everywhere, as Scaliger indicates. Rather, he says that God is an intellectual sphere whose center is everywhere but whose circumference is nowhere. That is, He is circumscribed by neither time nor place.

The same Hermes calls God “the act of all potentials and the potential of all acts” (Pymander, c. 2). The same Trismegistus: “God is both the things that are and those that are not.” God is the things that exist not formally “but both eminently and causally.” He gives being and preserves it for all beings. God is the things that are not, “potentially,” because through His power [potentia] “He calls the things that are not as being” (Rom. 4:17). The statement of Sirach 43:27 is in agreement with this: “God is the all.” To Plato, God is “eternal mind, the cause of every good in nature.” He is “the life immortal, the self-sufficiency for true happiness, the eternal being, the cause of every good instinct.” Aristotle, Metaph., bk. 12, c. 7: “God is the best and eternal life. God is the supreme being [ens], he is the being of beings, the first principle of every motion, itself unmoved.” The author of the book De mundo writes, c. 6: “God is mightiest in power, most beautiful in beauty, immortal in life, strongest in virtue.” Ibid.: “God is in this world as a pilot on a ship, as a driver in a chariot, as a director in a choir, as the law in a state, as a general in an army.” Apollo of Colophon was asked what God was and responded: “He is self-generated, untaught, without mother, unmoved, a name but not set apart by a word, dwelling in fire. This is God.” According to Laertius in bk. 1, c. 5, Cicero said: “God himself, as he is understood by us, cannot be understood in any other way than [as] a mind turned loose, freed, and separated from every mortal materiality, a mind that senses and moves all things and that is itself endowed with eternal motion.” Seneca, Natural. quaest., bk. 1: “What is God? The mind of everything, because you see the whole and you do not see the whole.” Cf. the definition of Parmenides according to Bede (in Boethius, De Trinit., vol. 8, col. 1106), of Cleanthes according to Clement of Alexandria (Protrept., p. 25), of the Stoics in Laertius (on the life of Zeno, bk. 7, p. 450), in Galen (De philos. hist., c. 17), of Socrates in Plutarch (De placit. philos., bk. 1, c. 7), etc.

§ 92. Among the church writers, we come across these definitions: Dionysius, De nomin., bk. 2: “God is all things that are and none of those things that are.” Justin, Contra dogm. Arist., p. 86: “God is singular and one. He has had a god or gods neither before nor after Himself. He has neither a coeternal subject nor opposite. He has an incorruptible nature or essence, an efficiency of operating that no hindrance at all impedes. He is the Architect of the entire world.” Lactantius, De ira Dei, bk. 1: “God is an incorporeal mind, which is diffused throughout the nature of all things; indefinite, but giving a living sense to all animate things.” Nazianzen, Orat. in pat.: “God is light—the highest, inaccessible, and ineffable light. He is not comprehended by the mind nor specified by word, but He is without beginning and without end.”

Augustine, De civ. Dei, bk. 8, before the middle of c. 9: “God is the maker of created things, the light of things being known, the good of things being done. From Him we have the beginning of nature and the truth of doctrine and the happiness of life.” In QQ. V. ac N. T., q. 1: “God is the simple Spirit of nature, the unapproachable light, invisible, inestimable, infinite, perfect, in need of nothing, eternal, omnipotent, all-possessing, rich, good, just, severe, merciful, clement, patient.” De spiritu et anim., c. 63: “God is that alone which is and who is. He is that than which nothing greater, nothing better, nothing more pleasant can be thought of. He is life, wisdom, light, truth, goodness, eternity, the greatest good, sufficient in Himself for all things, in need of nothing, whom all things need for their being and for their well-being.” Again: “He is truth without deceit, goodness without wickedness, happiness without misery.” De quant. anim., c. 33: “God is the Creator of all things. From, through, and in Him are all things. He is the unchangeable principle, unchangeable wisdom, unchangeable truth, unchangeable eternity, unchangeable virtue, unchangeable love; the one, true, and perfect God who has never not existed and who will never not exist, who has never been otherwise and who never will be otherwise. Nothing is more secret, nothing more present, than He. It is difficult to find where He is, more difficult to find where He is not. Not all can be with Him, and without Him no one can be.”

Bernard, De consid., bk. 5, col. 1049:


God is omnipotent will, most benevolent virtue, eternal light. He is unchangeable reason, highest blessedness. He creates the mind to participate in Him, gives it life to perceive Him, moves it to desire Him, widens it to grasp Him, justifies it to merit Him, kindles zeal to produce fruit, moves it to goodness, directs it to fairness, strengthens it to virtue, shapes it to kindness, modifies it to knowledge, moderates it to wisdom, visits it for comfort, illumines it to knowledge, perpetuates it to immortality, fills it for happiness, surrounds it for security. He loves as love, knows as truth, sits as fairness, rules as majesty, controls as principle, protects as safety, works as might, reveals as light, assists as pity.





 

In Medit., c. 1: “In Himself God is incomprehensible because He is the beginning and the end. He is the beginning without beginning, the end without end. Among the angels He is desirable because they desire to gaze upon Him. Among the saints He is delightful because they take great pleasure and are joyful in Him. Among creatures He is admirable because He creates all things powerfully, controls all things wisely, dispenses all things kindly. Among men He is lovable because He is their God and they are His people.”

The Damascene sets forth this detailed description from Dionysius, c. 15: “God is the cause and beginning of all things; the essence of all that is; the life of the living; the reason of rational beings; the intellect of intellectual beings; the restoration and resurrection of those who fall away, on the one hand, and the renewal and reforming of nature for those who are corrupt, on the other; the holy foundation of those agitated by an unholy restlessness and the stability of those who stand; the road and uplifting guidance of those being led up upon it and the Father of those made by Him” (Orth. fid., bk. 1, c. 2 and 8). C. 16: “He is being beyond being, deity above deity, beginning before beginning.”

Cf. Justin (Dial. cum Tryph., p. 170), Irenaeus (bk. 2, c. 47), Tertullian (Contra Marcion, bk. 1, p. 148; Adv. Judaeos, p. 120; De Trinit., p. 598; Apolog., c. 16; Contra Prax., p. 405), Hilary (De Patr. et Fil. unit., bk. 1, p. 756), Arnobius (Adv. gentes, bk. 1, p. 23), Nazianzen (Orat. 38, which is In Christi nativ., p. 587; Carmina, p. 1017), Basil (Homily 1, Hexaem., p. 25), Rufinus (Expos. symb.), Augustine, (De Trinit., bk. 1, c. 2), Cassiodorus (on Psalm 2), Hymnum, Scaliger (De subtil.). The Hebrews set forth a brief description: “God is Jehovah Elohim,” that is, one eternal, utterly simple essence of three persons.

§ 93. Furthermore, in order to give a more accurate judgment on these and similar descriptions of God, we should note that the description of God taken from Scripture ought to have five parts: (1) essence; (2) essential attributes; (3) three persons, distinct from each other by hypostatic character; (4) external works, in which the individual persons reveal themselves; (5) God’s benefits, both general (toward the entire human race in the creation and preservation of the world) as well as special (toward the Church).

God is an utterly simple spiritual essence; infinite; of limitless goodness, wisdom, and power; just; and truthful—namely: the Father, who from eternity begot His Son, His image, and who created and preserves all things through the Son in the Holy Spirit; the Son, who was begotten of the Father from eternity, who in the fullness of time assumed human nature and in it carried out the work of redemption; the Holy Spirit, who proceeds ineffably from the Father and the Son from eternity, who was poured out visibly upon the apostles and still today is sent invisibly into the hearts of believers, and who through the preaching of the Gospel gathers the Church from the whole human race and sanctifies it to the glory of God’s name and the eternal salvation of those who believe.

§ 94. 1 John 4:8 provides a practical definition: “God is love.” All God’s works proceed from love, and the Holy Spirit, who proceeds eternally from the Father and the Son, is the substantial love of the Father and of the Son. In time God created all things out of love. Out of love He sent His Son to carry out the work of redemption. Out of love He gives His Holy Spirit, who kindles similar impulses in the hearts of believers. Out of love He will let the blessed gaze upon Him face-to-face in eternal life. God concealed [Deus absconditus] in the category of substance is incomprehensible, indescribable, beyond our grasp and knowledge. But God revealed [Deus revelatus] in the category of revelation is correctly defined by “love” because He does all things in love and from love. Therefore as a practical definition of God is taken from love, so also the practical knowledge of Him consists in love. There is no profit at all in subtle debating about God while meanwhile not loving the highest good, the substantial love. All of God’s works and benefits, which He furnishes to the human race, are directed only to this: to draw us to love God. Love not only caused God to create all things for man’s sake but also caused God Himself to become man. Therefore those hearts must be harder than steel if they are not softened by so great a fire of love that they do not love God their Creator, God their Restorer, God their Sanctifier, etc.


[image: ]

11 Micraelius describes Plato’s “first mode” of genera as dealing with “essence,” that which pertains to the definition of a thing (Lexicon philosophicum, s.v. “modus”).

12 That is, the capability to be acted upon by something else, as opposed to “active potential,” which is the capability of acting upon something else.

13 “Character of being,” that is, because it is so low in the scale of being, as something nonactual.

14 That is, God’s essence is the highest of all beings.

15 Cf. Luther on John 17:3 (1528), WA 28:91–92.



  


CHAPTER VI: ON THE UNITY OF THE DIVINE ESSENCE
 

§ 95. From the definition of God, it is obvious that we must consider in God (1) the unity of His essence and (2) the divine attributes, which are either essential or relative.

(I) It is evident on the basis both of the statements of Scripture and of the weight of rational arguments that God is one. When we say that God is a spiritual essence (from Exod. 3:14) or a spirit (from John 4:[24]), then the words “essence” or “spirit” are not some universal idea abstracted by the mind from individual things that befit God and angels equally. Rather, they signify an infinite thing [res], one in number, actually existing, utterly simple, common equally to the three persons of the Godhead. It is predicated neither univocally nor analogically about God and angels or other creatures, but [it] is predicated in a fully unique manner, because an infinite and finite essence, the uncreated Spirit and a created spirit, are categorically different [plusquam toto genere differant].

On the basis of this principle, we deduce the unity of God or of the divine essence, which Scripture proves with three classes of arguments: (1) by simple affirmation, when it asserts that God is only one; (2) by simple negation, when it denies that there are multiple gods; (3) by exclusive declaration, when it declares that besides the one true God there is no god before or after Him. (See our treatise On the Nature of God in our Commonplaces [1610 Loci Theologici, locus 3], § 40.) Deut. 6:4 stands forth as the classic passage: “Hear, O Israel, the Lord your God is one God,” and Christ quotes this in Mark 12:[29]. The Jews not only read these words every day but even inscribe them on clear parchment that they tie between the hair and forehead and on the left arm. They do not change anything of the entire Law so as to regard it as worthy of some religious honor, according to P. Fagius on Exodus 13. The explanation of unity is that it speaks of a thing not divided in itself but divided from any other thing. The rational arguments in favor of supporting the unity of the divine essence we draw (1) from simplicity, (2) from infinity, (3) from perfection, (4) from supreme goodness, (5) from the authority of dominion. (See the Damascene, Orth. fid., bk. 1, c. 5.)

§ 96. (II) As God is the greatest being [summum ens], so also He is maximally one. Tertullian, Adv. Hermog., c. 17: “The status of the one God vindicates this rule: He is one only because He is the only God. He is the only God only because there is nothing with Him.” Blessed Luther says in his commentary on Genesis 1 that God is one “in the highest unity” and, so to speak, “in the utterly one unity [unissima unitate].”

Metaphysicians argue that something is said to be one either of itself or by accident. God is not called “one” by accident because this is an incomplete kind of unity. Something is one of itself either perfectly or imperfectly—imperfectly (1) according to continuity, (2) according to subject, (3) according to genus, (4) according to species, (5) according to definition. Because these types of unity are imperfect, they also are inadequate for God, who is called one neither according to subject nor genus nor species. Rather, He is called one in the most perfect mode of unity, namely, as an utterly simple and undivided essence. Thus when it is claimed that God is one in number and maximally one, His unity is being considered not as the beginning of a number and reductive into the category of quantity, but as it is convertible with being and is transcendental, signifying nothing else but an undivided being.

** “One” is attributed to God (1) affirmatively, (2) exclusively. In the former way we affirm “one” not only about God but also about any other thing under God that is one or some one thing. In fact, in this sense “one” does not deny or remove other similar things of the same nature, genus, or species but merely denies a division and thus a multiplicity in the actual thing that is said to be “one” and sets up a distinction or division from other things. In this way it is self-evident that God is one. In the latter way, unity is proper to God alone. For “one” excludes the company of other similar things in the same way as the sun is said to be “one” because there are no other suns. **

Bernard, De consid., bk. 5, col. 1048:


There is a unity that can be called collective, as when many stones make up one pile of stones. There is also a constitutive unity, as when many limbs constitute one body or many parts one whole. There is also a conjugative unity by which it happens that they are no longer two but one flesh. There is a native unity by which soul and flesh are born as one man. There is a unity of power by which a man of virtue strives to be found not of unstable or dissimilar power, but to be found always one with himself. There is a harmonious unity, as when many people have one heart through love. There is a votive unity, as when a soul clings to God with all its vows and is one spirit. There is a unity of honor, as when the Word of God assumes our dust into one person. However, to the extent that all of these are related to that great and, so to speak, “unique one” where consubstantiality makes unity, if you assimilate any one of them to this “one,” it will be one in some way; but if you compare them, in no way will it be one.





 

Therefore as God is supreme being, He is maximally one: (1) because He is being, which is convertible with “one”; (2) because He is a singular being, which is maximally one; (3) because He is an utterly simple being, separated far from the multitude of diverse things. Because our mind cannot conceive of a greater or more intimate unity than a unity of essence and number, therefore we say that God is one in essence and in number.

But what should we respond to those words of Basil: “We do not confess that God is one in number but that He is one in nature” (Epistle 141), and of Rufinus: “God is not one in number but in universality” (Expos. symb., sect. 6)? We respond. He is said to be one in number: (1) Absolutely. He is one in such a way that He alone exists and besides Him there is none other of the same essence. (2) Relatively. He is one in such a way that in addition to Him there are others of the same essence. Or unity is either (1) arithmetic or quantitative, (2) or it is essential or transcendental. In the case of God we deny numerical unity in a relative or quantitative sense but not in an absolute and transcendental sense. That is why Victorinus says that “God is one in three persons more than in number” (Contra Arian., bk. 3), because even in those things that are called one in number, some multiplicity can always be discovered, but this is not permitted in the case of the divine essence.

The use of the doctrine of the unity of God.

§ 97. The use of the doctrine of unity is either theoretical or practical. The theoretical use consists of refuting arguments against all who deny the unity of God, either directly or obliquely. Directly: (I) Outside the Church the heathen deny the unity of God when they introduce a multitudinous army of gods, as the Damascene says (Orth. fid., bk. 1, c. 10). Rom. 1:23: “They have exchanged the glory of the incorruptible God for images resembling corruptible man or birds or animals or reptiles.” Gal. 4:8: “You used to be in bondage to those that by nature are not gods.” Augustine carefully discusses this polytheism and idolatry of the heathen in the first books of De civ. Dei. “Who can number the gods of the Romans, native and imported, of heaven, of earth, of hell, of seas, of fountains, of rivers, and, as Varro says, certain and uncertain, in all kinds of gods as in souls, males and females?” (De civ. Dei, bk. 3, c. 12). De civ. Dei., bk. 4, c. 8: “How can we mention in one passage of this book all the names of the gods and goddesses that they themselves could barely include in great volumes as they distributed the proper duties of the deities to individual matters?” Here he lists various names of the gods, and in c. 16 he calls them “a crowd not of gods but of demons,” and in c. 23, “not the power of those whom one should worship but the sins of those who worship them.” According to the same Augustine, Scaevola made three kinds of gods: “gods of poets, of philosophers, of princes.” Lucian divides them into “heavenly, marine, and underworldly,” and Porphyrius divides them into “heavenly, ethereal, aerial, aquous, terrestrial, and infernal.” Some teach that there were three ranks of gods among the heathen. (1) The first would include the heavenly gods, twelve of which were called the primary and select gods. Ennius includes them in this couplet:


Juno, Vesta, Minerva, Ceres, Diana, Venus, Mars,


Mercury, Jupiter and Neptune, Vulcan, Apollo.




 

(2) The second contained those in the middle, that is, heroic and outstanding men whose souls they thought lived partly in the air, partly on earth. (3) The third included Pluto with his guard from Tartarus. Themistius is said to have set forth three hundred ideas of the philosophers about God in his oration Ad Valentem. (See Socrates, Hist. eccles., bk. 4, c. 27.) Against this insane madness of the heathen we correctly set forth the statement of Epiphanius: “Polytheism is worse than atheism.”

(II) There are those in the Church who have undermined the unity of God. (a) In the second century after Christ’s birth, Valentinus attributed individual works of God to individual gods. (See Tertullian, Adv. Valent.; Irenaeus, bk. 1, c. 1; Epiphanius, Haeres., 31; Theodoret, Haeret. fab., bk. 1, c. 10; etc.)

(b) In the same century Marcion, the disciple of Cerdo, introduced two gods: one who was righteous and punished sin severely, whom the Old Testament called “God” and “the Lawgiver”; the other who was patient and kind, whom the New Testament called “God” and “the author of the Gospel.” (See Irenaeus and Augustine.) Philastrius reports his heresy a little differently. He introduced two principles: one good and one evil. Epiphanius said that he established three principles: one invisible, the second visible and a worker, the third midway between the invisible and the visible, namely, the devil. (See Tertullian, Contra Marc., bk. 1, p. 150; Irenaeus, bk. 1, c. 29; Epiphanius, Haeres., 42, p. 137; Theodoret, Haer. fab., bk. 1, c. 28; etc. See also the Cent. Magdeb. 2., c. 5.)

(c) In the second century, Manes (after whom the Manichaeans are named) invented two gods who are ungenerated and eternal and opposite to each other: one good and the cause of all good in nature, the other evil, from whom come the evils of both fault and punishment. Others report that these were God and matter and that he called God “light” and called matter or material “darkness.” (See Epiphanius, Haeres., 66, p. 281; Theodoret, Haer. fab., bk. 1, last chapter; Leo, Serm. 4.
quadrag.; and Augustine, De haeres., vol. 6, c. 46.)

(d) The Tritheists introduced three gods. Nicephorus (Hist., bk. 18, c. 47) and Suidas (col. 410) report about Johann Philoponus, called “The Grammarian,” that he claimed that “three divine persons are the true God in the way that three men are one man. Therefore as we place three substances in three men, so also he claimed the same thing in God.” Theodoret mentions the same thing about the heretical Peratae (Haer. fab., bk. 1, c. 19). Cyril attributes the same error to Porphyrius in Contra Julian., bk. 1, where he says: “He thought the same thing as Arius, namely, that there are three gods in the Trinity.” You see, because the Arians say, “The Son is less than the Father and the Holy Spirit less than the Father and the Son,” they also had to assert different substances in the Trinity. For this reason the Arians were also called Porphyrians. (See Constantine in Socrates, bk. 1, c. 6; Theodosius, C. de haer., last book; and Augustine, De agone Christi, c. 15.) Augustine also mentioned some people who said, “God is one in essence in the same way as many men are said to be one with respect to essence.” The three persons, however, are the one true God not only in essence but also in number, not three gods divided among themselves. In the previous century, Valentinus Gentilis claimed that there were three spirits differing in eternal, essential number (Proth., 20 and 23).

(2) Those who give to creatures the honor owed to God destroy the unity of God indirectly. (See our commonplace [1610 Loci Theologici, locus 3 (On the Nature of God)], § 46.)

Whether the unity of the divine essence removes the Trinity of persons.

§ 98. Vindication of abuse also pertains to this theoretical use. For from the unity of the divine essence the Photinians draw their argument against the Trinity of persons, as is evident from the Catech. Racov., p. 57, and from all the writings of the Photinians published against the mystery of the Trinity. In their writings this argument is always placed first: “The divine essence is one; therefore there are not three distinct persons in it.”

We respond. (1) Christian simplicity responds that both are written in the Word: that the true God is one and that the Father, Son, and Holy Spirit are one, that is, that the three distinct persons are one. Therefore we should embrace both in faith and hold our reason captive to faith in this mystery.

(2) We have shown in its own commonplace that the rule of faith we are to accept is complete and that parts of it should not be opposed to each other. The rule of faith teaches that God is one. The same rule of faith teaches that the Father is God, that the Son is God, and that the Holy Spirit is God. Therefore we must not oppose these different parts in the rule of faith to each other nor should we oppose the one to the other out of the perverse judgment of reason.

(3) Just as the Tritheists sin, who attack the unity of the essence of God on the basis of those passages of Scripture that testify that the Father is God, that the Son is God, and that the Holy Spirit is God, so also the Photinians sin in the same manner when they attack the Trinity of persons in the Divinity on the basis of those passages of Scripture that testify that the true God is one. It is a common source of error to pass judgment on the things set forth in the rule of faith on the basis of a precept of human reason. Because reason claims that these are contrary and opposed to each other, they think they must depart from the literal meaning of the words in the one in order to establish the other. A similar example of error occurs in the fact that as the Manichaeans once used to assail the truth of the human nature on the basis of passages that place the divine nature in Christ, so the Photinians attack the divine nature on the basis of passages that teach we must acknowledge a human nature in Christ. Vigilius writes against them beautifully, Contra Eutych., bk. 2, p. 34:


When a Manichaean looks at such great miracles of power that the Son of God has performed, he is unwilling to confess that Christ is a man. When a Photinian notes the nature of our body in Him, he judges that Christ is not God. The former does this to propagate Christ’s powers, the latter to reinforce His weaknesses. The former alleges these powers as heralds of Christ’s deity, the latter alleges those weaknesses as heralds of His humanity. The majesty of such a great name calls the former away from a profession of Christ’s humanity, while the humility of the injustices that he sees as unworthy of God calls the latter to a confession of Christ only as a man. The miracles distract the one; the sufferings slow the other. The former is deceived by the deity; the latter is offended by the humanity. The former says, “He is God”; the latter, “He is man.” It is a great miracle that the truth is confirmed by attacking Him, and both speak the truth while each is lying. Listen, then, O Manichaean: You speak the truth that He is God, but you are deceived in saying that He is not also man. Listen, then, O Photinian: He is truly man, as you say, though not in the way you say, but He is also God, which you wickedly reject. He is God as much as a Manichaean denies that He is a man, and He is man as much as you do not believe that He is God.





 

We respond in precisely the same way when the Photinians oppose the unity of essence to the plurality of persons in God.

(4) Therefore, for all the objections of the Photinians that they declare in this argument, one distinction is sufficient—the distinction between the infinite, creating essence and the finite, created essence. Concerning the finite, created essence, it is quite true that the same thing, one in number, cannot simultaneously be complete in many persons, just as it is quite true that any finite, created person has his own peculiar essence. But concerning the uncreated, utterly simple, infinite, and all-creating divine essence, we say most truthfully that because of its supreme simplicity and infinity, it can be in multiple distinct persons without any multiplication or division of itself.

(5) Consequently, when they press, saying, “The essence of God is one not in species but in number and, therefore, cannot be common to several persons—or if it does become common to several, it is no longer one in number,” then we respond in this way: In the case of created things and multiplied and individual persons, essences are multiplied in number because no created essence is its own being nor is any created essence infinite. The divine essence, however, is its own being and is infinite; therefore because of its supreme simplicity, perfection, and infinity it can be in multiple persons.

Ambrose writes: “In some way the Church takes the middle road between Gentiles and Jews. Gentiles multiply and divide the divine nature as they put one nature in Saturn and another in Jupiter. The Jews, on the other hand, not only make one divine nature but also one person. The Church, however, confesses multiple persons, contrary to the Jews, and only one divine nature in these persons, contrary to the Gentiles” (De fide, bk. 1, c. 5). Bernard states it beautifully, De consid. ad Eugen., bk. 5:


Do we destroy what is said about unity when we bring in the Trinity? No, rather, we establish the unity. We say the Father, we say the Son, we say the Holy Spirit are not three gods but one. What does that number without number—so to speak—want for itself? If three, how is that not a number? If one, where is the number? … We may say it is three but not to the prejudice of unity. We may say one but not to the confusion of the Trinity. After all, names are not empty things nor are they hollow words without meaning. This is Sabellian. Who asks how what we say is catholic can exist? Let it be enough for him to hold that this is so. It is not clear to reason, yet it is not uncertain to opinion but it is persuasive to faith. This mystery is great and indeed worthy of our honor, but we should not investigate how plurality is in unity—and in this unity—nor how unity is in plurality. To investigate this is rashness, to believe it is piety, to know it is life and even eternal life.





 

And later: “When I say ‘one,’ the number of the Trinity does not disturb me, for it does not multiply nor change nor divide its essence. Again, when I say ‘three,’ the consideration of unity does not reprove me, for it neither forces those and any three, or those three, into confusion nor reduces them to singularity.” For the sake of some illustration, they offer “faculties of the soul,” which are different from each other yet really are one with the soul, but human curiosity always finds something to answer.

(6) If they say, “Hypostasis (person) is nothing else but a single nature and substance; therefore because there is one nature in God, there will also be one person,” we respond: The Scholastics respond by denying the major premise because the hypostasis adds an incommunicable substance to the intellectual nature and substance. But because hypostases are not multiplied in created things unless their natures are also multiplied, their argument (they say) depends on the proposition: “Because hypostasis in humans is something absolute, but in divine persons the hypostatic property is a relationship, therefore hypostatic properties and hypostases can be multiplied without multiplying nature or essence, which is something absolute.” They say, then, that no contradiction is involved when plural subsistences or persons are in the divine essence that is one and the same in number. They prove it with this reasoning:


When any two things are distinguished from each other by logic or definition, no contradiction is involved if when one is multiplied, the other is not multiplied. For then to be multiplied and not to be multiplied, to be one and not to be one—these seem to be contradictory not in the single manner that is required for a contradiction. Rather, this falls into two different manners. For those things are not contradictory that are attributed to one thing in different manners but only when that thing is said to exist and not exist in precisely the same manner. Therefore because essence and subsistence [i.e., hypostasis, person] are distinguished by logic as a thing and its mode—for subsistence is a mode of existing of itself, while essence is the nature itself existing in that mode—thus it happens that no contradiction is involved when subsistences are multiplied without multiplying their nature and, conversely, when natures are multiplied without multiplying their subsistences. By faith we acknowledge the first of these in the case of God, in whom a nature (one in number) subsists in three different subsistences. With the same faith we believe the other in the case of Christ, in whom two natures (divine and human) subsist in one subsistence of the Word.





 

So much for that. (See also Smiglecki, De error. nov. Arian., bk. 1, c. 18, and Fioravanti, bk. 3, c. 3.)

We readily concede that these are not contradictory in and of themselves—that God is one in essence and three in persons—for a true contradiction indicates falsity because two contradictory things can never be true at the same time. Nevertheless if we allow our reason to judge concerning this mystery, it dreams up for itself pure contradictions, for it can in no way comprehend how the hypostatic property of the Father is most really one with the divine essence in the Father yet is really distinguished from the hypostatic property of the Son (which is most really one with the divine essence in the Son). Therefore the safest thing is to understand and discuss this mystery on the basis of Scripture alone.

The arguments of the Photinians: First, Matthew 19:17: “No one is good but God alone.”

§ 99. Let us, then, pass over human reasonings, which we ought not heed in this mystery (for this mystery surpasses not only all human wisdom but even angelic reason), and let us look at the words of Scripture from which they want to prove that as there is one essence in God, so also there is only one person. (I) Matt. 19:17 and Mark 10:18: “When a certain lawyer had said to Christ: ‘Good Teacher, what good deed must I do to have eternal life?’ Christ answers him: ‘Why do you call Me good? No one is good but God alone.’ Here they note that Christ is speaking about the Deity considered in itself because He is speaking about goodness, which is an essential attribute of the Deity. Consequently, He is therefore denying that He is good because He is not God. Thus He opposes to Himself the one and only Good.”

We respond. (1) The Photinians cannot simply and completely deny goodness to the Son. John 10:11: “I am the Good Shepherd.” Wisdom 7:26: “It is the spotless mirror of the brightness of God and the image of His goodness.” Therefore they are compelled to acknowledge that Christ is saying this only in a certain manner and respect.

(2) We should not look for that certain respect in the notion that Christ does not want to be called good because He is not the true God along with the Father. We conclude this from the clear passages in which He is called “God.” What is clearer than the apostle’s word in 1 John 5:20: “This is the true God and eternal life”? Athanasius calls this testimony “written proof” in his debate with Arius.

(3) As in many other places, so also in this passage Christ is accommodating Himself to the opinion of the one who was speaking with Him. You see, we make a discourse with others in a double sense: (a) in an absolute sense, according to our mind; (b) in a relative sense, according to the mind of the other. In this passage Christ is answering not according to His own mind but according to that of the man who is asking, for he had called Christ “good” in no other sense than he would have called any teacher “good.” For this reason Christ reproves him for calling Him good if he did not believe that He is God, who is good of Himself, supremely and essentially good. (Cf. Nazianzen, Orat. 5.
de theol.; Basil, Contra Eunom., bk. 4; Epiphanius, Haeres., 69; Ambrose, De fide, bk. 2, c. 1; Chrysostom, commentary on this passage in Matthew; etc. See more statements of the fathers in Jean de LaHaye, Evang. disp., c. 133, at v. 2.)

Second, John 17:3: “This is eternal life …”

§ 100. (II) John 17:3: “ ‘This is eternal life, that they know You, the only true God, and Jesus Christ, Your Son, whom You have sent.’ If the Father alone is true God, then the Son is not” (Socinus, Tract. de Deo, Christo et Spir. s., p. 6; Catech. Racov., p. 32; Transsylvani ministri, bk. 2, c. 5). We respond. (1) Some give the answer that we have here a fallacy of composition and division. The word “alone” ought not be related to the subject—as if the Father alone is called true God—but to the predicate, because the Father is the alone true God, outside of whom there is no other. The article [image: ] and the exclusive adjective [image: ] are prefixed not to the subject [image: ] but to the predicate [image: ]. (An exclusive adjective of the subject is that which excludes all other subjects from participating in the predicate. An exclusive word of the predicate is that which places a sign of exclusion between subject and predicate and excludes all other predicates from the same subject. From this comes the rule: An exclusive word of the subject does not exclude those things that are the same in individual essence with the subject.) They confirm this from the sequence of the Greek text and from the Syriac paraphrase “that they may know You, who are the only God of truth ([image: ]),” that is, besides whom no one is true God.

(2) Some teach that the words should be construed in this way: [image: ], “that they may know the only true God who is opposed to imaginary and false gods, namely, You and Jesus Christ, whom You have sent.” They declare that this reading can be confirmed by the article [image: ].

(3) We respond on the basis of the rule that the holy fathers hand down: that the exclusive word “alone” is not opposed to the other persons of the Godhead but to creatures and imaginary deities. When a discussion refers to something that fits any divine person according to essence, other divine persons who are of the same divine essence are not excluded. Indeed, they are included. Augustine, Contra Max., bk. 3, c. 13: “The word ‘alone’ does not exclude those persons who are of the same nature with the Father, but rather [it excludes] created things.” Cyril, Thesaur., bk. 10, c. 6: “We must necessarily take what is said—‘that they may know You, the only true God’—as [directed] against the false gods of the heathen.”

We prove this rule: (a) From the general meaning of the exclusive word. The word “alone” is not always taken simply and absolutely so as to exclude everything without exception, even what is joined with a person or thing in a certain respect, but only [to exclude] certain things. 1 Kings 12:20: “There was none that followed the house of David but the tribe of Judah alone.” Here, however, the tribe of Benjamin, which had joined the tribe of Judah, is not excluded. John 8:9: “Jesus remained in the temple alone.” Here not the woman but her accusers are excluded. Mark 6:47: “Christ was alone on land,” but here only the disciples are removed. 1 Cor. 9:6: “Or is it Barnabas and I alone who have no right?” Here the exclusive word “alone” is used to refer to Paul alone, but Barnabas is not excluded. In fact, he was associated with Paul in the work of preaching the Gospel. If Barnabas is not excluded by the word “alone” used in reference to Paul because of the unity in their work, all the more must we understand that the Son is not excluded by the word “alone” used in reference to the Father because of their unity in being [in essendo].

We must, however, come even closer. Therefore we say, (b) in this passage, the Son is not excluded from divinity. This can be established from the fact that the Son is mentioned expressly: “This is eternal life, that they may know You, the only true God, and Your Son, Jesus Christ, whom You have sent.” If eternal life is said to consist of the knowledge of someone in the same and equal manner in which it also consists of a knowledge of the Father, then that someone is true God with the Father. (If there is one spiritual and divine knowledge of them, then one divine nature belongs to them.) But eternal life is said to consist of the knowledge of Christ in the same and equal manner by which it consists of the knowledge of the Father. Therefore. The major premise is proven from 1 John 5:20, where the Son’s divinity is demonstrated from the fact that “in Him is eternal life.” VV. 11–12: “God has given us eternal life, and this life is in His Son…. He who has the Son has life.” V. 20: “This is the true God and eternal life.” The minor premise is clear from Christ’s words themselves.

(c) We prove this rule from the varied use of the exclusive particle. Scripture speaks about the Deity in two ways: (α) considered externally, namely, when it attributes deity to God alone and opposes Him to the multitude of fictitious gods; (β) considered internally, when it asserts that deity is common to the three persons of the Godhead. Wherever Scripture says that God is one, that He is God alone, that there is no one besides Him or outside of Him, there deity is considered externally, and from the deity are excluded all creatures and all invented gods. This is properly the force of the exclusive when it is used to refer to God (Deut. 32:12; 1 Cor. 8:[6]; etc.). On the other hand, when the deity is considered from within or internally [ad intra], then the exclusive plainly is being rejected. John 16:32: “I am not alone, for the Father is with Me.” John 8:16: “It is not I alone … but I and He who sent Me, even the Father,” because the Father is not “God alone” in that manner that the Son and the Holy Spirit are not one God with Him16—for the Son also is true God (1 John 5:20) and has all things that the Father has (John 16:15). Therefore whenever the Father alone is called true God, the meaning is that we should not look for another God outside the deity of the Father. However, the Son and the Holy Spirit are not outside the deity of the Father, but “the Son is in the Father” (John 14:10) and is “one with the Father” (John 10:30), obviously because He has deity communicated to Himself through being eternally begotten of the Father.

(d) We prove it from the definition of the Father. The Father here is called the true God alone. In Scripture, however, the Father is described in such a way that He is the First Person of the Godhead who from eternity begot the Son, His own image, and together with the Son breathed the Holy Spirit. Remove the divinity of the Son and you have destroyed the definition of the Father as it is given in Scripture because He who does not have the eternal Son is not the eternal Father. Therefore the word “alone” is so far from excluding the Son that He is rather included in the name of the Father Himself as a partaker with the Father of one and the same divinity. The Father is God because of the deity that He has in Himself and from Himself. The Son has the same, one deity from the Father through the eternal begetting. Therefore the Son is God too. As a result Christ declares plainly in John 5:23: “Whoever does not honor the Son does not honor the Father,” obviously because the Son is of one and the same essence with the Father.

(e) We prove it from the logic of parity. If the word “alone,” used with reference to the Father as the First Person, were to exclude the Son from sharing the divinity, surely the same word used with reference to the Son would exclude the Father from the same sharing. But the consequence is absurd. Therefore the antecedent is also absurd. Basil proves that that exclusive is used with reference to the Son on the basis of Baruch 3:[35–37]: “This is our God; no other will be compared with Him. He found the whole way to knowledge …. Afterward He appeared on earth and lived among men” (Contra Eunom., bk. 4). Because the book of Baruch is outside the canon, however, we cite another example that Cyprian presses in Ad Quirin., bk. 2, c. 6, on the basis of Isa. [43]:10–11: “I am He. Before Me no god was formed nor shall there be any after Me. I, I am the Lord, and besides Me there is no Savior.” He concludes clearly that these words apply to Christ from Isa. 45:21–23: “Was it not I, the Lord? And there is no other god besides Me, a righteous God and Savior. There is none besides Me. Turn to Me and be saved, all the ends of the earth! For I am God, and there is no other. By Myself I have sworn; from My mouth has gone forth in righteousness a Word that shall not return, because every knee will bow to Me.” In clear language, the apostle in Rom. 14:[11] refers this passage to Christ, and the situation itself shows that we should understand it as referring to Christ, who is saving (Gen. 49:18; Isa. 52:10) and is the Savior (Zech. 9:9; Luke 2:11). In fact, “there is salvation in no one else” (Acts 4:12) and in Him is our righteousness (2 Cor. 5:21). Jude 4: “Who deny our only Master, God, and Lord, Jesus Christ.” V. 25: “To the only wise God, our Savior, be glory,” etc. Here it is obvious that the words refer to Christ. 1 Cor. 2:2: “I decided to know nothing among you except Jesus Christ.” Here he is not excluding a knowledge of the Father and the Holy Spirit. He mentions Christ alone because there is no way to salvation outside of Christ. Therefore the exclusive word is used with reference to Christ because without Him there is no Savior nor God. That is, the fact that He alone is Savior and God by no means excludes the Father and the Holy Spirit but is opposed to the gods of the heathen (Isa. 45:15–16). In exactly the same way, when it is used concerning the Father, it does not exclude the Son. Matt. 11:[27]: “No one knows the Son except the Father,” that is, the Father alone; “and no one knows the Father except the Son,” that is, the Son alone. Yet the Holy Spirit is not excluded; in fact, “He searches the depths of God” (1 Cor. 2:10). In the same way we read in Mark 13:32: “Of that day no one knows, not even the angels in heaven nor the Son (clearly according to the human nature and in the state of humiliation) but only the Father.” Here the Son is not being excluded according to His divine nature and state of exaltation, as is shown elsewhere, nor [is] the Holy Spirit [excluded], who is one God with the Father and the Son. 1 Cor. 2:11: “No one comprehends the thoughts of God except the Spirit of God.” Rev. 19:12: “No one knows His name except Himself.” Nevertheless neither the Father nor the Holy Spirit is being excluded. In his commentary on Romans 8, Origen cites the words of 1 Cor. 8:6, where Christ is called “one Lord,” yet the Father is not being excluded, who is Himself Lord of all. 1 Tim. 6:15–16: “The Father is the only Potentate, the King of kings and Lord of lords, who alone has immortality,” etc. Nevertheless the Son is not being excluded, who also Himself is called “King of kings and Lord of lords” (Rev. 17:14; 19:16).

The statements of the ancients can shed some light on these foundations of our response. Hilary, De Trinit., bk. 3, p. 27:


The Son pays the honor owed to His Father when He says: “You alone are the true God.” Nevertheless the Son does not separate Himself from the true God when He adds: “and Jesus Christ, whom You have sent.” The confession of believers draws no line between the two because their hope for life is in both, nor is “true God” lacking to Him whose name follows [in the Creed]. Therefore when it says, “that they may know You, the only true God, and Jesus Christ, whom You have sent,” the indication of one sending and one sent is not meant to show a difference between the true Godhead of the Father and of the Son under any semblance of distinction or discrimination. Rather, it serves as a guide to the religious confession of them as Begetter and Begotten.





 

De Trinit., bk. 2: “I do not understand how for our faith He should be separated from the true God when He is not separable for our salvation …. If the one God, the Father, does not take away from Christ that He is the one Lord, then the one true God, the Father, does not take away from Christ that He is true God, because this is what accomplishes the reward of eternal life: when one true God is believed, Christ also is believed. Because Christ is united in the belief and confession of the true God, the Father, tell me, what faith is it to deny that He is true God and to say that He is a creature, because it is no faith to believe in the only true God without Christ?”

Epiphanius, Haeres., 42, p. 233: “These things are said not because the Son and the Holy Spirit are not true God but so that the human mind might be led back to the one Unity, to the one Deity, from the multitude of gods.” Basil, Epistle 141, vol. 2, p. 107: “When God is said to be ‘one’ and ‘alone’ in Scripture, this is not said to the exclusion of the Son and the Holy Spirit, but against those who, though they are not gods, are falsely called ‘gods.’ ”

Cyril, Thesaur., bk. 10, c. 6: “We cannot exclude the Son whenever the Father alone is said to exist or to do something—who alone stretches out the heavens, as the prophet writes regarding the Father. Also the voice of the Father Himself is heard: ‘I alone have stretched out the heavens.’ Nevertheless it is also clearly said of the Son: ‘By the Word of the Lord were the heavens made.’ If, then, the Son is said to have made them, though the Father is said to have created the heavens alone, it is clear that even when the Father alone is called the true God we must understand also along with Him the Son, through whom He did all things and through whom He speaks.”

Athanasius, in his debate against Arius in the Council of Nicaea, cites this example: “If one were to say: ‘Surely you must know that Constantine alone is the ruler of the land and sea and that Constantius is his son,’ here the son is not separated from an association in the sovereignty but is rather joined to it.”

Basil urges this idea: “Just as one may not conclude from the fact that the Son is said to be God, blessed over all things, that He is even greater than the Father, so also when the Father is said to be the only true God, we should not take that in the sense that the Son is being excluded” (Contra Eunom., bk. 6).

Nazianzen, Orat. 5.
de theol.: “The words ‘that they may know You, the only true God’ are proclaimed to overthrow the gods who, despite the fact that they actually are not gods, are still called ‘gods.’ For the words ‘and Jesus Christ, whom You have sent’ would not be added if the words ‘only true’ were placed there to set the Son apart instead of being uttered about the Deity in common.”

Augustine, De Trinit., bk. 6, c. 9, explains “alone” with the word “one”: “We say that the Father is the one true God and the Son is the one true God and the Holy Spirit is the one true God and, at the same time, that the Father, Son, and Holy Spirit, that is, the Trinity itself, are not three true Gods but one true God.” Later he adds: “This can be the arrangement of the words: ‘that they may know You and Him whom You have sent, Jesus Christ, the one true God.’ ”

(f) We prove it from the confession of our adversaries. Although our adversaries do not acknowledge the unity of essence in the Father and the Son, yet because they teach that the Son is subordinate to the Father, therefore they teach that the exclusive used in reference to God the Father is not opposed to Christ. Socinus, Miscell., p. 273: “When the word ‘only’ and words meaning the same thing are said with reference to God, they never exclude those who are subordinate to Him.” In his response to part 1 of Smiglecki, c. 2, p. 14, Schmalz writes as follows about Matt. 4:10: “Christ is not excluding Himself when He cites these words from the Law: ‘You shall serve God alone.’ ” Socinus, Epist. ad Radecc., p. 149: “When the word ‘only’ and words meaning the same thing are spoken concerning God, they never exclude those who are subordinate to Him.”

Third, 1 Corinthians 8:6: “One God, the Father, from whom are all things.”

§ 101. (III) 1 Cor. 8:6: “For us there is one God, the Father, from whom are all things and we for Him, and one Lord Jesus Christ, through whom are all things and we through Him.”

We respond. (1) The apostle expressly calls Christ [image: ], “Lord,” which the Septuagint translators use instead of the Tetragrammaton “Jehovah.” Therefore when the Father is said to be “one God,” the Son is not being excluded thereby. In the same way, the Holy Spirit is not excluded when the Father is said to be “one God” and the Son “one Lord” because He Himself is called both God and Lord in 1 Cor. 12:11. The supreme and absolute Lord is also the true God. Christ is the supreme and absolute Lord because He is set in opposition to all other lords, that is, He Himself is the Lord of lords, which befits the true God alone.

(2) The word “one” does not exclude the other persons of the Godhead but excludes creatures and fictitious deities, as we gather from the preceding words: “Although there may be so-called gods in heaven and on earth—as indeed there are many ‘gods’ and many ‘lords’—yet for us there is one God.”

(3) The phrases “from whom” and “through whom” imply no inequality between the Father and the Son because [the latter] is also said regarding the Father: “For it is fitting that He from whom and through whom all things exist, in bringing many sons to glory, should confirm the author of their salvation through suffering” (Heb. 2:10); because “through Him we were called into the fellowship of His Son” (1 Cor. 1:9); and because Paul is called an apostle “through Him” (Gal. 1:1). Consequently, these phrases indicate no inequality of activity, of works, or manner of operating—for the opposite is clear from John 5:19. Rather, they indicate the order and distinction of persons, as Basil teaches in great detail in De Spiritu s., c. 8. The Photinians themselves interpret the apostle’s words in Rom. 11:[36] (“from Him and through Him and to Him are all things”) as a reference to the one true God. (Zeno in Laertius: [image: ] They call Jupiter [image: ] [“through”] because all things were thought to be through him.)

(4) If someone could correctly conclude that the Son is not God because the Father is called the one true God, surely with the same logic he could correctly conclude that the Father is not the Lord because the Son is called the one Lord.

Fourth, Ephesians 4:6: “One God and Father of us all.”

§ 102. (IV) Eph. 4:6: “One God and Father of us all, who is above all and through all.”

We respond. (1) The word “Father” here is not taken relatively or personally for the First Person of the Trinity but essentially for all three persons. Mal. 2:10: “Have we not all one Father? Has not one God created us?” Matt. 23:9: “You have one Father, who is in heaven.”

(2) The First Person of the Trinity is called “Father” in two respects: (a) in reference to His internal operation [operis ad intra] because from eternity He begot His Son, His image. In this sense the name “Father” is not given to the Son nor to the Holy Spirit. (b) In reference to His external work [operis ad extra] because out of His fatherly goodness He has created and still preserves all things through the Son in the Holy Spirit. In this sense the name “Father” is also assigned to the Son. Isa. 9:6: “The eternal Father.” Also, the Holy Spirit is called the “Father of the poor” in the Church’s hymn.17

(3) The apostle is so far from attacking the trinity of persons on the basis of the unity of the divine essence that he is instead pointing out the three distinct persons in this passage. For when he had said, “There is one God and Father,” then he adds, “who is above all and through all and in us all,” with which words he designates the distinct persons of the Godhead, just as he had also done in Rom. 11:36. To the Father he attributes the fact that He is “above all,” as in Rom. 11:36 all things are said to be “from Him”; to the Son, that He is “through all” because all things are said to have been made “through Him” (John 1:3); to the Holy Spirit, that He is “in all things.” Wisdom 12:1: “Your incorruptible Spirit is in all things.”

The practical use of the doctrine of the unity of the divine essence.

§ 103. Christ reveals the practical use in His prayer before His suffering (John 17:21–22) where He addresses the Father with these words: “(I pray) that they may all be one, even as You, Father, are in Me and I in You, that they may also be in Us…. The glory that You have given Me I have given to them that they may be one just as We are one—I in them and You in Me—that they may become perfectly one.” You see, though we may not be able to aspire to that utterly united essential unity that is between the Father and the Son, yet, as an example of that unity, it is proper for us also to strive for the unity of souls.

Athanasius, Orat. 4. contra Arian., p. 237: “As the Father and the Son are one in essence, so also by some likeness and rough form, while we look upon Him, we are made one with one common harmony of heart among us and with a unity of spirit.” And later: “Therefore He (the only-begotten Word) is one with His Father by nature and truly, but all of us are related [cognati] to one another and have been begotten of one man, and by the one nature of all men we are made one in affection and mind, having as our archetype and example the natural unity of the Father and the Son.” Cyril, on John, bk. 11, c. 26: “What is that manner of praying that ‘they may be one just as You, Father, are in Me and I in You, that they also be one in Us’? He is asking for the bond of love, peace, and harmony, which leads believers to so great a spiritual union that it imitates the likeness of the natural and consubstantial union in the Father, Son, and Holy Spirit.”

With serious words the apostle urges us to this unity of like-mindedness and harmony in Eph. 4:4–6, where he lists the various types of unity, all of which should invite us to that spiritual unity in Christ. [1] First is the unity of body. The apostle could have begun with that natural unity and relationship by which we all take our origin from one first parent. In this respect we are all members of one body, in reference to which Acts 17:26 says: “God made from one blood every nation of men to live upon the earth.” However, because he intends to discuss the spiritual unity in Christ, therefore he omits that natural kinship and puts the unity of body in the first place. This unity of body, however, consists not only in the fact that Christ made one body and one Church out of two peoples, Jews and Gentiles (see Eph. 2:14; 3:[6], where the Gentiles are said to be “members of the same body and fellow partakers of the promise”), but also and especially in the fact that all true believers are members of one mystical body whose head is Christ. Thus they are united in this way not only among themselves but also with Christ as their head, as the explanation is added in v. 15: “Let us in all things grow up in Him who is the head, even Christ, from whom the whole body, being compacted and joined by what every joint supplies, according to the working in the measure of every part, makes increase of the body, unto edifying of itself in love” (Eph. 4:15–16). Therefore as intimate as this union is between the members of a living body and its head, so intimate also is that union between Christ and believers, who are the members of His mystical body. (See Eph. 1:22; 5:25; Col. 1:18; etc.) Moreover, it is not right for members of one body to be at variance with each other.

[2] Second is the unity of the Spirit. The union of believers among themselves and with Christ—through which they become members of the one mystical body whose head is Christ—is created by the Holy Spirit, who is the bond of believers among themselves and with Christ. 1 John 4:13: “By this we know that we abide in Him and He in us: because He has given us His own Spirit.” You see, as the Holy Spirit is the bond of love between the Father and the Son, so also is He the bond of love between God and all in whom the Holy Spirit dwells as in His own temple. 1 Cor. 6:17: “He who is united with the Lord is one Spirit.” Just as husband and wife are one flesh because of the bond of marital unity, so God and the believing soul in whom the Holy Spirit dwells are one spirit. Cyril, op. cit.: “Having received the Holy Spirit, we are in some way united among ourselves and with God. Although Christ does distribute the Spirit of the Father and of Himself to each one of us, nevertheless the indivisible Spirit, as He is distributed to each, unites all of them in Himself and makes all of them to whom the distribution has been made to be one in Himself.” If they have one Spirit, they also have one mind.

(3) The unity of hope. Although in this life the devout have different callings and different gifts (1 Cor. 7:17), nevertheless there is one general calling for all to piety and to the service of God, also one hope of calling set forth to all in Christ, namely, eternal life. In fact, God has promised the rewards of eternal life to all who believe in Christ and persevere in true faith and the pursuit of piety. 2 Tim. 4:8: “Not only to me but to all who love His coming.” It is not fitting that those who will be victorious together in heaven should be at variance on earth.

(4) The unity of the Lord. “We all have one Lord,” but who is that? Our Savior, Jesus Christ, who in the special wording of the New Testament Scripture is called “Lord.” He is the one Lord of us all: (α) With respect to His incarnation, because He is consubstantial with all of us with respect to His assumed flesh. Eph. 5:30: “We are members of His body, of His flesh, and of His bones.” Just as Christ is consubstantial with the Father in His divine nature, so He is consubstantial with us according to His human nature. In this sense and respect, a sort of fellowship and unity of nature exists between Christ and us. Indeed, because the Word has personally united the human nature assumed from us with Himself, we are correctly said to be united with God because of the mystery of the incarnation—not that each and every human nature has been united personally with the Word but because that unique flesh assumed from Mary and taken up into the very Divinity comes in contact with us by the bond of natural recognition [naturalis cognitionis vinculo nostram attingit]. (β) He is one Lord of us all also with respect to the redemption, because with His suffering and death He has redeemed not merely a few men elected by absolute decree but the entire human race. Therefore He is the Lord of us all because He has redeemed all to be His special people, though the salutary fruit of this redemption affects only those who believe (see Matt. 1:21; Titus 2:[14]; etc.). Therefore because we are servants of the one Lord, it is not right for us to be at variance among ourselves.

(5) The unity of faith. As there is one Gospel by which we all are called to the hope of eternal life, so also one faith unites and conjoins all who believe as it is kindled by the Holy Spirit from the preaching of the Gospel. Therefore because their minds are joined together by the unity of faith, it is not proper that their wills be at variance with one another.

(6) The unity of the mysteries or of the Sacraments. The apostle says: “one Baptism.” In 1 Cor. 12:13 he says: “For by one Spirit we are all baptized into one body.” By one Baptism we are grafted into the one mystical body of Christ and receive the one Holy Spirit. Also in the Holy Supper, the second [altero] sacrament of the New Testament, the communicants are united among themselves and with Christ through their sharing of the body and blood of Christ. 1 Cor. 10:17: “For we, being many, are one bread, one body, for we all partake of the one bread.” On the basis of this principle, the devout ancients also conclude that our bodies will be raised. It is proper that those who share the same sacraments should certainly foster unity among themselves.

(7) The unity of God. As the devout truly worship one God, so also it is fitting that they express that unity with agreement of their minds and with the deed itself [i.e., in worship]. “There is one Father of us all.” It is not at all proper for children of one father in one household to be at variance.


[image: ]

16 That is, in whatever way the Son and the Spirit are said to not be one with the Father, this is not the manner in which the Father is said to be “God alone.”

17 That is, the sequence hymn Veni Sancte Spiritus.



  


CHAPTER VII: ON THE DIVINE ATTRIBUTES IN GENERAL
 

The divine attributes are one with the divine essence.

§ 104. Until this point we have been discussing the unity of the divine essence. Consequently, we must next speak about the divine attributes, concerning which we form two theorems. (I) The divine attributes, as we consider them in and of themselves [in se ac per se], are really and most simply one with the divine essence, as we showed in detail in our article On the Nature of God [1610 Loci Theologici, locus 3], § 47ff. The definition depends (1) on the simplicity of the divine essence, which excludes18 every composition of essence and of accidents without exception. Rabbeinu HaKadosh, in Gale razeia, according to Weidner (Loc. fid., treatise 1, p. 119), says: “Nothing is found in God that is not God Himself.” Augustine, De civ. Dei, bk. 8, c. 6: “For Him, being is not one thing and living another, as if He could be without living; nor is living one thing and understanding another for Him, as if He could live without understanding; nor is understanding one thing and being blessed [beatus] another for Him, as if He could understand and not be blessed. Rather, for Him living, understanding, and being blessed—for Him this is being. Whatever is said worthily about God is not a quality but [His] essence.” See also Leo, epistle 91.

(2) It depends on the unchangeability of the divine essence. If the attributes were in God like qualities, God would be made changeable because every quality and accident is present in changeable fashion. Alcuin, De Trinit., bk. 1, c. 11: “His eternity and unchangeability deny the instability of any accident in God, because with regard to time, it is possible or was possible or even will be possible for every accident to be or not to be.”

(3) It depends on eternity. Every accident is added to a subject because it is outside the essence of the subject. But concerning God, one cannot say or think that something is added to Him, for He is eternal and has everything from Himself and from eternity. Augustine, treatise 20 on John: “Whatever is God’s and is what He is, is consubstantial with Him.” (Cf. Bernard, sermon 80 on Song of Songs.)

The corollaries of this theorem are that: (a) All the attributes are in God equally, for they are the essence of God. It is with respect to us and with respect to His operations that “mercy” is said to “be exalted over judgment” (James 2:13). (b) They are in God in an unchangeable way, so that they are not stretched nor diminished nor do they accept more or less. Thus today God is not more just nor more wise, etc., because He is justice itself and wisdom. (c) They are in God inseparably, for as it is impossible for the essence of a thing to be separated from the thing itself, so also the attributes cannot be separated from God because they are God’s essence itself.

** When Justin names “the free acts of God accidents that inhere contingently in God” (QQ. et resp. ad Graecos, p. 135), this is understood to mean accidental predicates, not inherent and properly so-called “accidents” or “qualities.” After all, God wills, decrees, and works freely, and these wills, decrees, and works are logically distinct from His essence, but [they] are predicated of it contingently because they have a relationship to created things that exist contingently. **

(d) They are in Him without any opposition because essence is not opposed to itself. Therefore though we may distinguish justice and mercy with regard both to their objects and to their effects, nevertheless they are not opposed to each other.

The divine attributes are distinguished in various ways because of the weakness of our conceptual ability.

§ 105. (II) For the sake of instruction and because of the weakness of our conceptual ability, the divine attributes are distinguished in various ways. Scaliger, Ex. 365, section 6: “Goodness, wisdom, and omnipotence are in Him in such a way that they are the same; they are in Him in such a way that nothing precedes and nothing follows. On the basis of our intellectual capabilities, which are very limited, some attributes are conceived in our minds first before others.”

In our Commonplaces [1610 Loci Theologici, locus 3 (On the Nature of God), § 57], we established these divisions: (1) Some attributes are predicated of God and of His creatures at the same time, such as those by which things that are accidents in creatures but substances in God are signified, as when God is said to be good or wise. Some, on the other hand, are predicated of God alone, such as those by which the things that befit God alone are explained, as when God is said to be eternal or infinite.

(2) Some attributes are spoken of God absolutely, that is, without any relation to creatures, as when God is called “eternal,” “immense [i.e., immeasurable].” But some are spoken relatively, as when God is called “Creator,” “Judge,” “King.”

(3) Some are spoken negatively ([image: ]), as when God is said to be invisible, immortal, incorporeal. Some, on the other hand, are predicated affirmatively ([image: ]), as when He is said to be good or just.

(4) Some attributes are spoken of God properly, such as that He is good, wise, etc. But some are predicated improperly and figuratively, such as when human parts and emotions are attributed to Him through anthropopathism. Metaphorical attributes are assigned to God not in a theological way [[image: ]] but by accommodation [[image: ]]. In Dial. 2, Theodoret says that they are attributed as a sort of “co-affirmation [[image: ]].” They are said of Him by way of anthropopathism but are understood in a way fitting for God.

(5) Some attributes are said about God in the abstract, such as when He is called “life,” “goodness,” “truth”; and some in the concrete, such as when He is said to be living, good, truthful.

(6) Some attributes are considered in the simple divinity, and these neither reveal themselves through external operations nor do they take any consideration of creatures, such as the fact that God is: first, a spiritual and invisible essence; second, utterly simple; third, eternal and consequently unchangeable and immortal; fourth, infinite. But some attributes reflect themselves outwardly in creatures and have a relation to them, such as the fact that God is: first, omnipotent; second, supremely good; third, just; fourth, wise; fifth, an utterly free agent; sixth, truthful. The former are called “unshared” [[image: ]] and the latter, “shared” [[image: ]], that is, attributes of which rational creatures can become partakers partially and by likeness. From the attributes of both types taken together arise: first, the perfection of God; second, His majesty and glory; third, His blessedness. What we should mark concerning these individual divisions of attributes we explained in detail in the same work.

(7) Some of God’s attributes are internal, such as His infinity, eternity, spirituality. Some are external, and these are either inimitable (such as omnipotence, omniscience, omnipresence) or imitable (such as goodness and righteousness).

(8) Some attributes befit God from eternity, such as that He is infinite, immense. Others befit Him in time, such as that He is the Creator and Preserver. All of these relative ([image: ]) attributes do not argue for a change in God Himself that has occurred in time. Instead, they indicate a new work that He has produced and they denote that a change has occurred in His creatures. The Scholastics say that nothing temporal is predicated of God inherently but “either as a cause,” as Creator, “or by means of union,” such as “the Word was made flesh.” And then the change occurs with reference to the creature.

(9) Some attributes are common to the entire Trinity, and for this reason they are called essential, which this commonplace is discussing, such as that God is good, just, wise, the Creator. Some, on the other hand, are proper to the individual persons, such as that the Father is said to be unbegotten, the Son begotten of the Father, and the Holy Spirit proceeding from both. The rabbinic scholars call the attributes [image: ] (“properties”) of the [image: ] (“divinity”) or of the [image: ] (“essence”).

Antithesis.

According to Bernard, sermon 80 on Song of Songs, Gilbertus Porretanus, bishop of Poitiers, taught that the attributes of the Deity differed from the Deity itself just as accidents differ from their subject. Eugenius later condemned him in the Council of Rheims [AD 1148].

Question 1: Whether attributes are predicated in the same way of God and of creatures.

§ 106. (I) Here the question arises: Are the shared attributes predicated in the same way of God and of creatures? We respond: Not at all. Rather, they are predicated of God essentially, preeminently, and thus (obviously) uniquely, while they are predicated of creatures only accidentally and through a kind of participation and similarity. You see, as the goodness of God and the goodness of man are distinguished from each other by an infinite difference (precisely as Christ says that no one is good—that is, essentially and immutably—except God alone, Matt. 19:17), so also the manner of attribution and assertion differs greatly. Concerning God it is said in the abstract; concerning His creatures, only in the concrete. The goodness of God not only belongs to God essentially and is the essence of God but also is the cause and rule of goodness in man, because in this life, man is commanded to set constantly before his eyes the model of that goodness and to express it to the utmost of his ability. As distant as a shadow is from a body, an imperfect imitation from the perfect rule, an accident from the essence, indeed, the finite from the infinite—so distant is the goodness of man from the goodness of God.

Question 2: Whether the relative attributes are real.

§ 107. (II) The question arises: Are the relative [[image: ]] attributes real? We respond. Relative predicates can be taken in two ways: (1) To signify an actual causality. In this way they do not speak of a perfection in God but only of an external relationship that is added to God. (2) To signify the power or might to create, save, etc. In this way they speak of a real perfection. In the first sense they indicate an action; in the second, a principle of acting. The former occurs in time; the latter is in eternity. On the part of the creature there is a real relation to God the Creator because in being, creatures depend on God, without whose will they certainly would not have been able to exist and would not have been preserved up to now. On the part of the Creator, however, there is not a real relation because no new perfection is added to the Creator in time from His work of creation. Rather, He Himself remains in Himself the same and immutable and He has brought to His creature a perfection, namely, existence. Therefore the relative attributes induce some change not in God but in His creatures and imply that something has happened not to God but to His creatures. God is sheer and pure actuality in Himself, and though He varies the effects of His works, He remains unchangeable in Himself.

Question 3: Whether attributes can be predicated of God in the concrete.

§ 108. (III) The question arises: Can attributes be predicated of God in the concrete? Scaliger denies this. He says: “Because many attributes are given to God—such as that He is omnipotent, omniscient, merciful, pious, just, avenging, holy, strong, immortal, good, prime being—the use [of these expressions] cannot be twisted rightly, so to speak. For if any one of them were predicated of Him denominatively,19 then something would have been abstracted from Him, something would be prior to Him, which is clearly wicked. Therefore He is not a being, but essence; He is not good, but goodness” (Exerc. 365, section 6).

Yet Scripture often speaks about God in the concrete: that He is good, wise, just. In all these passages we can hardly acknowledge an impropriety of speech. Therefore we repeat the rule: Whatever things are transferred from God’s creatures to Him must first be cleansed of all imperfections, then, finally, that must be attributed to God which is perfect. Thus in the case of humans, the concrete denotes a subject truly existing along with its accidental or substantial form. Remove the composition of subject and accident as an imperfection and there will remain a being that subsists of itself. This is attributed to God in an absolutely perfect way through the use of concrete names.

One could conclude on the basis of the same principle that he should also not use abstract names when he refers to God. Abstract names denote forms that nowhere exist of themselves but that must be distinguished by the reflection of the mind from subjects and individuals. Abstract names do not exist of themselves but as they are in their subjects. However, God is not any such form that subsists nowhere separately. What then? Separate every imperfection from abstract names and attribute that which is utterly perfect to God. Abstract forms are utterly simple and perfect. In this way whiteness, separate from a wall in thought, though it never exists separately, is utterly simple and perfect, having nothing dissimilar, nothing contrary, mixed into it. Therefore perfections (that is, in the abstract) must be attributed to God, who is therefore said not only to be good but also to be goodness because He is essentially and most perfectly good. In fact, He is also the cause of goodness in the way that concretes are named from abstracts. Because abstractions do not exist apart and of themselves, we must remove this imperfection from God, who is not only a being [ens] subsisting of itself but who also provides essence to all beings.

Question 4: Whether the divine attributes are correctly said to be proper.

§ 109. (IV) The question arises: Are the divine attributes correctly said to be proper? We respond. The term “proper” is taken in two ways: (1) According to nature [physice], which indicates an accident inhering in its substance and really distinct from its subject. (2) Logically. In this way, not only are things called proper that inhere in their substance and are reciprocal with their subject but also the subject’s essential form [ratio] itself. In this way the Philosopher (1. Top.) calls “definition” proper because definition is always and only attributed to one thing, though inherence may be excluded. “Definition” is said to be proper not through inherence but through simple identity. In this sense we can say that attributes are proper.

Question 5: Whether we can conceive of the divine attributes as distinct.

§ 110. (V) The question arises: Does our intellect correctly conceive of the divine attributes, conceiving of them distinctly, which are really one with the divine essence and among themselves? Some of the Scholastics draw the following conclusion: A formal concept, which we form from something we perceive [de re intellecta], cannot be true unless an objective concept actually corresponds to it. But if there is only one objective concept in God, and if it is utterly simple, we cannot form distinct formal concepts about God without falsehood. For this reason the Scotists claim that the divine attributes are distinguished formally from each other and from [God’s] essence.

But we respond: Although the divine attributes are distinguished neither from [God’s] essence nor from each other in actuality, according to their nature [actu ex natura rei], nevertheless they are distinguished in terms of their importance and power [eminenter et virtute], because the divine essence of itself and because of its infinity, simplicity, and perfection provides all those things that a created essence provides through its many different qualities. Consequently, it happens that we can form different concepts about the same divine essence. Objective concept in God is one in form, many in power and importance.

The same thing is obvious from the divine operations, for though in works of mercy the justice of God is not really separated from the divine mercy in God, nevertheless in His works of mercy God does not act fittingly [adaequate] according to His justice but rather according to His mercy. In the same way, heat and light in the sun are the same, yet in heating, the sun does not act fittingly according to its light but rather according to its heat. From this stems the rule: The divine attributes are predicated mutually of themselves and of [God’s] essence in an identical sense (because in itself there is no actual distinction here) but not in the formal sense (because they are distinguished in our concepts).

Question 6: We affirm that the [divine] attributes were communicated to Christ the man. Are we then separating the essential properties from the [divine] essence itself?

§ 111. (VI) The question arises: We teach that the [divine] attributes were communicated to Christ according to His human nature. Is it then right to infer that we are separating the essential properties from the [divine] essence and from each other? Polanus (Syntagm., bk. 2, c. 7, p. 141) makes us out to be guilty of this crime:


The Ubiquitarians are not far from the error of Gilbertus Porretanus when they argue that the essential properties of the Deity are communicated by a real transfusion to the human nature of Christ. Meanwhile, they do not dare to declare that the essence of Deity became common, because an essential property is one thing but the essence of the Deity is another. Also, while they say that some properties—namely, omnipotence, omniscience, and omnipresence—have been communicated to Christ’s human nature, they deny that simplicity, infinity, and eternity are communicated, as if the essential properties of God actually differed among themselves and could be separated. Yet it cannot happen that when one essential property of God is communicated, the rest cannot be communicated to anyone, nor can any essential property of God be communicated outside the communication of His essence.





 

We respond. (1) We do not teach the transfusion but the communication of the divine attributes to Christ’s human nature, unless someone should use the word transfusion not for the physical movement of attributes from subject to subject but for a real conferring thereof, as the Holy Spirit is said to have been “poured out” upon devout believers (Titus 3:6) and as the love of God is said to have been “poured forth” in our hearts (Rom. 5:5).

(2) We contend that not only were the attributes communicated to the human nature in Christ but also the divine essence itself, lest we be condemned along with the Samosatene,20 who taught that “the two natures are completely unshared [[image: ]].” You see, if there is no communication of the divine and human natures in Christ, surely there is no personal union of the two natures, because union without communion is mere proximity [[image: ]], and there will no longer be a place for the personal propositions: “This man is God”; “The Holy One who is born of Mary is the Son of God” (Luke 1:[35]).

(3) If it is correct to say that the pious are “made partakers of the divine nature” (2 Pet. 1:4), how much more impudent will it be to deny that Christ’s human nature, assumed and exalted into the very hypostasis of the Word, has become partaker of the divine nature through this personal communication and union?

(4) As Christ’s human nature has truly become a partaker of divine attributes without any abolition of its essential properties, so also the divine nature of the Word has been communicated to the human nature through union without any abolition of its essence. As the glory, so also the union and communication do not remove but exalt the flesh; they do not kill it but perfect it.

(5) We say that not only some but all the divine attributes without exception have been communicated to Christ’s human nature, for what else is the “whole fullness of the deity” dwelling in the assumed body (Col. 2:9) but the complete and undivided divine essence of the Word along with all its attributes? However, we do differentiate between mediate and immediate communication. Only those attributes are communicated immediately that show their activities through the assumed nature. Those that are considered in the very essence and internal comprehension [complexu] of the Deity and do not reveal their operations through the assumed nature are communicated mediately. Thus though infinity, eternity, etc., are not communicated immediately to Christ’s flesh, nevertheless they are communicated to it mediately because omniscience, omnipotence, etc., are communicated to the flesh with an infinite and eternal omnipotence. Some call mediate communication “indwelling [[image: ]]” and immediate communication “communion [[image: ]] so-called specifically.”

(6) If we prefer, however, to indulge our own reasoning rather than to stay in the footsteps of Scripture, let Polanus explain to us how the hypostasis of the Word itself is communicated to the flesh yet the hypostatic property is not communicated to it. The first he cannot deny, unless he should go on to deny the union itself. The latter he cannot affirm, unless he would like to assert that Christ’s human nature has been eternally begotten from the Father. Therefore as the infinite wisdom and power of God could find a manner and means by which the hypostasis of the Word was communicated to the flesh through the union (but not communicated immediately, that is, by a hypostatic property), so also He could find a means whereby eternity, infinity, etc., were not communicated immediately while omnipotence, omniscience, and the other attributes pertaining to the fulfillment of Christ’s office were communicated [immediately]. In De gloria Dei, disp. 9, § 2, we discussed in detail whether, on the basis of the same communication of attributes (which we resolutely teach occurred to the flesh of Christ), one can firmly conclude whether we claim two divine omnipotences and two divine omnisciences, as the Calvinists ascribe to us.

The practical use of the doctrine of the divine attributes.

§ 112. (1) Consoling. Because the attributes of God are not a changeable accident in God but are His very essence, therefore the love and affection by which He embraces the devout must be more ardent than we can grasp with our thought. Sirach 2:[18]: “As great as God is, so great is His mercy.” But He is infinite, immense, invariable, eternal, therefore so also is His mercy, which “prevails over us forever” (Ps. 117:2). It does not vary or change unless we are changed, just as the sun remains unchanged though people who turn away from its light and heat deprive themselves of the benefits of the sun. Num. 23:19: “God is not like a man that He should lie or as a son of man that He should repent. Has He said and will He not do it? Or has He spoken and will He not fulfill it?” That is to say, people are so fickle that what they promise today they revoke tomorrow, whom they embrace in love today they persecute in hatred tomorrow. However, God is not so changeable in affection toward humans nor in His promises. In addition, Jer. 31:20 and Hosea [11]:9: “I shall not do the fury of My anger. I am God and not a man.”

(2) Exhorting. Our changeable goodness sets before itself the unchangeable goodness of God for imitation so that the mutability and instability of our goodness may be absorbed, as it were, by that immutability. “Be perfect, just as your heavenly Father is perfect,” the Savior cries out (Matt. 5:48). “Be holy, because I, too, am holy,” God urges (Lev. 11:44). But there is no perfection of holiness, goodness, and love unless immutability is connected to it. Therefore in this life let us aspire to that to which we shall be exalted perfectly in the next life.


[image: ]

18 This reading is from Cotta. Preuss and Hamburg/Frankfurt editions read includit.

19 That is, a statement that names, a manner of predicating accidents of a substance. Schütz, Thomas-Lexikon, s.v. “praedicatio.”

20 Paul of Samosata, bishop of Antioch ca. AD 260–268.



  


CHAPTER VIII: ON THE DIVINE ATTRIBUTES IN PARTICULAR
 

The divine attributes of the first class.

§ 113. Scaliger is correct in writing: “Goodness, wisdom, omnipotence, etc., are in God in such a way that they are the very being of God. They are in Him in such a way that nothing comes before and nothing follows (the rationale for this assertion depends on the divine attributes being really one with God’s essence itself), but on the basis of our intellectual capacities, which are extremely limited, we conceive of some attributes with our minds ahead of others” (Exerc. 365, section 6). Therefore so that we may explain the divine attributes in order, we shall follow the division set forth in the sixth place [above, § 105 (6)] and establish their distinct classes. The attributes of the first class are that God is (1) a spiritual, incorporeal, invisible essence; (2) utterly simple; (3) eternal, unchangeable, immortal; (4) infinite and everywhere present. Let it then be so.




SECTION I: ON THE SPIRITUAL AND INCORPOREAL ESSENCE OF GOD
 

Thesis.

§ 114. God is a spiritual and incorporeal essence or a spirit without a body. We prove this with: (1) Statements of Scripture, both affirmative: John 4:24: “God is Spirit.” Some add 2 Cor. 3:17: “The Lord is the Spirit,” but the article added to the word “Spirit” and the order of the context show that this is being applied more accurately to the divinity of the Holy Spirit. And negative, which distinguish the incorporeal God from His corporeal creatures and say that we must not put Him in their class. Isa. 46:5: “To whom will you liken Me and make Me equal and compare Me?” God is addressing the makers of images who kept trying to express the incorporeal God with corporeal shapes. In Rom. 1:23 Paul is speaking about idolaters and says: “They have changed the glory of the incorruptible God into the likeness of an image of man and birds and four-footed beasts and creeping things.” (Cf. Ps. 106:20; Jer. 2:11.)

(2) Rational arguments, the strongest of which the Damascene explains in Orth. fid., bk. 1, c. 4: (a) From God’s simplicity. No body is utterly simple, and an utterly simple being cannot be corporeal, because every body is compounded [compositum], is passively potential,21 and is divisible. God is an utterly simple being and is not passively potential. Therefore He is not corporeal.

(b) From God’s dignity. An utterly noble being cannot be a body, for a body is either living or not living. A living body is more noble than a nonliving body; indeed, a being that lives is more noble than a nonliving being. Moreover, a living body does not live insofar as it is a body, for then every body would live. That by which a body lives is more noble than the body itself. Therefore because God is the most noble living thing, He cannot be a body. Savonarola, De verit. fid., bk. 1, c. 7: “A spirit is more noble than a body. If God, then, were a body, He would not be the most noble among beings.”

(c) From the primacy of being. Prime being cannot be corporeal. Therefore if God were a body, He would be a being in potential, thus He would not be prime being. Simply by nature, actuality [actus] is prior to potentiality [potentia] because nothing can be brought to actuality except by a being in actuality [ens actu]. Furthermore, God is not the form of a body, for that which has being of itself is more noble than that which has being in something else. For every form of body exists in another. Therefore because God is prime being and the prime cause of being, He cannot be the form of any body. (See more arguments in our commonplace [1610 Loci Theologici, locus 3 (On the Nature of God)], § 69.)

(3) The judgment of the fathers. In De monarch. Dei, p. 81, Justin cites these verses from Aeschylus:


Place holy God far away from mortals, and do not think


That He is clad like you in the robes of the flesh.





 

Justin again: “Not only is God incorporeal, He is superior to all corporeal things” (Confut. Graec. qq., q. 2).

Origen, [image: ], bk. 1, c. 1, vol. 1, p. 668: “We should not think that God is some body or is in a body. Instead, He is a simple, intellectual nature, admitting no addition to Himself at all. We do not believe that there is something greater and something less [in Him], but that He is simple [[image: ]] in every part and, so to speak, the entire mountain and fountain from which comes the beginning of all intellectual nature or of the mind.” The same, homily 1 on Genesis, p. 6: “It is manifestly wicked to believe concerning God that He is corporeal and of human form.”

Arnobius, Advers. gent., bk. 3, p. 107: “Our opinion is such that every divine nature that did not begin to exist at some time and that will not come to the end of life at some time does not have the features of a body nor does it possess any likeness of shapes with which an exterior outline of members usually defines things that are joined. You see, whatever is like this we consider to be mortal and perishable. We do not believe that it obtains perpetual span of life because its necessary extremity closes off its circumference with ultimate limits.”

Hilary, De Trin., bk. 3, fol. 3: “Heaven is confined to the palm of His hand. Again, God’s throne is also the earth, which is contained within His fist. It is also His footstool. But on this throne and footstool we cannot think of an extension of corporeal shape, like one who sits because He—the powerful infinity itself—encloses that which is His throne and footstool by holding it in His palm and fist.”

Basil, Homily 10, Hexaëm.: “Throw disgraceful imaginations out of your hearts! Throw away improper thinking! God does not have a shape. He is simple, lacks size, is free of quantity—lest you imagine a shape around Him.”

Nazianzen, Orat. 2. de theol., p. 26:


Will you claim that God is a body? In what manner can His infinite nature—limited by no boundaries, without any shape—be touched or seen? Or do these [attributes] also belong to bodies? What presumption! For such things certainly cannot belong to the nature of bodies. Or will you say that He is a body and deny that these things befit Him? What utterly crass stupidity! For it will turn out that the nature of God is stronger than ours in nothing. Why shall we offer Him the reverence of religious devotion if He can be circumscribed within a definite place? Or what keeps Him from being compounded of elements and what, in turn, prevents us from believing that He may one day be reduced to these elements or even immediately perish? For the very composition of things marks the beginning of a battle; the battle, the beginning of separation; separation, the beginning of destruction. However, this simply cannot happen to God and that principal nature.





 

Augustine, De civ. Dei, bk. 8, c. 5: “If our mind [animus] is not body, how can God, the creator of the mind, be body?”

The Damascene, Orth. fid., bk. 2, c. 3: “As God in His essence is far beyond body, so also is He beyond anything incorporeal. When anything is compared with God, it is discovered to be rude and material; only God is truly nonmaterial and incorporeal.”

Antithesis.

§ 115. We must set all this against: (1) Some of the ancient philosophers, about whom Justin writes: “Some philosophers have said that God is fire, something to which they will go when they call upon God. Others say that He is water; others, that He is another of the elements that God has created” (Epist. ad Diogn., p. 385).

(2) The rabbinic scholars, about whom Justin writes: “Your teachers assert that hands and feet and fingers and soul belong to the unbegotten God, the creator of all things, even as they belong to a created and compounded animate being. For this reason, they even teach that the Father Himself appeared to Abraham and Jacob” (Dial. cum Tryph., p. 267). Origen, homily 3 on Genesis, vol. 1, p. 17: “The Jews thought that God should be considered as a man, that is, that He was distinguished by human parts and behavior.” Others of the rabbis assert the opposite. In De arc., bk. 2, c. 2, Galatino cites a passage from the Liber formationis in which they call God “the first and highest spirit among the ten incorporeal unities.”

(3) Tertullian, who in his book Adv. Prax., p. 409, contends that God is corporeal. Nevertheless Augustine, in his book De haeres. ad Quodvultd., heresy 86, excuses him by saying that he is not speaking literally and is using the word “body” for substance, because in his [Tertullian’s] book De carne Christi, p. 14, he attributes bodies also to angels and souls.

(4) The Audians or the Anthropomorphites, who around AD 370 attributed to God the shape and parts of the human body. (In De haeres. ad Quodvultd., heresy 86, Augustine calls them “Vadians,” and Theodoret calls them “Audeans.” In his commentary on Genesis, Luther tries to excuse them to a certain extent. In the year 939 their heresy was renewed in Italy. Ratherius of Verona struggled against these more recent Anthropomorphites according to Sigebertus of Gembloux, Chron. Cf. Epiphanius (Haeres., 70), Tripart. (bk. 10, c. 7), and Nicephorus (bk. 11, c. 14; bk. 13, c. 10).

(5) Conrad Vorstius, who argues in his book De Deo et attrib., p. 201: “We can truly attribute body to God” if by “body” “true, solid substance is understood.” p. 251: “On the basis of Tertullian’s opinion, God has His own body, that is, His own true and solid substance.” By this argument, however, he introduces a confusion both of things and of words. Spirit and body are contradistinct species. Therefore because God is spirit, He cannot be corporeal. Therefore there is a contradiction [elenchus] of cause and a play on words in Vorstius’s little argument. “Solid substance” can be understood either as verity of essence or as a property of measurable quantity. If we understand it in the first way, it is false that every solid substance, that is, every substance that truly exists, is body. If we understand it in the second way, it is false that God is solid substance. “Solid” means either density or perfection, firmness, and immutability. In the first way we deny that God is a solid substance, but in the latter, we concede that He is. Vorstius argues that “God has a certain intelligible magnitude and is called ‘great’ not only according to quality but also with respect to quantity, a divine and spiritual quantity, that is, which befits the divine substance” (ibid., pp. 239–40). We respond. God is great not in corporeal quantity but in power, virtue, and operation, not bodily but divinely. The wisdom of men is also called great not in terms of mass but of virtue. (See our De gloria Dei, disp. 5., thesis 12.) Vorstius’s fabrication, then, must say farewell. On the basis of his hypotheses, Englinsemius, in his Discept. contra Vorst., deduces that Vorstius claims that God is “corporeal, visible, long, wide, and deep, attached to a certain place, not all-powerful but much-powerful, not all-knowing but much-knowing, and therefore that God is not God.”

(6) The dream of
the Photinians, which Schmalz explains: “We say that Christ was born as much from the blood of Mary as from the material provided from God to beget the body of Christ. For He could not be called the Son of God from His conception unless something had come from God’s side to constitute Him. Otherwise He would only be the son of Mary” (Exam. 157 error., error 18, p. 8). Yet that material which God provided for Christ’s body either is of the very essence of God, by which explanation God is made corporeal, or it is outside of it, and thus, in this respect, Christ could not be called the Son of God, begotten of God.

Arguments against the spiritual essence of God. First, from man’s formation.

§ 116. These are the stronger arguments of those who attribute a body to God: (I) From man’s formation. “Gen. 1:27: ‘God created man in His own image.’ But if God is incorporeal, how is corporeal man created in His image?” Basil (Homily 10, Hexaëm.) and Nicephorus (op. cit.) report that the Anthropomorphites used this argument. We respond. Although it is correct to claim that the image of God was in the body of the first man inasmuch as it was a partaker of immortality in its own way—as we showed in our treatise On the Image of God in Man before the Fall [Commonplace XI], § 104 (against Polanus, who in Syll. thes. th., part 2, p. 56, claimed that the “subject in which” or the seat in which the image of God was located was the soul alone)—nevertheless man was created in the image of God not with respect to body or corporeal shape but with respect to righteousness, holiness, immortality, etc., gleaming in soul and body, as we have demonstrated (§ 31ff.) from Eph. 4:23 and Col. 3:10. Origen, homily 1 on Genesis, vol. 1, p. 6: “No formation of body contains the image of God. He who was made in the image of God, our inner man, is indivisible, incorporeal, incorrupt, and immortal. For the image of God is more accurately understood in ideas such as this.” Augustine, De Genes. ad lit., bk. 6, c. 12: “When it says that man was created in the image of God, this must be understood not as according to the body but as according to the intellect of the mind, though in the body itself he may have a sort of property that would indicate this, namely, that he was made to stand upright.” De civ. Dei, bk. 17, c. 5: “Lest we believe that according to the body man was created in the image of God in the form of this flesh, wings are added, which man certainly does not have. And to God it is said, ‘Protect me under the shadow of Your wings,’ so that men may understand that these things are said about that ineffable nature not in literal words but in the transferred terms for things.” (See Bernard, sermon 24 on the Song of Songs, col. 464.)

Second, from the attribution of body parts.

§ 117. (II) Their second argument is from the attribution of body parts. “Scripture frequently attributes to God parts and organs of the body.” We respond. (1) If we had to take these words literally, we would have to attribute to Him a monstrous form of a body, for “seven eyes” (Zech. 3:9) and “wings” are attributed to him (Ps. 17:8), and He is called a “lion” and “bear,” etc.

(2) Accordingly we must take these things according to anthropopathism and condescension, as being said symbolically. (See our commonplace [1610 Loci Theologici, locus 3 (On the Nature of God)], §§ 71–72.) Justin, QQ. et resp. ad orthod., q. 10, p. 311: “What was stated allegorically about God by the prophets was stated by rising from what are by nature to what is not by nature. It is as if the Lord left a sweet-smelling scent to be tracked. With reference to men, they catch the scent in the realm of the natural; but with reference to God, inexactly and not by nature.”

** Chrysostom, Orat. 18, vol. 5, f. 104: “Do not pay attention to the lowliness of the words but gather from them meanings worthy of God.” **

Gregory, Moral., bk. 32, c. 4: “God takes to Himself a likeness not only from human parts but at times even from birds. At times He even draws unlike similarities from inanimate things.”

** Augustine, De speculo, c. 12: “You, our good and holy God, in advising our human weakness, deign to enter into us not with Your property but at least with Your likeness. Thus You are described as having the qualities of the parts of our body, wanting still to endure the indignities of sufferings in Yourself, so that (because we in our present wretchedness cannot know You as You are) You may draw us to Yourself through our [wretchedness] and we, when You condescend to us, may rise more easily to You.” **

Theoph., on Matthew 22: “God compares Himself to animals not because He is like one but because we are. For whenever we live like wild animals, He, too, becomes for us a panther and a bear and a lion.” The Damascene, Orth. fid., bk. 1, c. 14: “All the things that have been said about God in bodily terms have a hidden meaning, using what is characteristic of us to teach what is beyond us, unless something is said about the bodily advent of the Word of God.” (This latter point must be noted carefully because there is no doubt that this refers to the incarnation [[image: ]] of the Word). Nicephorus, Hist., bk. 11, c. 14: “Holy Scripture attributes words for human body parts to the works of the Deity so that in this way people who cannot perceive quite subtle matters may understand the counsel of God more easily.”

** Suidas describes [image: ] [“condescension”] in this way: “When God appears not as He is but as he who wants to look upon Him can perceive Him, He shows Himself in such a way as to accommodate the demonstration of Himself to the weakness of those who are seeing Him.” [**]

(3) As some things are said about God in irony (Gen. 3:22) and some imitatively (Ps. 73:11) and some by metonymy (Ps. 18:[1], so also some things are attributed to Him metaphorically and by condescension [[image: ]] (as Theodoret says, Dial. 2), and we should understand these in a way fitting for God.

(4) Some of these are taken from man, some from other creatures. From man come the parts of a man, members of the body, the senses, emotions, actions, human subjects, and human adjuncts. The parts of a man: the soul (Isa. 1:14; Jer. 5:9) and the members of the body: the head (Dan. 7:9; 1 Cor. 11:3), the eyes (Ps. 34:[15]; 2 Chron. [16]:9), eyelids (Ps. 11:4), pupils (Deut. 32:10), mouth (Matt. 4:4), ears (Ps. 31:[2]), nose ([2 Sam. 22:9]), nostrils (Gen. 8:21), face (Ps. 31:[16]), neck (Jer. 18:17), hands (Acts 4:28), right hand (Ps. 118:15), arm (Ps. 77:[15]), finger (Exod. 8:19), heart (Gen. 6:6), bowels (Isa. 64:1; [63:15]), feet (Ps. 110:1), and back or hind parts (Exod. 33:[23]). What all of these denote symbolically is understood readily from the analogy with the use of these parts in the human body and from the context of each text. (See Flacius, Clav. Script.) From the senses, we see attributed to Him memory (Ps. 115:12) and its opposite, forgetfulness (Ps. 13:[1]); sight (Gen. 1:4); hearing (Ps. 5:[1]); and smelling (Gen. 8:21). From emotions, there is repentance (Gen. 6:6); gladness (Prov. 1:[26]) and its opposite, grief (Gen. 6:6); hope (Isa. 5:4); anger (Jer. 9:9); zeal (Isa. 9:7); jealousy (Num. 25:11); and hatred (Isa. 1:14). We should understand that all these are attributed to God in a way fitting for Him, without any disturbance, disorder, contradictions of reason, delay of time, and therefore without any imperfection. From this comes the rule of the Scholastics: “Emotions in God indicate effects.” In fact, moderations of those emotions in the same way are attributed to God anthropopathically, such as patience (Isa. 5:4), long-suffering (Exod. 34:6), and gentleness (Ps. 103:10). From human acts Scripture attributes to Him thought (Jer. 4:28), understanding (Gen. 22:12), hiding His face (Ps. 30:[7]), lifting His face (Ps. 4:[6]), speaking, laughing, descending, etc. From human subjects Scripture attributes to Him a royal throne (Ps. 9:[7]), a footstool (Isa. 66:1), a dwelling place, etc. From adjuncts He is called a shepherd, standard-bearer, warrior, etc. Attributes taken from other creatures are nearly countless, for He is called sun, moon, shield, horn, fire, rock, etc., which can be explained by a metonymy.

Third, from God’s speaking.

§ 118. (III) Their third argument is from God’s speaking. “If God does not truly have corporeal parts, how does He speak to angels and men?” We respond. Augustine, De civ. Dei, bk. 16, toward the middle of c. 6: “The unchangeable truth either speaks ineffably through its own self to the minds of rational creatures or it speaks through a changeable creature—either with spiritual images to our spirit or with corporeal voices to the perception of our body.” Origen, homily 3 on Genesis, vol. 1, p. 17:


This very thing that either breathes in the heart of each of the saints or that causes the sound of a voice to reach his ears, God is said to have spoken to man, just as when He indicates that He knows what each either says or reads and says that he has heard, etc. If the human voice can be called air, a beat, that is, struck by the tongue, then the voice of God can be called air, a beat, either by divine might or will. Thus it happens that if at times a word is divinely given, it will not be carried to the ears of all but to the ears of those it concerns, so that you may know that the sound has not been rendered by the pulse of the tongue (otherwise it would be a common hearing) but directed by control of the heavenly command. This is true though the word of God is often reported to have been given to the prophets, patriarchs, and the rest of the saints even without the sound of a voice. In this case the mind was illumined by the Holy Spirit and directed to words.





 

(Cf. Alcuin, De Trinit., bk. 2, c. 17.) Although a herald may relay the words of a judge, it is not written in histories [that] “the herald said or did” but, rather, “the judge said or did.”

Fourth, from the location of God.

§ 119. (IV) Their fourth argument is from the location of God. “Place is attributed to God—which is a proper accident of body (Ps. 68:[16])—as well as a seat and a throne (Ps. 9:[7]).” We respond. On the basis of the rule set down above, such things are attributed to God not properly but figuratively through a certain condescension [[image: ]]. Place is attributed to Him because of some outward appearance or special act; the throne, because of His majesty and sublime authority. Cyril, Thesaur., bk. 12, c. 14: “When God is said to sit or to have a seat or a throne, we take this to mean nothing else but preeminence and royal power, which He has naturally over all creatures. For it is a great madness to attribute to God sitting or a throne or especially a place. These things are written about Him corporeally, according to our custom, and are to be understood suitably.” Epiphanius, Ancorat., § 504: “You should not take ‘He sits’ in a human sense but in an unspeakable and incomprehensible sense.”

The first question, whether spirituality is listed correctly among the attributes of God.

§ 120. The question arises: (I) Is it correct to list spirituality and incorporeality among the attributes of God? We respond. With reference to our conceiving, it is correct to assert that the statement “spirit is His very essence” does not express an attribute of His essence and that it is predicated of God in quid.22 As a result it takes the place of a genus in the definition of God, for it is the same thing whether you say that God is a spiritual, incorporeal essence or that God is an incorporeal spirit. Nevertheless one should not infer from this that spirituality and incorporeality are less correctly listed among His attributes, (a) because the rest of the attributes also are not accidents added to the essence of God but are the essence of God itself. Therefore though some attributes are, for the sake of teaching, said to express the divine essence in the manner of quiddity [i.e., essence] (as we speak here concerning this subject) and some in the manner of quality (as the others), nevertheless no one should think that in God there is some categorical [praedicamentale] accident added to His essence, for this would militate against His utterly simple nature. Because if spirituality is not an essence (because it indicates the essence of God itself), surely the remaining attributes could not have been considered distinctly from the essence and reduced into their own classes. (b) When God is said to be spirit, then by the word “spirit” the divine essence is by no means being limited, restricted, or included in a certain category of beings but is merely being explained in some way according to the guidance of Scripture. For as God is infinite essence transcending all classes of beings, so also He is infinite spirit infinitely transcending all species of spirits, all angels, and all human souls in infinite ways. Therefore we must understand that “spirit” is predicated of God not analogically, much less synonymously, but singularly and uniquely. Also, there is a much different meaning for this word when it is attributed to God than when it is used for angels, so that here we should not think that they share an analogous genus.

The second question, whether the desire to portray God conflicts with God’s incorporeality.

§ 121. (II) The question arises: Does trying to depict God conflict with the incorporeality of God? Aventinus reports that Pope John XXII “renounced those who painted the supreme majesty of God with the likeness of an old man, a youth, or a dove, arraigned them for injuring religious reverence and called them ‘Anthropomorphites.’ In fact, he even condemned some of them to be burned” (Anal., bk. 7, p. 462). Nevertheless they themselves will have seen how the Jesuits want to reconcile many paintings of this type in the papacy with this papal judgment handed down from the papal throne. The Calvinists bring the serious charge against us of being too little mindful of the divine command in Deut. 4:15ff. and of striving to depict God and, in this way, instilling in the minds of simpler people the heresy of the Anthropomorphites. However, the matter is safe (a) because we distinguish between the essence or being of God itself and the revelation or theophany of God. The essence of God—being spiritual, incorporeal, infinite, invisible, etc.—cannot and should not be depicted. But the divine apparitions set forth in Holy Writ can be depicted without any sin at all.

(b) If, however, one is permitted to conceive internally such images that are formed in the mind as a result of reading the historical accounts of divine revelations, why would he not be permitted to express them externally with his paintbrush and to offer to be viewed by the eyes that which is depicted in his mind? As a geometrician describes with lines what a mathematician describes with numbers, so the painter with his brush shapes outwardly the same thing that he conceives internally in his mind.

(c) In fact, when such divine revelations are brought forth in words and conversation, icons and images of them are shaped in the mind by means of the ears. Why, then, would it not be lawful to place before people’s eyes in statues and paintings the same thing that was offered to their ears through words? In Gal. 3:1 the apostle states that Christ crucified was “written”—or as Luther renders it, “depicted”—before the eyes of the Galatians; that is, the doctrine of the crucified Christ was presented to them as clearly and as brilliantly as if they had seen Him crucified before their very eyes. (See our treatise On the Law of God [Commonplace XV], § 67.)

Practical use.

§ 122. The practical use is exhorting, in two ways: (I) To love God, the supreme Spirit. God supreme, the uncreated Spirit, has given to us corporeal humans a living spirit or, as it is in Hebrew, [image: ], “of lives” (Gen. 2:7), that is, a rational soul to which the name “spirit” is not infrequently attributed in Scripture (Ps. 31:[5]; 146:4; Eccl. 3:21; 8:8; etc.). (They think this soul is called “spirit” or “breath of lives” because a person ought to be preserved thereby not only for temporal and physical life but also for eternal and spiritual life. However, the Hebrew [image: ] is plural only because life includes many years or stages.)

This created spirit of ours clings by faith and love to the uncreated Spirit. Nothing that is corporeal and visible can satisfy and fill the desire of our soul, for it is a spirit more noble and excellent than all physical things. Nothing that is mortal, corruptible, transitory can grant rest to the soul. In fact, this spirit of ours was created for eternity and, therefore, should seek its rest only in the eternal, incorporeal, and uncreated Spirit. That is why the apostle in 2 Cor. 4:18 describes the truly devout as those who do not “look to the things that are seen but to the things that are unseen, for the things that are seen are temporary but the things that are unseen are eternal.” All the things described by Moses as God-created in the seven days of creation are corporeal and transitory. (We readily concede that angels were created within that space of seven days, but Moses the historiographer passes over the creation of those invisible creatures.) Of all created things, man alone is spiritual, incorporeal, and eternal with respect to his soul. Therefore he should not seek the goal [finem] of his desire and rest for his soul in the other created things. After creating man, God rested because He wished to rest and dwell in man. Thus man, too, should seek the goal of his desire and rest for his spirit in God alone. That supreme Spirit is the Creator of our spirit and its beginning and end; therefore our spirit does not rest except in its own beginning.

“Let each thing live according to that from which it has life. From where does your flesh have life? From your soul (from your spirit) for once that is separated, the flesh dies. From where does your soul (your spirit) receive life? From your God. Let each of these live according to its own life. The soul is not its own life, but God is the life of the soul; therefore it should live according to God.” Augustine, Serm. 13. de verb. apost.: “O Father, You have created the spirit of all flesh, our spirit, for Yourself. Therefore our spirit is restless unless it rests in You.” Augustine, Conf., bk. 1, c. 1, says the same. Whoever loves anything beneath himself and his own dignity does an injustice [injuriam] to himself. But now, inasmuch as our soul is a spirit created for eternity, it is more excellent than all corporeal creatures and is inferior to God alone. Therefore it should not cling in love to corporeal and transitory things but to the supreme Spirit, which it resembles most closely. 1 Cor. 6:17: “He who adheres to the Lord is one spirit.”

The more corporeal the spirits—that is, the more airy and tenuous the corporeal particles [corpuscula] in a created thing are—the more active and busy it is and the more it tends to rise, as is apparent from the nature of fire, breath, gasses, etc. Why, then, is our soul, our spirit, which truly and clearly is spiritual and incorporeal, not active and busy through its desire to be joined with the supreme and uncreated Spirit in whom all its blessedness consists? Why does it not raise itself up by thinking, desiring, and loving only heavenly and spiritual things?

§ 123. (II) To call upon God in spirit. Christ shows us this practical use in John 4:24: “God is Spirit, and those who adore Him should adore Him in spirit and in truth.” The Savior draws an inference in this way: He who is Spirit must be invoked in spirit and in truth. God is Spirit. Therefore. The Samaritan woman had posed a question about the place to pray (v. 20), and Christ answered her that a distinction of places had been completely removed in the New Testament. Because God is an incorporeal spirit, therefore He is not limited to any particular place to hear our prayers. Acts 17:24: “He does not dwell in temples made by hand.” 1 Kings 8:27: “The heavens of heavens do not hold Him.” When in the Old Testament He wanted the worship of adoration and offering of sacrifices to take place in the temple at Jerusalem, this was done as a type of Christ, in whose assumed flesh “dwells all the fullness of the Godhead” (Col. 2:9). Therefore to worship in spirit and in truth is (a) to call upon God, who is present everywhere, without any distinction of places, “to lift up holy hands in every place” (1 Tim. 2:8); (b) to call upon God with a genuine and serious attitude of the heart, not with a hypocritical observance of external ceremonies and circumstances; (c) to call upon Him in true faith kindled by the Holy Spirit.

Hilary, De Trin., bk. 2: “The presumption of both Samaritans and Jews confined God, in whom are all things and outside of whom there is no room for anything, to the top of a hill or to the hollow of a constructed house. Therefore because God is invisible, incomprehensible, immeasurable, the Lord says that the time has come when God should be worshiped neither on a mountain nor in the temple, because God is Spirit, and a spirit is neither circumscribed nor held because, by virtue of its nature, it is everywhere and is absent nowhere, richly bringing forth all in all.” Ambrose, De Spirit. s., bk. 3, c. 12: “Often ‘spirit’ is used for ‘spiritual grace.’ Therefore here God is worshiped not in wickedness of heart but with spiritual grace. The Holy Spirit infuses the gift of spiritual grace in which God is worshiped, as He is also worshiped in truth. For that person does not worship unless he draws the truth of His divinity with devout affection.”




SECTION II: ON THE INVISIBILITY OF THE DIVINE ESSENCE
 

Thesis.

§ 124. God is invisible in Himself and by His nature. The consequence of incorporeality is invisibility. Because God is incorporeal and nonmaterial, therefore He is also invisible. Exod. 33:20: “Man will not see Me and live,” which must be understood not in the divided sense [in sensu diviso], as if one could see God with his corporeal eyes, though a man may meanwhile die, but in the connected sense [in sensu conjuncto]: “No living man is able to see Me.” 1 Tim. 1:17: “To the King of ages, invisible, be glory.” (See our commonplace [1610 Loci Theologici, locus 3 (On the Nature of God)], § 76.) Justin quotes from Philemon: “Now tell me what sort we must consider God to be who sees all things and who Himself is not seen” (De monarch., p. 81). And from Orpheus: “No mortal views Him, but He Himself sees all” (p. 82). The same: “But I do not see him, for he is set nearby a cloud. For all mortal men have mortal maidens in their eyes but are weak to see Zeus, the guardian of all things.” In [image: ], bk. 1, c. 1, vol. 1, p. 669, Origen demonstrates with many arguments that God is invisible. The wiser heathen recognized this. Xenophon says that God, who rules this entire universe, is invisible (De dict. et fact. Socrat., bk. 4, p. 467, in the Greek; p. 342 in the Latin). Nevertheless we must distinguish (1) between physical and mental sight. God is said to be invisible with respect to the former but not the latter. (2) Between the state of this life and that of the life to come (1 Tim. 6:16 and Augustine, epistle 112).

§ 125. (I) The question arises: Do His appearances in the Old Testament conflict with the invisibility of God? We respond. Those appearances, which were preludes to His incarnation, were made not in His bare divinity but in the assumed, external form of a human, of a man, or of something else. Augustine, De civ. Dei, bk. 10, c. 13: “For as a sound that communicates an idea conceived in the silence of the mind is not the very thought itself, so also the form by which God, who is invisible in His own nature, is seen is not what He Himself is. Nevertheless He Himself used to be seen in the same physical form, just as that idea itself is heard in the sound of the voice. Nor were they ignorant that the invisible God could never be seen in corporeal form.” In Contra Maxim., bk. 3, c. 26, he proves this in detail: “Whenever it wished, the Divinity appeared to the eyes of mortals not through its own substance, in which it is invisible and immutable, but through a creature subject to itself.” Therefore we are compelled by no necessity to accept Alcuin’s opinion that favors the Photinians. In it he claims: “Those appearances that are read to have been made to the fathers in the Old Testament took place through the administration of the angels” (De Trinit., bk. 2, c. 17). This he tries to prove in vain from a comparison of Exodus 3 and Acts 7. Augustine, De Trinit., bk. 2, c. 17: “It is overly rash to say that God the Father never appeared to the patriarchs or prophets through some visible forms.”

§ 126. (II) The question arises: Will the blessed see God clearly and intuitively in eternal life? The Armenians believe that they will not see God immediately, but instead a radiance emanating from the divine essence. Contrary witness is given by: (1) Statements of Scripture: Matt. 5:8; 18:[10]; 1 Cor. 13:12; 1 John 3:2. (2) Rational arguments. Thomas gives two arguments in [ST,] part 1, q. 12, art. 1: [a] The blessedness of man consists in the clear vision of God. However, man is able to reach his blessedness for which he was created. [b] Man naturally wishes to see God, for now that he has seen creatures, he wants to see their Creator. Therefore that desire is not in vain. Meanwhile, we must distinguish between the proportion of quantity and of relation [habitudo], which is between the intellect and the intelligible.

§ 127. (III) The question arises: Will the blessed see the essence of God with eyes that are corporeal yet glorified? Vorstius responds affirmatively on p. 237 (though he contradicts himself on p. 199: “The Spirit is not perceptible to the external senses”). Augustine leaves the matter in doubt (De civ. Dei, bk. 22, c. 29; and in his epistle to Paulina). When Schmalz looks at this, he writes: “Theologians are not yet agreed whether we can see the essence of God in heaven” (Exam. 157 errorum, error 129, p. 35). Most Scholastics, as well as the Jesuits, deny it precisely (part 4, Sent., dist. 49). Thomas says that “it involves a contradiction to see God with a corporeal eye; therefore that cannot be done, even with absolute power” ([ST,] part 1, q. 12, art. 3). In Disp. 1, q. 13, point 8, Valencia relies on these rational arguments: (1) No spirit falls under the sense of the body. God is a spirit. (2) The infinite cannot be comprehended by a finite, physical sense. God is infinite. (3) No power can be borne outside its own object. The object of corporeal sight, however, is something visible and corporeal. (4) The object of seeing is color. Aristotle, De anim., bk. 2, text. 66: “It is the extremeness to be seen in a limited body or the quality stemming from bright and dark things gathered together.” But color does not befit God because He is not corporeal. In class. 1, Loc., c. 4, § 2, Martyr also embraces the opinion of the Scholastics. He argues: “Those who believe that the blessed see the essence of God are mistaken. Although our eyes will be strengthened when we are in our fatherland, nevertheless they will continue to be eyes, and they will be corporeal eyes. Therefore they will not exceed the genus and breadth of their objects.” To the statements of Scripture “We shall see God face-to-face” (1 Cor. 13:12) and “We shall see Him as He is” (1 John 3:2), he answers: “We must take these words to mean mental vision because the soul also has its own face, just as angels see the face of God (Matt. 18:10), and we shall be like them in eternal life (Matt. 22:13).” One could prove this with these arguments: (a) Scripture is speaking about that seeing which comes after faith (1 Cor. 13:12). But the seeing that comes after faith is intellectual. (b) It is of the same kind in angels and blessed souls. But this is intellectual. (c) People who depart from this life attain it immediately. (Cf. Becanus, Theol., p. 1, c. 9, q. 6.)

We take the middle road. It has been revealed in Scripture that the blessed will see God in eternal life, but the manner of that divine seeing—whether it will be only mental or both mental and corporeal—is scarcely found defined. As a result, we cannot define precisely nor urge peevishly that the essence of God will be seen with corporeal eyes. 1 Cor. 2:9: “Eye has not seen nor ear heard nor has it entered into the heart of man.” But neither should we deny stubbornly that through the power of God the eyes of the blessed can be illumined and sharpened in this way to see the essence of God. For we should by no means limit and bind the infinite power of God because of corporeal reasonings taken from the common, ordinary course of nature. (See Scaliger, Exerc., 368, sect. 9.) The statements of Scripture are quite emphatic: [1 Cor. 13:12]: “We shall see Him as He is, now in a mirror in a dark manner, but then we shall see Him face-to-face.” 1 Cor. 15:28: “God will be all in all.” It must be denied that that supreme blessedness consisting of the vision of God will not be seen with glorified eyes. God is no less infinitely distant from the created intellect than He is from corporeal sight. But the created intellect can be elevated to recognize God intuitively. Therefore corporeal sight, too, can be elevated to see Him.

The Scholastics object that in proportion of object and power God is farther from corporeal sight than from the created intellect, because God is seen outside the entire breadth of object, but He is not outside the adequate object of the created intelligence. We respond. God can provide more than we can understand. If He can preserve His infinity yet elevate the intellect to an intuitive recognition of Him, surely He can preserve His invisibility and elevate the glorified eye to see Him clearly.

Practical use.

§ 128. With grateful heart and mind, let us acknowledge that the invisible God comes forth from the secret throne of His majesty and reveals Himself not only in the creation of the world (Rom. 1:20) but also and especially in the sending of His Son (John 1:18) and in the preaching of the Word. With reference to His revelation in the creation of the world, Ambrose speaks as follows, commentary on Romans 1: “So that God, who is by nature invisible, could be known even to visible creatures, He performed a work that manifested the Workman in its visibility.” With reference to His revelation in the sending of His Son, the Savior Himself speaks: “Whoever has seen Me has seen the Father” (John 14:9). Irenaeus, Adv. haeres., bk. 4, c. 4, p. 241: “The recognition of the Father is the manifestation of the Son. The Father of the Son is invisible; the Son of the Father is visible.” The Father manifests Himself in the Son, and the Son manifests Himself in the Word. As many as embrace this in true faith “see the light in the light of God” (Ps. 36:[9]), and at some time, they will see God face-to-face in eternal life. They will see and love Him; they will love and praise Him forever.




SECTION III: ON THE SIMPLICITY OF THE DIVINE ESSENCE
 

Thesis.

§ 129. The essence of God is utterly simple, free of all composition, mixture, and division, and, therefore, of all accidents. We prove this: (1) From the removal of all types of composition. There are seven modes of composition: first, of quantitative parts, as body. Second, of material and form, as an essential composite. Third, of genus and difference, as any species. Fourth, of subject and accident, as any created substance. Fifth, of actuality and potentiality. Sixth, of individual substance [suppositum] and nature. Seventh, of being [esse] and essence [essentia]. However, God is composite in none of these ways.

(2) From God’s infinity. (3) From God’s perfection. (4) From God’s eternity. Everything composite has a beginning, for the components cannot exist after the composition but do exist prior to it. The Scholastics say: “In God there cannot be two extreme substantial components that nevertheless are distinguished in actuality in the nature of the thing. For those things that are distinguished from each other in the nature of a thing cannot be joined together with each other nor coalesce except through the act of some efficient cause that always comes earlier.”

(5) From the identity of the attributes with the divine essence. (6) From the immutability of God. (See Augustine, De Trinit., bk. 5, 16. See also our commonplace [1610 Loci Theologici, locus 3 (On the Nature of God)], §§ 80–82.)

Justin writes: “God is not like a created nature so that what He is and what He has would be understood as composite, like a created nature; instead, He possesses a nature. Thus we must understand Him as possessing what He is and what He has beyond composition” (QQ. et resp. ad orthod., q. 144, p. 379). Origen, [image: ], bk. 1, c. 1, vol. 1, p. 668: “We should not think that God, who is the beginning of all things, is composite, lest by chance principles earlier than Him be found. There are elements of which everything, whatever is said to be composite, is composed.” Rufinus, Expos. symb.: “When you hear ‘God,’ understand a substance without beginning, without end, simple, without any mixture, invisible, incorporeal, ineffable, inestimable, in whom there is nothing added, nothing created, without source; for it is He who is the Creator of all things.” The Damascene, De orth. fid., bk. 1: “The divinity is simple and uncompounded.”

§ 130. Furthermore, God is simple in this manner: (1) That He is absolutely simple. Angels and souls are said to be simple in a comparative sense because they are not composite like bodies, but God is said to be simple in the absolute sense because He admits no composition. The more unified the power, the stronger it is; the more unified it is, the more simple it is. Therefore the stronger or more powerful it is, the more simple it is. Because the essence of God is omnipotent, it is utterly simple.

(2) Not only that He is free of all composition in Himself and in His essence (because in Him there really is no distinction between what He is and that by which He is, between Him who has and what He has) but also that He cannot come into a compounding with anything. For whatever comes into a compounding of something does not act first and of itself.23 For a hand does not act, but a man acts through his hand. Therefore if God were the form of a body, He would not be a cause that acts first and of itself, and as a consequence He would not be the first cause. (Cf. Savonarola, De verit. fid., bk. 1, c. 7.) Only an incomplete being comes into compounding with another, because of its own nature it is suitable to compose with another incomplete being something more complete as both are compounded. But God is a complete and utterly perfect being.

Antithesis.

§ 131. The simplicity of God is undermined by: (I) Vorstius: “There appears to be some diversity in God, so that God’s living substance itself is one thing, while life or the power through which He lives is another” (Tract. de Deo, p. 247). Ibid., p. 209:


There are no commonly accepted axioms that are simply and in all ways true, that no diversity nor composition occurs in God; also that there is no accident at all in God, but that whatever is in God is God Himself. Are there not different persons in God? Are there not different relationships? Is the begetting of God the same thing as God Himself, or is His active begetting the same as His passive begetting? Or is acting the same thing as suffering [pati]? And if all these things are God Himself, how do they differ among themselves?





 

(Anyone will notice readily in what direction these ideas are headed, namely, to destroy the mystery of the Trinity as contradictory to the simplicity of the divine essence. But we shall speak about this object a little later.) On p. 210 he writes: “In God, essence (spiritual essence, the equivalent of “genus”) is like the material, and certainly the essential properties (the equivalent of “difference”) are like the form.” Ibid.: “Nothing prevents us from asserting generally [generatim] that one thing and another [aliud atque aliud] are in God or even that they are in the essence of God and that it is this way from eternity by the necessity of nature. We have various testimonies of Scripture that assert that one thing and another are in God, namely, subject and accident or agent and action, for example, when God swears by His soul (Jer. 51:14; Amos 6:8) and when a spirit is said to be in Him (1 Cor. 2:11).” Also: “The living subject is one thing and life is another, just as the one who has is one thing and what he has is another.”

Yet (1) one infers clumsily that the essence and attributes of the divine essence really are different in God simply because our mind conceives and considers them distinctly. (2) Difference differs really from genus because it is outside the essence of genus. But the essential properties of God do not differ really from God’s essence; they are not outside God’s essence nor are they accidents of His essence, as we pointed out in great detail in our commonplace [1610 Loci Theologici, locus 3 (On the Nature of God)], § 48. (3) God’s essence is categorically different [plusquam toto genere differt] than the essence of created things because the former is infinite, the latter, finite. Therefore when the divine attributes are predicated of the divine essence, it is not that the differences restrict the breadth of the genus but that they are predicated of the divine essence [as] really the same with it. (4) Living and life do not differ really in God because God does not live through some addition to His essence but has life in Himself (John 5:26) and is life itself. He lives of Himself and through Himself. (5) Vorstius contradicts himself. He says: “Whatever of goodness and perfection is in creatures, this entire thing is in God by the manner of simple form.” However, that simple form cannot be compounded, otherwise it would be neither simple nor accidental and otherwise God would not be substance. (6) One must distinguish a categorical accident [accidens praedicamentale] from an accident that can be predicated [accidens praedicabili]. There is no categorical accident in God but, because of His freedom of will in acting, some things are predicated about God accidentally and contingently, such as that He may destroy the world at this moment. It is one thing for something to be inherent in God accidentally, another for something to be said about God accidentally with an external predication. (See our De glor. Dei, disp. 5, thesis 13.)

(II) Some Calvinists who use improper language. Zanchi writes: “We can reverently and truly call the three persons the parts of God, namely, the essential parts.” Therefore it can be said “that God, or His divine essence, consists of those three things as His essential parts” (De trib. Elohim, bk. 2, c. 7, p. 529). Piscator says that the essence common to the three persons of the Trinity is “like a genus” and that the persons are “like species.” Augustine’s statement is pleasing to us: “The divine essence is predicated of the three persons not as a whole [is predicated] of its parts nor as a genus of its species nor as a species of its individuals but in another ineffable and incomprehensible way.” For a whole is not in one of its parts, a genus is not in one of its species, but the entire and undivided essence of God is in the Father, the entire and undivided essence is in the Son, the entire and undivided essence is in the Holy Spirit. (See our disputation De glor. Dei, loc. cit.) Some Calvinists, such as Sohn and Pezel, teach: “With reference to His person, the Word is not outside the assumed flesh; but because the essence of the Word nevertheless is infinite, in this respect the Word is outside the flesh in an infinite number of places.”

(III) The architects of the absolute decree [in the doctrines of providence and predestination]. Those who attribute contrary wills to God undermine the simplicity of the divine essence, for wherever there are contradictions of will, there is no room for the supreme and most perfect simplicity. But the architects of an absolute decree attribute contrary wills to God. Beza, par. 2, Resp. ad Coll., p. 173: “That which lies hidden in God at times disagrees with what He reveals; therefore the will of the sign24 or revealed will contradicts the other secret will.” Zanchi, De natura Dei, c. 2, p. 697: “Although when he sins man does what God wills by God’s secret and just will, nevertheless he cannot be excused when he acts contrary to that will of God on the basis of which he knows all things must be done.” Piscator (vol. 2, Loc.
12, p. 171) lists among the problems also this one: “Does God will some things by His revealed will that He does not will by His secret will?” Keckermann affirms this (Syst. theol., bk. 1, c. 7, p. 140) and sets His volition of good pleasure directly against His volition of the sign.

(IV) The Marcellians [Marcellini] who imagined a waxlike extension in God. Around the year of Christ 1140, the Arnoldists said that there is something in God, besides God, that is eternal. This same error was made by Peter Abelard, against whom Bernard worked, bk. 3, c. [5] of his Vita.

(V) Socinus: “Because Holy Writ does not testify anywhere that God’s essence is utterly simple and because to assert anything about God besides what has been expressed in Holy Writ should be considered dangerous, as much as we can, we abstain both from that and from other statements of the same sort, though they otherwise may appear to be utterly true and precise” (Defens. animadv., p. 44). And later: “… though concerning God’s essence, that it is utterly simple, we affirm nothing.”

Questions about the simplicity of the divine essence.

§ 132. (I) The question arises: Does the use of concrete language conflict with the simplicity of God? We respond. God is said to be not only life itself but also living, not only love and goodness itself but also good. Therefore one may use concrete language that nevertheless infers no composition in God as it does in creatures because life and goodness are predicated of God not accidentally but essentially. Thomas, [ST,] part 1, q. 3, art. 4: “Concerning simple things, we speak in the manner of composite things, from which we receive understanding. Therefore when we speak about God, we use concrete words to signify His subsistence, because in our experience, only composite things subsist, and we use abstract words to signify His simplicity. Therefore we say ‘deity’ or ‘life’ or something of this sort even of God, but we must relate these expressions to the diversity that exists in the comprehension of our intellect, not to some diversity of the thing itself.” In this way, when Christ says, “The Father has life in Himself” (John 5:26), He is not distinguishing the life of the Father from the Father’s essence, as an accident from its subject. Instead, He is accommodating Himself to our comprehension and establishing God as the unfailing and inexhaustible source of life. (See Ps. 36:[9].)

§ 133. (II) The question arises: Does it conflict with the simplicity of the divine essence to assert that God is the being of all beings, the life of all living things, etc.? We respond. Bernard, sermon 4 on the Song of Songs: “I certainly would have said that He is the God of all, not because they are what He is but because of Him and through Him and in Him are all things. He Himself, the maker of all things, is their being—but according to cause, not material.” Therefore God is called the essence of all created things, not by formation and composition but with respect to creation, preservation, control, and direction. This is not at all opposed to His utterly simple essence. Augustine refutes the opinion of those who believed that “God is the soul of the world, and the world is the body of God.” He says: “It will follow that whatever anyone steps on, he will step on a part of God and that a part of God is slain in the slaying of every animate thing” (De civ. Dei, bk. 4, c. 12).

§ 134. (III) The question arises: Does the trinity of persons militate against the simplicity of God? It seems this way to the Photinians. For this reason, they cry out that we are introducing a “three-formed, three-personed, and composite” God. Vorstius pours cold water on the Photinians, De Deo, p. 208: “There are at least three, if not more, things in God. It appears to be a contradiction, that anything truly exists that does not have a proper essence of its own.”

We respond. Justin answers: “God is triune not by a composition of parts but by a coexistence of persons” (QQ. et resp. ad orthod., q. 129). We proceed in this way. (1) Articles of faith must not be set against each other. Both the simplicity of the divine essence and the trinity of persons are set before us in the Word. Therefore both must be accepted with the obedience of faith. (2) We do not claim that the divine essence is distinguished really from the persons, as Sommer falsely attributes to us in his Refut. P. Carol., p. 25. Rather, we assert that the essence of God and the three persons of the Godhead are really and simply one. Therefore there is no composition here. (3) The personal properties do not multiply the divine essence nor are they compounded because one and the same divine essence is in the Father, Son, and Holy Spirit—in the Father as unbegotten, in the Son as begotten, in the Holy Spirit as proceeding. The Scholastics respond in this way: The question is not whether there is in God some real distinction that effects a real multitude or plurality but whether there are in God some real components that effect a real composition. The divine persons are indeed distinguished really, but they still are not extreme components that come together to compose something. (4) Sometimes the Photinians therefore urge: “Where there are three truly and really distinct persons, there is no longer pure and supreme simplicity.” But according to our hypothesis, there are in the divine essence three truly and really distinct persons. Here we limit the major premise: Where there are three truly and really distinct persons whose essence is not one and undivided, there is no longer pure and supreme simplicity. But there is one undivided essence of the three divine persons. (5) The person of the Father is not a composite of essence and personal property as of two things really diverse, but essence and unbegottenness are really one in the Father. Augustine, De Trinit., bk. 7, c. 6: “ ‘Being’ is not one thing in God and ‘person’ another; rather, they are completely the same.” The Scholastics say: “Hypostasis does not add to the essence some level of nature or some action but only the mode of being.” (See our De glor. Dei, disp. 10, thesis 36.)

§ 135. (IV) The question arises: Is the simplicity of the divine essence undermined by the distinction between the antecedent and consequent will? Piscator affirms this in his Not. ad tract. Vorst. de Deo at p. 62, thesis 27. We demonstrated the opposite in De glor. Dei, disp. 9, § 7. We do not establish in God a dual, really distinct will, which is one and undivided; rather, we explain a twofold respect of the one and undivided will.

(V) The question arises: Does simplicity introduce some perfection? Cajetan denies this because simplicity does not add any entity25 or positive mode but only the negation of compounding (just as unity brings in a negation of multitude). Nevertheless it should be remembered that this negation is established on a perfection. For in every genus, that which is more simple is also more perfect. (See Thomas, 1, Contra gent., c. 18.)

Practical use.

§ 136. God is utterly simple in His essence, so also is He in His will. There is no discrepancy here, no contradiction, nothing contrary and opposed to itself. James 1:5: “He gives to all people [image: ] [simply].” May that beautiful simplicity adorn also our behavior, as we pray with David: “May integrity26 and uprightness preserve me” (Ps. 25:21). God is present with the simple; He is offended by cunning. Double-tongued people who “speak in heart and heart” (Ps. 12:[2])—that is, people whose words are not in harmony with the sense of their heart—are an abomination to God (Prov. 11:20). The simplicity of a dove, not the cunning of a serpent, is recommended to us (Matt. 10:16; Eph. 6:5). In 2 Cor. 1:12 it is called “the sincerity of God,” which God works and which is pleasing to Him.




SECTION IV: ON THE ETERNITY OF GOD
 

Thesis.

§ 137. God is eternal with a true, properly spoken, and infinite eternity. Boethius defines eternity as “the whole, simultaneous, and perfect possession of unending life” (De consol., bk. 5, pros. 6). The Scholastics define it as “an interminable, indivisible, and independent duration.” It is interminable because it excludes beginning and ending limits, indivisible because it excludes all succession of time, independent because it excludes every imperfection and change.

But concerning “eternity,” this must be understood in its true, proper, and absolute sense. For “eternity” ([image: ]) is used in two ways in Scripture: (1) Improperly, for a very long yet limited time, and indeed simply (a) for something of long duration; (b) for something to which no end is attached; (c) for the whole course and succession of this time. Gen. 17:13: “There will be a covenant in your flesh, a covenant [image: ] of forever,” namely, as long as the Law endures. Exod. 21:6: “He will serve him [image: ] forever,” that is, until the jubilee.

It is also used in Scripture (2) properly for an interminable and infinite duration. This is also used in two ways: either for a duration with a limit only in one direction, namely, with reference to an interminable end or final limit—a posteriori, as they say—in which sense angels and human souls are called eternal. Or it is used absolutely, for a duration that is interminable in both directions, namely, with reference to a beginning and an end, with reference both to a beginning point and an ending point, a priori and a posteriori, before and after. In this sense only God is eternal because He has neither beginning nor succession nor end. He is eternal not by grace, like created things that will endure forever, but by nature. This pure and perfect act [i.e., God] is free from every passive potential, every succession, every composition. His being [esse] is always a standing being [ens], which never progresses to [become] a flowing being. His simple essence excludes every succession of before and after, past and future. Augustine, De civ. Dei, bk. 11, c. 6: “Time does not exist without some change of movement, but there is no change in eternity.” Boethius: “As ‘now’ flows, it makes time. As ‘now’ stands, it makes eternity.”

Proof.

§ 138. This eternity of God is confirmed by: (I) Holy Scripture in various ways: (1) by simple and plain assertion. Gen. 21:33: “Abraham called on the name of God [image: ] eternal,” who endures and exists perpetually. Ps. 55:[19]: [image: ], “sitting from of old,” that is, He dwells since the beginning. Luther: der ewiglich bleibet [“who remains eternally”]. Isa. 40:28: [image: ], “The Lord is the God of forever,” that is, the eternal Lord. Isa. 57:15: “Thus says the high and lofty One, [image: ] who dwells perpetually,” forever, the dweller of eternity. Dan. 6:26: “He is the living God, [image: ] enduring forever.” Rom. 16:26: “the command of the [image: ], eternal God.”

(2) By denying time and succession. Job 36:26: “Of the number of His years there is no investigation.” Isa. 43:10: “Before Me no god was formed and after Me there will be none.” Ps. 90:[4]; 2 Pet. 3:8: “A thousand years before the Lord are as one day.”

(3) By attributing eternal properties and operations. His mercy is said to exist “from eternity to eternity” (Ps. 103:17). To Him is attributed “eternal counsel” (Ps. 33:11), “an eternal kingdom” (Exod. 15:18), “eternal power” (Dan. 6:26), “eternal glory” (1 Pet. 5:10), etc.

(4) By metaphoric description. Days and years are attributed to Him, but these are totally different from our days and years. In Dan. 7:9 and 22 He is called “the Ancient of Days.” Ps. 102:[27]: “Your years have no end.” Job 10:5: “Are Your days as the days of man or Your years as man’s years?” Isa. 43:13: “Even from a day [image: ] I am He,” that is, from eternity, before there was a day.

§ 139. (II) Evident reason confirms His eternity. He who is the Creator of all things and all times, before whom there is nothing, with whom there is neither past nor future, neither before nor after, who is utterly simple and immutable, who remains immovable outside of every succession and every movement, who lives and rules forever, He indeed is truly and properly eternal. But all these things belong to God. Therefore.

He to whom belongs all the requirements of eternity, spoken of properly, is indeed truly and properly eternal. But all the requirements belong to God. The Philosopher says that there are two requirements for eternity: first, that it is [image: ]—continuous, simultaneous, whole—having no succession nor interruption in it; second, that it is [image: ], timeless—lacking beginning and end. These, however, belong to God properly—most properly. (See Thomas, [ST,] p. 1, q. 10, art. 2.)

§ 140. (III) The judgments of the fathers are added. Irenaeus, bk. 2, c. 64, p. 164: “God alone is without beginning and end and is truly and always the same in the same way, and He is Lord of all.”

** Justin, QQ. et resp. ad Graec., f. 29: “Nothing in God is temporal.” And later: “He who remains has nothing temporal.” **

Hilary, De Trinit., bk. 2, p. 15: “Run with your mind. If you think something is His farthest part, you will always find Him, because though you always reach out farther, He is always where you reach. Again, turn back the times, and you will find that He always exists. Should the number of your calculations leave you speechless, it still does not cause the constant existence of God to fail. Stir up your intelligence and embrace Him wholly with your mind; you hold onto nothing because this whole has something left over, and this something left over is always in the whole.”

Augustine, De Trinit., bk. 4, c. 21: “He is without any temporal movement above every creature, without any intervals of times and places, and He is simultaneously one and the same from eternity to eternity as eternity itself.” On Psalm 101: “God’s years and God Himself are not two different things, but God’s years are God’s eternity. Eternity itself is the substance of God and has nothing changeable. There [in eternity], nothing is past as if it no longer is, nothing is future as if it is not yet, but it is not there unless it is. It is not there—was and will be—because even what was is not now, and what will be is not yet. But whatever is there, is not unless it is.”

The Damascene calls God “eternal, without beginning, uncreated, unbegotten, imperishable, and immortal” (De orth. fid., bk. 1, c. 8).

Something of God’s eternity was known even to the heathen (see Rom. 1:20). According to Laertius, when the philosopher Thales was asked, “What is the very oldest thing in all the nature of things?” he answered, “God, because He never began to exist.” When he was asked what God is, he answered: “He who has neither beginning nor end.”

Plato, Tim.: “Nothing of the past, nothing of the future can be attributed to God without blasphemy.”

Antithesis.

§ 141. These things must be set against: (1) The Manichaeans, who establish two coeternal principles, namely, two natures, one of good and one of evil. (See Augustine, De haeres., c. 46.)

(2) The Arnoldists, who said around the year of Christ 1140: “In God there is also something (eternal) besides God.”

(3) In 1226, among other errors, this also was publicly condemned at Paris: that “all things separated from the first principle are coeternal” (Cent. Magdeb. 13., f. 575), from which we understand that at that time the error of the eternity of the angels was flourishing. (However, God alone is eternal, Ps. 90:2; 102:26[–27].)

(4) Vorstius, who in many ways undermines the doctrine of God’s eternity. (a) He denies that “God’s eternity can be demonstrated from those passages in which God is said to have existed before His creatures” (De attribut. div., p. 224). “On the basis of Ps. 90:2 (“You are God from forever”), God’s absolute eternity is not proved solidly because whatever was before this world is not necessarily from eternity.” On p. 310 he also repeats the same thing. We respond. The Scholastics indeed argue about a sort of participated eternity, which they describe as follows: “Eternity is taken to mean something that in actuality has neither beginning nor end. Nevertheless beginning and end are not opposed to it, as if God had produced from eternity some angel or other creature that would never stop existing.” However, this participated eternity is unknown to Holy Scripture, which attributes to God alone an eternity that lacks all beginning and end and places it among the noncommunicated attributes. Before the beginning of the creation, Moses described nothing for us except pure eternity, and nothing except the uncreated and divine being will be described. Thus “to be before the creation and before the foundation of the world was laid” is also equivalent to the words “to be from eternity,” as is gathered clearly from Ps. 90:2; Eph. 1:4; Matt. 25:34; John 17:5; etc. As there is no midpoint between God the Creator and His creation, so also there is no midpoint between eternity and time, which began with the creation of the world. (See our De glor. Dei, disp. 5, § 14.)

§ 142. When this had been set against Vorstius, he responded: “To some extent one can prove God’s eternity through accident from this (from Ps. 102:[1]), but not demonstratively; for Moses’ aim was not to prove God’s absolute eternity but God’s old and constant affection for His people, or the paternal and eternal benevolence of God toward us” (Exeg. apolog., c. 13). He calls it a weak proposition “if someone should say that whatever exists before the earth and the mountains were created is simply and necessarily eternal, because the opinion of those who have said that the angels were created a long time before the world is not improbable.” (See Jerome, Epist. tit. 1.) Vorstius again, c. 14, p. 66: “One cannot demonstratively conclude from the existence of something before the world was created that that something has eternity in the proper sense, that is, an unlimited and absolute eternity, because God could have produced some very potential creature before the world.”

We respond. (α) We should not here indulge our own speculations or the bare assertions of some of the fathers. The guessers must try to prove that the angels were created before Moses’ six days of creation, but Scripture alone must be heeded, which sets forth “being before the creation of the world, before there were earth and mountains,” as the specific description of eternity and as an attribute fitting for God alone. We draw the following conclusion then: Whatever is the specific [propria] description of the eternal God can be predicated of nothing created; otherwise it would not be specific. “Being before the foundations of the world were laid,” however, is the specific description of the eternal God. Therefore. Whatever did not begin in time is eternal. Whatever existed before the earth and mountains existed did not begin in time. Therefore whatever existed before the earth and mountains existed is eternal. The major proposition relies upon the immediate opposition of “eternal” and “temporal.”

(β) As Scripture attributes the work of creation to God alone as proper to Him (Job 9:8; Ps. [135:6]; Isa. 45:6; Jer. 10:11; etc.), so it declares to us “being before created things” as an attribute proper to the Eternal One alone. Therefore as I correctly infer that whoever created heaven and earth is the true God, so also I am correct in inferring that whoever exists before the creation of all things is the eternal God. Just as in the prior instance one is not permitted to think that the angels were employed in the ministry of creation, so also in the latter instance one is not permitted to think that the angels existed before the creation of the world.

(γ) We invert Vorstius’s argument. If Psalm 90 describes the old and constant affection of God toward His people, then certainly “being before the mountains and the earth” is also a description of eternity. The reasoning for this is that the mercy of God lasts from eternity to eternity. 2 Tim. 1:9: “Grace was given to us in Christ before the times of the world.”

(δ) With good cause we compare Prov. 8:22ff. with this passage of the psalm. There, Solomon describes this description of eternity in greater detail and most clearly shows that “to be from eternity” and “to be before the depths, the fountains of waters, the mountains, etc., were formed” are equivalent in meaning.

(ε) To claim that there was time before the world was created is to claim an opposite in what belongs together [[image: ]] because time began with the world and no other beginning limit [terminus a quo] or beginning of time than the beginning of creation can be established if we want to follow Scripture. To this pertains that statement of Moses: “In the beginning God created heaven and earth” (Gen. 1:1).

(ζ) When the proper subject is denied, its essential feature [adjunctum] is denied. Heaven as the dwelling place of the angels did not exist before the creation of the world. Therefore the angels did not exist before the creation of the world.

(η) Every creature as finite is limited by its own “when.” Before the creation of the world, there was no definite “when.” Therefore neither did any creature exist and, consequently, neither did the angels.

§ 143. (b) Vorstius denies that “the eternity of God is completely infinite and simultaneously all present. Rather, in it,” he says, “there is the succession of past, present, and future” (De attrib., p. 266). However, he badly contradicts both himself and the truth. The former is proved from the fact that on p. 12 he lists eternity among God’s attributes, and on p. 27 he asserts that “the properties of God are the very essence of God.” From this it follows of itself that eternity is not an accident but God’s very essence. How, then, could it not be infinite? The latter is inferred from the following: God’s eternity is nothing else but the duration of God. The duration of God is nothing else but His enduring existence, and the existence of God is the very essence of God. This is something Vorstius cannot deny and still preserve his own hypotheses. Therefore we make the further inference: God’s essence is indivisible, infinite, simultaneously all present, and excluding every succession of time. Eternity is God’s very essence. Therefore eternity is indivisible, infinite, simultaneously all present, excluding all succession of time, and, consequently, coexisting with all differences of times.

Vorstius makes the exception, Apol. exeg., c. 12, p. 50:


Holy Writ witnesses that God now is, that He formerly was, and finally that He always will be (Rev. 1:4); it attributes to God days and years (Ps. 102:[27]; Dan. 7:13); it distinguishes His operations according to three differences of time (Isa. 44:6); it attributes to Him the recollection of past events and the foreknowledge and prediction of future events; and, finally, when God speaks about Himself in the prophets, He discerns the past and future in His actions: “I have redeemed you from Egypt; I remember My covenant formerly made with your fathers; I shall visit or lift up Jerusalem.”





 

We respond. All these things are said through condescension. Procopius, on Isaiah 3: “Scripture treats this topic for humans in a human fashion.” Because our intellect is finite and can conceive of eternity only under the image of a time that endures with a perpetual succession of segments (which is why Plato in Timaeus calls time “the image of eternity,” and Pindar calls time “the likeness of the eternal”), therefore the eternity of God is described in human fashion with words that indicate the succession of time but that, nevertheless, must be understood in a manner fitting for God. Thomas, [ST,] part 1, q. 10, art. 2: “Words of diverse times are attributed to God in as much as His eternity includes all times, not as though He changes through present, past, and future.”

If Vorstius wishes to say that this is begging the question [petitio principii], we set against him those statements of Scripture in which corporeal members and human emotions are attributed to God, which he himself cannot deny must be understood by anthropopathism and accommodation. But especially we set against him the fact that Scripture itself explains that days and years are attributed to God not properly but metaphorically, and that it assigns to Him a simple immutability devoid of all succession. (See Exod. 3:14; Ps. 2:7.) The distinction of past, present, and future does not properly exist in God, the eternal and infinite Creator, but in created and finite things, of which some were, some are, and some will be. Furthermore, God properly has not been, nor will be, but perpetually is—not in a flowing “now” but in a fixed “now.”

If we are to use these words that denote time to refer to God, they must first be freed from all imperfections. That which remains utterly perfect must be attributed to God: “For He is always the same” (Ps. 102:[27]). “With Him there is no change” (James 1:17). Nor is there substance to what Vorstius fears, that “if the eternity of God is said to coexist totally with all differences of times, created things themselves must be deemed eternal.” For the meaning is not that eternity coexists in all segments and differences of time taken simultaneously and existing simultaneously, but that it coexists with segments of time taken separately and succeeding one another. Therefore as the distinction of times in creatures does not take away God’s eternity, so God’s eternity does not take away the distinction of times in creatures nor does it cause His creatures not to be subject to the succession and change of times. As all finite beings depend on the infinite God, yet do not for this reason become infinite, so segments of time in creatures coexist with eternity, yet the creatures do not for this reason become eternal. As the heavenly machinery revolves around an immovable pole with an eternal motion, and the immovability of the pole is not disturbed by the motion of the heavenly machinery nor the movement of the machinery caused to stop by the immovability of the pole, so also eternity coexists with the segments of time that follow after each other, and neither is the fixed immovability of eternity27 disturbed by the continuous successions of flowing times nor is the succession of times destroyed by the fixed immovability of eternity.

** Augustine says it well: “Although that immutable and ineffable nature may not accept ‘was’ or ‘will be’ but only ‘is’ … nevertheless through the changeability of the times in which our changeability moves about, we are not lying when we say, ‘He was, and He will be, and He is.’ He was because He never was not; He will be because He never will not be; and He is because He always is” (treatise 99 on John; see the entire passage). **

§ 144. (5) These things must be set against the Photinians, who themselves undermine God’s eternity: (a) By denying along with Vorstius that the description of eternity in its proper and absolute sense is that God existed before the creation of the world. Eniedinus, on Proverbs 8: “There can be something before the creation of the world that is not eternal.” Schmalz, Contra Frantz., disp. 1, p. 12:


Frantz argues that whoever exists before the creation of the world is from eternity on this basis: when it is said of the Father that He existed before the earth existed, when neither the depths nor the rivers nor the mountains yet existed, by this it is signified that He exists from eternity. But who does not see how weak this is? For in the first place, it is quite uncertain that God’s eternity is described in this way. To be sure, these things can be predicated of God, who is eternal, but they are not predicated of Him directly in such a way as to be arguments for His eternity. For unless it is evident from somewhere else that God is eternal or from eternity, it will never be proved by speaking in this manner. Next, there is an obvious fallacy of the consequent.28 For it is not [correct to conclude]: concerning Him who is eternal, one can rightly say about Him that He existed before the earth existed, so conversely one can say about Him who existed before the world existed that He was from eternity. For did not the angels exist before the earth existed and the world was created? They, however, are not eternal.





 

These points show that Vorstius and Schmalz used the same people as their teachers. Moreover, they argue with the intent of undermining the argument for Christ’s true deity, which is drawn from Proverbs 8 and from parallel passages.

(b) By stating that there are differences and succession of time in eternity. (See Goslavius, Contra Kecker., p. 2, c. 8.) However, the former correctly contradicted him. The Catech. Racov. (pp. 66–67) and Schmalz (Exam. 157 error., p. 39) correctly deny that differences of time occur in eternity.

(c) By denying that God’s eternity is explicitly taught in the Scriptures. From this the consequence would be that it is not simply necessary for salvation to believe that God is eternal, for whatever is necessary for us to know for salvation, they claim, is in Holy Writ explicitly, as we have shown elsewhere. Schmalz, Contra disp. 1. Frantz., q. 12: “Although it has perhaps never been written according to the letter that God exists from eternity, reason itself thus teaches that if God were not eternal, He could not exist, namely, as the supreme being.” Thus a greater force in asserting the eternity of God is attributed to the light of reason than to the light of revelation, though the eternity of the divine essence is nevertheless incomprehensible to our reason. Luther, commentary on Genesis 1, p. 2b: “It is insanity to argue much about God outside of and before time because that is wishing to comprehend the naked divinity or naked divine essence. Because this is impossible, God covers Himself in His works and in certain appearances, as He today covers Himself in Baptism, in Absolution, etc. If you should depart from these, you will then pass beyond measure, place, time, and into sheer nothing, about which there can be no knowledge, according to the Philosopher.” Schmalz himself behaves well, for he appears to have intended to correct that daring statement of his, for he adds: “Although one can claim correctly that it (namely, that God is eternal) was said there expressly, when God is said to be eternal.”

(d) By denying that eternity is a proper attribute of God. Schmalz, Contra disp. Frantz., de extr. judicio, p. 414: “I would not deny that there have been and are among the more learned those who feel differently from others in this matter” (about matter coexisting with God from eternity). On p. 415 he lists this question in the number of those “that truly pertain to neither salvation nor religion.” The source of his error is the denial of infinite divine power, which is required to produce something from nothing. (See our De glor. Dei, disp. 10, § 7.)

(e) By denying that the eternity of God is described by the words of Isa. 41:4: “I am the first and the last,” as we showed in the same place from Socinus and Ostorodt.

Questions regarding the eternity of God.

§ 145. (I) The question arises: Is eternity an attribute proper to God alone? We assert that Holy Scripture attributes eternity only to God and thereby distinguishes Him from creatures made in time. That which is truly, absolutely, and simply eternal is simply immutable. But no creature is simply unchangeable, because it has gone from not being to being and can go from being to not being. Only God, as utterly simple and infinite actuality, is simply unchangeable. Therefore only God is truly, absolutely, and simply eternal. Nothing else is its own duration because it is not its own being. But God is His own uniform being. Therefore He is also His own eternity. (See Thomas, [ST,] p. 1, q. 10, art. 2.)

That which is diverse from the essence of God cannot be eternal because eternity is the very essence of God. But all creatures are diverse from God’s essence. Therefore no creature is eternal. As nothing eternal is created, so nothing created is eternal. Consequently, to claim that a created thing is eternal implies a contradiction.

§ 146. (II) The question arises: Is eternity an absolute29
attribute of God in the same way as omnipotence, wisdom, and goodness are? Some people say it is not, persuaded as they are by the following argument: Eternity cannot be understood without a concept of time. Therefore eternity is said of God in a relative sense, namely, to the extent that it means that He lacks beginning and end, which are said only respectively.30 Also, when I ask whether God is eternal, I am not simply asking about God’s essence but about the duration of His essence. Similarly, when I respond that God’s essence is eternal and has neither beginning nor end but is outside of time, then I am making a pronouncement about God in a certain respect. Thomas, [ST,] p. 1, q. 10, art. 1: “It is right for us to come to an understanding of eternity through time. As the reckoning of time consists in numbering what comes before and what comes later in its motion, so also the reckoning of eternity consists in the apprehension of its uniformity, because it is completely outside of motion.” Yet the formal [principle] of eternity is not the lack of beginning and end but an immutability that excludes all succession of time, and the duration of the divine essence is nothing else but the ever-enduring divine essence. Consequently, when I attribute eternity to the divine essence, I am not assigning it some measure; rather, I am excluding every measure of time. Thomas, [ST,] p. 1, q. 10, art. 2: “Not only is God eternal, He is also His own eternity, though nothing else is its own duration because it is not its own being. But God is His own uniform being. Consequently, as He is His own essence, so He is His own eternity.”

§ 147. (III) The question arises: Is there not a succession according to earlier and later in divine actions just as there is in [His] essence? We respond. We must distinguish between eternal actions—which they call “personal” and “notional,”31 such as the begetting of the Son and the spiration [that is, “breathing”] of the Holy Spirit—and external acts or opera ad extra. (Philosophers distinguish between immanent and emanent action.) In the former there is no earlier nor later nor is there a priority or posterity of time between the begetting of the Son and the spiration of the Holy Spirit because both are eternal. In the latter actions, however, there is an earlier and later. Thus God created the world before He redeemed the human race. He calls before He justifies, and He justifies before He glorifies.

§ 148. (IV) The question arises: How is eternity different from time and aeviternity?32 Thomas, [ST,] part 1, q. 10, art. 5:


To the extent that something comes short of the essence of constantly enduring, so also it comes short of eternity. Some things come short in such a way that their being is the subject of transformation or consists in transformation. These things we measure by time. Some things come short in such a way that their being neither is the subject of transformation nor consists in transformation. Nevertheless these have transformation as an essential feature [adjunctum] either in actuality or in potential. These befit aeviternity. Secondarily and accidentally, eternity is distinguished from time and aeviternity in such a way that eternity lacks beginning and end, aeviternity has a beginning but lacks an end, and time has a beginning and an end.





 

Practical use.

§ 149. (1) Consoling. Our hope is in the eternal God whose “truth and mercy endures unto eternity” (Ps. 117:2) and who “keeps truth forever” (Ps. 146:6); therefore “He will not dismay” (Rom. 5:5). Isa. 54:10: “The mountains will depart and the hills will be removed, but My mercy will not depart from you and My covenant of peace will not be removed, says the Lord of mercy.” For His mercy and His covenant of peace are eternal. The Lord is our king “forever” and unto eternity (Ps. 10:16). Therefore He will defend the subjects of His kingdom forever (Ps. 37:28). Isa. 40:8: “The Word of the Lord endures unto eternity.” Therefore those who believe in the Word endure unto eternity. This God is “our God forever and beyond. He Himself will lead us above death” (Ps. [48:14]). “He has betrothed Himself to us forever” (Hosea 2:19). Therefore He will not abandon His betrothed.

(2) Admonishing. O my soul, created for eternity, divest yourself of the love of earthly and transitory things and desire only celestial things because they are eternal! Nothing temporal and unstable can provide rest for the soul or fulfill its desire, for it was created by God for eternity. Let us, then, cling by love to our eternal God, who is the end of our desires, “for we are but of yesterday and know nothing, because our days on earth are a shadow” (Job 8:9). Let us be carried, then, by the full desire of our heart to the Eternal One, lest we perish with the world when it tumbles and perishes. The world passes away, the earth perishes, all things in it perish, but he perishes worst who clings with his heart to earthly, transitory things. God intended visible and earthly things to come in great variety and change so that when we have perceived their fleetingness, we may lift our hearts to the eternal things, the things that are above, and say with David: “You, O Lord, are my portion in the land of the living” (Ps. 142:[5]) and “Whom have I in heaven besides You? There is none upon earth that I desire besides You. My flesh and heart have failed, but God is my rock of my heart and my portion forever” (Ps. 73:[25–26]).




SECTION V: ON THE IMMUTABILITY OF GOD
 

Thesis.

§ 150. God is immutable in Himself and in His nature. The immutability of God is proved: (I) From Scripture, both affirmatively—Exod. 3:[14]: “I am who I am”; Ps. 102:[27]: “You are the same”; Wisdom 7:27, of Wisdom:33 “Remaining in Herself, She renews all things”—and negatively—Mal. 3:6: “I am the Lord, and I do not change”; James 1:17: “In God there is no change nor variation of light and darkness, no turning of shadow.” (God, the supercelestial Sun, is distinguished from the visible and corporeal sun, which as it sets goes over to the opposite hemisphere and leaves the hemisphere that it has abandoned shadowed. Such shadowing, however, has no place in that eternal and unchangeable Light.)

(II) From reason. (1) Pure actuality [actus purus] neither accepts nor can accept any change, for that which is changed in some way must be in potential, because motion is the action of a being in potential to whatever extent it is of this sort. But God is pure actuality, and there is no passive potential in Him. Therefore.

(2) A rational nature can be changed in five ways. First, with respect to existence, such as if at some time it exists, at some time it does not exist. Second, with respect to place, if it is moved from one place to another. Third, with respect to accidents, if it is changed in quality or quantity. Fourth, with respect to understanding by the intellect, such as if one now considers true what he previously judged to be false. Fifth, with respect to the intent of the will, if one now decides to do something that he earlier had determined not to do. But God changes in none of these ways. Not in the first, because He is eternal and neither begins nor ever ceases to exist. Not in the second, because He is present everywhere and does not begin to exist anew in any one place. Not in the third, because no accident belongs to God because of the supreme simplicity of His essence. Not in the fourth, because He is omniscient and cannot be deceived in His knowledge. Not in the fifth, because He does not change His decrees, because He decides all things most wisely. Num. 23:19: “God is not like a man that He should lie, and a son of man that He should repent. He has said, and will He not establish it?” Job 33:14: “Because the Lord speaks in one, and in two He will not consider it.” Luther: “When God once decides something, He does not afterward reconsider it.”34 In the margin he adds: “As a man after doing something ponders, regrets, and plans a change.” Samuel says: “The Triumpher of Israel will not regret anything nor does He change anything” (1 Sam. 15:29).

§ 151. (III) The judgments of the fathers are added. Justin, Dial. cum Tryph., p. 279: “He who cannot be closed up in a place or in the entire world is not moved.” Justin again: “God continues to exist without change in His own perception and righteousness” (QQ. et resp. ad orth., q. 51, p. 328).

Theophilus of Antioch, Orat. 1. ad Autolyc., p. 245: “God is unchangeable.”

Proclus, Serm. de fide ad Armenos, p. 18: “The divinity continues to exist superior to alteration. The changeableness of nature as it occurs is passion, but that timeless and ever-same [nature] has unchangeableness as its property.”

Hilary, De Trinit., bk. 3: “I do not believe that God is subject to change. In the Eternal One there occurs no fault nor cleansing, no gain nor loss. Rather, what He is He always is, for it is specific to God, that what always is will be unable to have [something] in its nature at some time so that it is not.”

Augustine, introduction to De Trinit., bk. 4: “The essence of God has nothing changeable—not in eternity nor in truth nor in will.” De Trinit., bk. 5, c. 2: “That which is changed does not preserve its true being, and that which can be changed, even if it is not changed, can be what it was not. Therefore only that which not only is not changed but also which cannot be changed at all is said most truly to be. But God alone is unchangeable.” Ibid.: “All other substances have accidents by which a great or miniscule change occurs in them, but something like this cannot happen to God. Therefore only the substance or essence that is God is not subject to change.” (See also De civ. Dei, bk. 22, c. 1; bk. 9, c. 22; bk. 11, c. 4.)

The Damascene, De orth. fid., bk. 2, c. 3: “Everything that is created is also subject to change; only that which is not created is not subject to change.” And later: “All that has had a beginning also comes to an end by nature. But God alone is eternal or, rather, is beyond eternal.”

Arnobius, Adv. gentes, bk. 1, p. 22: “God is free from quality and quantity, without position, motion, and condition. About Him nothing can be said or expressed in the meaning of mortals’ words.” (See similar statements in Athanasius, vol. 1, De incar. Verbi, p. 480; De deitate Christi, p. 339; Contra Arianos, disp. 3, p. 193; Epist. ad Serap., p. 365; vol. 2, Dial. de Trinit., p. 155; Ambrose, on Genesis 4; Epist. ad Vercell. eccles., bk. 3, p. 249; De vocat. gentium, bk. 1, c. 3; bk. 2, last c.; De parad., c. 14; Isidore of Pelusium, bk. 1, epistle 241; Euthymius, on Psalm 32.)

In Philo’s works there is a short pamphlet that bears the title [image: ] [That the Divinity Is Not Subject to Change]. In it he attacks viciously “the wickedness of those who are going to be the most cursed” (for that is what he calls them), who imagine that Moses attributes repentance, properly speaking, to God. “For (as he says) the greatest sacrilege occurs in supposing that the unchangeable is changed.”

Ramban (as he is called by abbreviation), that is, Rabbi Moses ben Maimon—in reference to whom there is a common saying among the Jews: “From Moses the son of Amram to Moses Maimonides there was no equal to this Moses”—in his book titled Doctor perplexorum, confirms in detail that neither local movement nor any change nor any accident can correctly be attributed to God.

Antithesis.

§ 152. These things must be set against: (I) Secundus, the pupil of the Manichaean, who said that God was subject to change, for which Augustine refutes him (vol. 6, col. 529).

(II) Vorstius, who overturns the immutability of God in his book De Deo et attrib., p. 65: “Not everything that God wills from eternity does He will unto eternity. In fact, He wills some things in time that previously He did not specifically will.” p. 212: “Five kinds of change (alteration) can take place in God as far as He Himself exercises some immanent actions according to His free will. The will of God is the beginning [principium] of a mutability in God.” And later: “They are not speaking circumspectly who affirm that as God is not at all subject to change in His essence, so also He is immutable in His will.” p. 307: “Those people do not appear to speak quite accurately who teach simply and without limitation that whatever God willed or does will or is going to will, He willed or wills this from all eternity and with one, consistent act perpetually.” p. 451: “Moses is said to have called God back from His intent to destroy the people by arguing that He would have to fear a bad result, namely, that their enemies were going to find fault with God unjustly. For God seems to have been afraid of that result in His own way, as far as this was possible by His nature, and for this reason backed away from His intent.”

We respond. Vorstius is confusing the objects and effects of God’s will with the principle of those objects and effects. (See our De glor. Dei, disp. 5, § 14.) On p. 270, Vorstius denies that “the wisdom of God is the very essence of God,” about which we shall have more to say in its own place.35 When he is charged with this atheism in the Apol. exeg., c. 9, p. 38, he does not hesitate to affirm: “There are many diverse things in God, namely, diverse decrees.” He demonstrates a difference between the essence and the will of God with the argument that “the essence of God is absolutely and simply necessary, while the decrees of the divine will are free and contingent.” In fact, he goes on to the point of claiming that “the decrees of God are true accidents that have not existed in God from eternity but have been brought forth in time.” Against this error we set forth the firmly based statement in Scripture, which the entire Church has accepted: that God’s will is nothing else but God who wills, that is, the very essence of God. For God, who exists unchangeable in Himself and His nature from eternity to eternity, wills with one simple act of will and without any change, and achieves that which He has decreed from eternity.

The decree or counsel of God is understood in three ways: (1) Causally [[image: ]], for the principle of decreeing. In this way a decree of God is nothing else but God Himself decreeing or the decretory will of God. (2) Actively [[image: ]], for the act of decreeing or the decretory statement, when it is from God properly and in God metaphorically—that is, through anthropopathism—which does not imply a true and real composition of subject and accident. (3) As set against [[image: ]] or objectively for the thing decreed. In this way the decree is not in God essentially [[image: ]], that is, subjectively, but as set against, that is, objectively. From this one cannot infer that God’s counsels and decrees are accidents because all created things are in God objectively, yet these are not accidents. The source of the error is that Vorstius establishes intervals of times in the eternal God. And because in man there is no freedom of the will without mutability of essence and will, he thinks that also in God freedom of the will implies a mutability of essence and will. But just as nothing falls short of the unity and simplicity of the divine essence from the fact that it exists in three distinct persons, because it is infinite, so the simplicity and immutability of the divine will are not at all undermined by the fact that it is involved with distinct objects, because God wills and decides all things, not with many acts, distinct really, but with one simple act of His will. Just as God knows all things with one simple knowledge and not with many acts, distinct really, of His intellect, so it is with one simple volition that God wills all that He decides and does, rather than with many acts, distinct really, of His will. Just as God, who endures as eternal, creates and governs temporal things, so God, who endures as immutable, wills and does mutable things without any detriment to His eternity and immutability.

Here three points must be observed: (1) His will or decision taken according to itself. (2) The object of His will, that is, the thing that He decides. (3) The respect or relation of the decree to the thing that is decided. The will itself is and continues to be immutable because it is nothing other than the essence of God signified by way of action. Its object can be changed while the will continues to be immutable. On the part of God the respect or relation does not change, just as the relation rising from the work of creation did not cause a change in God but only in creatures.

(III) The Photinians. Because they deny that God has foreknowledge of future contingent events that depend on man’s free will, they are necessarily compelled to claim that God’s knowledge—thus also His essence—are subject to change. They also sometimes make God’s election subject to change. Socinus, Quod evang. se Phot., p. 13: “Those can perish whom God had destined for salvation, and this by their own fault. Conversely, those can be saved whom God had decreed would perish, and this because of their repentance.” We showed the contrary in our commonplace On Election and Reprobation [Commonplace X], § 215.

(IV) The Calvinists, the supporters of the absolute decree. (1) Those who claim that God acts in a different way in time from the way He has decreed to act in eternity claim that God’s will is subject to change. Supporters of an absolute decree do this. Therefore. (See the major premise proved in our De glor. Dei, disp. 6, § 15.) As God justifies and glorifies in time only persevering believers, so He has determined from eternity to justify and glorify only those who would persevere in believing. That is, He has elected them from eternity. As He condemns in time only those who stubbornly are unbelieving and impenitent, so He has decided from eternity to condemn only those who stubbornly are unbelieving and unrepentant. That is, He has reprobated them from eternity. If you imagine that God has elected some absolutely, that is, has determined to glorify them, and has absolutely reprobated some, that is, has determined to condemn them, though in time He saves only in view of faith and condemns only in view of unbelief, you have established a mutable divine will. (2) Those who attribute contrary wills to God undermine the immutability of the divine will. But the supporters of the absolute decree do this by making a distinction between the will of the sign [voluntatem signi] and of good pleasure [beneplaciti], between the revealed and the secret will. Therefore.

Questions.

§ 153. (I) The question arises: Is the immutability of the divine will undermined by making a distinction between the antecedent and consequent will, the absolute and conditional will? The Calvinists affirm this, according to Piscator (Not. ad coll. Vorst., p. 26). We proved the contrary (De glor. Dei, disp. 9, § 8). Here we repeat the statement of Augustine, Ench., c. 100: “The will of God is always fulfilled, either in reference to us or by us.” We also repeat Tertullian’s statement, De resurr. carn.: “God is best about His own and just about ours.”

** Here someone might object with the passage Job 30:21: “You have changed to be cruel toward me.” We respond. Lyra says in his commentary on this passage: “Neither cruelty nor mutability occur with God, but he added the word ‘to me’ so that the cruelty and change are not in the quality of the Judge but in the mind of the sufferer.” **

§ 154. (II) The question arises: Does the work of creation make God subject to change? Justin denies this (QQ. et resp. ad orth., q. 113, p. 361) and responds in this way:


“To be the same” is one thing; “to be of another” is something else. “Being the same” does not admit a relation [habitus]; “being of another” does admit a relation. Because the perfection of God lies in the fact that He is the same, that which is of another does not enlarge Him. And just as that which is the principle of number36 brings nothing to the unity—for even if there is no principle of number, it still would be perfect; and though its principle has been made, it still has not increased—so God, too, was perfect before creation and was not increased after creation. Therefore none of those things that exist through creation enlarge God, for He says, “You are the same,” but it does increase the relation [habitus] that exists toward [God’s] varied creation. He says, “You are exalted far above all gods,” namely, as Father, Judge, and Shepherd, and all that are similar to these. And just as God’s perfection, by which He is exalted above all gods, is not proved to be imperfect because He did not create more worlds, though He also could have done this, so He took no increase from the fact that He created one world. Therefore if God was not diminished because He did not create more worlds, surely also He was not increased because He created one world.





 

Cyril responds as follows, Thesaur., bk. 11, c. 2:


It is wise and true to say that nothing happens [accidere] to God’s substance because it is perfect in itself. Yet we are still forced at times to say that these are like accidents—even if they do not at all happen to God—and to conceive of accidents with our mind. For what are we saying when we understand that God was Creator before He created this world, though not in actuality? Moreover, when the world was created and became actual, and something in some way seems to have happened to Him when He become Creator in actuality—though without changing Himself but by producing all things from nothing into being—did He then create all things by an eternal and immutable will to create when He willed this eternally? There are many more things of this sort that seem as though they have happened to God …





 

Augustine, De civ. Dei, bk. 12, c. 17: “For a new work, He can use not a new but an everlasting counsel.” C. 21: “God creates new things without a newness of will.”37

The Scholastics respond that creation is taken in two ways, namely, actively and passively. Taken actively, it is nothing else but the divine action itself, not simply but with relation to creation. Because this relation is not real on God’s part but only conceptual [rationis] (and that externally [ad extra]), it implies no change in God. Taken passively, it is a relation in the creature to the Creator as to the origin [principium] of its being. Because it is an action without motion, it was not necessary for it to be produced by another creation. In creation two things must be considered: (1) the principle for doing something [principium agendi] and (2) the effect produced. [1] The principle for doing something is the very essence of God to which no change occurs through creation, because in creation God did not will something with a new motion of will, which He previously willed from eternity. Instead, He did in time what He had decreed with His immutable will from eternity. [2] In the effect produced there is a change from not being to being, but this does not make God Himself subject to change.

Let the judgment concerning this question be the same: Did the work of incarnation make God subject to change? Socinus affirms this and writes: “If God at that time actually became incarnate and became man when Jesus Christ was conceived by the Holy Spirit in the womb of the Virgin Mary and was born of her, who will be able to deny that something new and foreign—and of great importance!—had happened to God Himself and to His substance?” (Defens. animadv. Posn., p. 66). Yet the same hypostasis of the Word continued to exist, though the hypostasis began to be [also] of the other nature.

§ 155. (III) The question arises: Does the word “repentance” used about God in Gen. 6:6 and 1 Sam. 15:11 imply a mutability of the will? This we deny because God is said to repent not properly but according to anthropopathism. Augustine, De civ. Dei, bk. 15, c. 25: “Unlike a man, God does not repent of any act of His. In all matters without exception, His decision is as fixed as His foreknowledge is certain. Instead, His consideration and reconsideration are the unchangeable arrangement of changing things.” De civ. Dei, bk. 17, c. 7: “Where we read that God repents, a change of things is indicated while divine foreknowledge continues to be unchangeable.” In his commentary on 2 Samuel 11, Bede repeats this, as well as many other statements from Augustine.

** Augustine again, De civ. Dei, bk. 22, c. 2: “When God is said to change His will—such as, for example, when He becomes angry with those with whom He had been mild—it is they, rather than He, who are changed, and they find Him to be somehow changed in the things they suffer.” **

Repentance is taken either (1) properly or (2) metaphorically. Taken in the first way, it does not belong to God because of: (a) The negation of the definition. Repentance, properly speaking, is grief that comes from one’s own actions done by a mistake of the mind or by a weakness or inconstancy of the will or a changeability of emotions. However, such grief does not belong to God. (b) The removal of causes, because all causes of repentance are denied to God. These are: (α) Ignorance of the mind. Because our mind is finite, it has no foreknowledge of all human events, thus it often does something by mistake for which it is sorry afterward. (β) Inconstancy of the will. The will of man is fickle, inclining now in this direction, now in that. (γ) Weakness of powers. Because of weakness, humans often cannot bring their plans, even most carefully considered, into actuality [or action]. Therefore repentance is attributed to God only in the second way, that is, metaphorically.

There are two things in repentance: (a) Emotion [affectus], namely, an inner grief developing from the fact that the will hates what it has done. (b) Result [effectus], namely, a change of the prior deed. The first has no place in God, but the second does, for He changes His deeds while His will remains unchangeable. Inner grief in us arises because we have erred in our earlier deeds, but we have erred because our intellect cannot foresee all future events, because our will is unsteady and weak. But neither error nor ignorance nor infirmity has a place in God. Therefore repentance, properly speaking, also has no place in Him.

Justin responds in this way, QQ. et resp. ad orthod., q. 36, p. 322:


The Lord God is immutable both by the fact that He exists and by the fact that He does actions suitable for Himself. As He foresees, He considers changing things that are harmful, and using things that He foresees, He changes the things themselves. Consequently, both when He pardons and when He does not pardon, He retains His immutability. In fact, He pardons those who correct their sins in such a way that He is not changed, and He does not pardon those who persevere in their wickedness without correcting themselves in such a way that He is not changed. Therefore the passage “I am moved by repentance” designates His immutability in that He does not pardon; and the passage “the Lord decides otherwise” signifies His immutability in that He does pardon. For God is immutable and always endures in doing those things that befit Him; it never admits mutability for doing what does not befit Him.





 

Theodoret, QQ. in Genes.: “The repentance of God is nothing else but a change of His arrangement [dispositio]. He says: ‘I am sorry that I set up Saul as king. Because of this, I decided to depose him and to select someone else.’ ‘If I am sorry I created man,’ that is, ‘I have decreed to destroy the human race.’” Lyra: “Repentance, grief, and other sufferings are in God not according to the thing [that is, in reality] but according to manner. Thus He is said to have repented because He behaved in the manner of one who repents and wanted to destroy what He had done earlier.”

§ 156. (IV) The question arises: Does the fact that the prophecies of God do not always come about bring mutability to God (2 Kings 20:1; Jon. 3:4)? We respond. As the promises of God are understood with the condition of perseverance, so the threats of God must be understood with the condition of repentance. Jonah had predicted that Nineveh would be overthrown, but with the condition (tacit or expressed) “unless they would repent.” God Himself reveals this response: “I will suddenly speak against a nation, and against a kingdom, to root out, and to destroy it. If that nation against which I have spoken shall repent of their evil, I also will repent of the evil that I have thought to do to them” (Jer. 18:7–8). Therefore these conditional divine prophecies must be distinguished from absolute ones. The former occur only when the condition has been met; the latter, absolutely and always.

§ 157. (V) The question arises: Does freedom of the will conflict with the immutibility of God? Because the divine attributes are most simply the same with each other and with the divine essence, they cannot conflict with each other. But now immutability and freedom to act are divine attributes. Therefore. Not even in the angels and the blessed who are confirmed in goodness does the immutability of [their] will, which always seeks the good, take away the freedom of will. All the less does this happen in God, whose essence is utterly pure and simple. The formal principle38 and definition of freedom does not conflict with the formal principle and definition of immutability. Freedom consists formally in the fact that God can act freely and decide this or that in accord with His own choice [arbitrium]. Immutability consists formally in the fact that those things that He has decreed absolutely are not changed by a variation of will.

(VI) The question arises: Do emotions belong to God? In Exercit. 16, Scaliger distinguishes between an active and passive emotion [affectus]. Every passive emotion is connected with an alteration that simply is absent from the immutable God; as a result, God’s emotion is not an accident. Anger in humans is a disturbance of the mind because it is a passive emotion. But God’s anger is not a disturbance because it is an active emotion. For it is nothing else but the righteous turning away from sin and the will to avenge His majesty.

Practical use.

§ 158. (1) Comforting. The apostle shows this in Rom. 11:29: “The gifts and calling of God are irrevocable.” The gifts that God, of His free mercy, promises and gives to humans, His free promises, and the free calling of God are such that He is never sorry about them. Therefore, of Himself, He never changes His benevolent affection toward the devout, provided they persevere in the obedience of children. This offers us the most effective consolation by which we can claim with firmness that when God through the Holy Spirit kindles true faith in Christ in our heart and receives us as His sons, He will never deprive us of His grace in the future, provided we ourselves do not depart from His grace. Of His grace He elected us; of His grace He called us; of His grace He justified us. Therefore of His grace He will one day also glorify us because His goodness and grace are not subject to change. He forgets our sins if we repent seriously, but He cannot forget His grace. Jer. 31:3: “I have loved you with an everlasting love; therefore I have drawn you with My mercy.” Luther’s translation: Ich habe dich je und je geliebet, darum habe ich dich zu mir gezogen aus lauter Güte. [“I have loved you for ever and ever. Therefore I have drawn you to Me due to pure kindness.”]

(2) Exhorting. Our changeable will should cling to the unchangeable will of God so that it may be founded and confirmed in the good. Augustine, De nat. boni adv. Manich., c. 24: “God always remains in one and the same best state so that nothing good can be added to Him nor depart from Him,” in which sense Christ says that God alone is good (Matt. 19:17). Our goodness, our will is unstable and weak. Therefore it is required to cling by love to His unchangeable goodness and will. Let us sigh for the immutable God, that He would change our nature, which sin has corrupted, and renew us daily according to the inner man until we reach the state of immutable good in eternal life.




SECTION VI: ON THE IMMORTALITY OF GOD
 

Thesis.

§ 159. God is immortal and incorruptible. This is confirmed by: (I) Holy Scripture, both negatively, when it removes mortality and corruption from God—“They have changed the glory of the Incorruptible,” etc. (Rom. 1:23); “To the incorruptible King of ages be honor and glory” (1 Tim. 1:17); and “The King of kings and Lord of lords alone has immortality” (1 Tim. 6:[15])—and affirmatively, when it attributes life to God—Gen. 16:[13–]14; Deut. 5:26; Jer. 2:13; etc. For this life is eternal, incorruptible, and will never perish. Deut. 32:40: “I live forever.” God lives of Himself and of His own nature, but life is essential to God, and, in fact, God is life itself. Consequently, the life of the rest of living things is accidental and participated.

Life is attributed to God: (1) Absolutely, not only preeminently but also uniquely, for He alone properly [proprie] lives and is essential life itself. (2) Comparatively, with respect to idols, which are not living gods but dead images that have neither life nor signs of life, neither sense nor movement. Ps. 106:28. (3) Effectively, because He gives life to all things that live. 1 Tim. 6:13. “In Him we live and move and are” (Acts 17:28). “You have made my life and mercy; and Your visitation has protected my spirit,” that is, my life, the sign of which is breathing (Job 10:12).

(II) Reason. (1) From His eternity, because He is eternal of Himself and of His own nature. Therefore. Just as living water is the same thing as that which flows constantly and perpetually—as the poet sings: “The perpetual springs are the image of eternal life”—so the living God is eternal and incorruptible. (2) From His simplicity. Whatever lacks all compounding, that also does not admit cancellation and corruption. Because of the supreme simplicity of His essence, God is devoid of all compounding. Therefore. (3) From His immutability. Whatever is simply and in every way unchangeable is also incorruptible. God is simply and in every way unchangeable and always remains the same. Therefore. In fact, because God alone is absolutely and simply immutable, therefore He alone is said to have immortality (1 Tim. 6:16). Augustine (Contra Maximin., bk. 3, c. 12) demonstrates this elegantly, saying:


In every changeable nature, change itself is a death because it causes something that used to exist in it not to exist. Accordingly, even the human soul, which is called immortal because it somehow never stops living in its own way, nevertheless has its own sort of death in its own way, because if it used to live justly and sins, it dies to righteousness, and if it used to sin and is justified, it dies to sin. Also the nature of heavenly creatures could die because it could sin. Even angels sinned and became demons, and those that did not sin could have sinned.





 

(4) From the removal of causes of death and corruption—both external and internal. Because God’s life is purest actuality, living of itself, and because God has nothing potential,39 therefore He is simply immortal. (5) From the nobility and perfection of the divine essence. Living things are more perfect and noble than nonliving things. But God is the most perfect and noble being. Therefore He is a living being and, in fact, living in such a way that He lives through and of Himself, is self-living and ever-living, having life in Himself (John 5:26). Thus He alone can say truly: “I live” (Deut. 32:40, etc.). (See our commonplace [1610 Loci Theologici, locus 3 (On the Nature of God)], §§ 104–5.) (6) From God’s blessedness. If God were not immortal, He would not be able to be blessed. Consequently, to live at any time is the same thing as leading a blessed life (Ezek. 37:14).

(III) The agreement of all men, for engraved on all minds is that preconceived notion that God is a living and immortal being. The Greeks call [their] god “Zeus,” from the Greek word for “living,” because [God] alone truly lives and gives life to all things, so that deservedly He can be called “He who lives” [[image: ]] in the same way as He is called “He who is” [[image: ]].

Questions about the immortality of God.

§ 160. (I) The question arises: Does the life of God differ from the essence of God? We respond. As God is His own being, so also He is His own living. Thus in the nature of the thing, essence and life in God do not differ in actuality. Nevertheless with respect to our conceptual ability these two are distinguished, for we conceive of God as He is in one way and of God as He lives in another. Two things in nature are found in which all perfection of things is contained: essence and life. The former is the property of every creature that exists; the latter, only of certain things that have the power to live. (See Ps. 104:29; Acts 17:28.) These two are called “the two causes of nature” [naturae momenta], which must be placed on God with the mode of supereminence above the essence and life of all created things (Ps. [102:26–27]; 1 Tim. 6:16). Hence not only is God said to exist and the name “Jehovah” is given to Him, but He is also said to live and is called life itself. Neither of these befits creatures in this way.

(II) The question arises: How many ways is the life of God manifested? We respond. The life of God is act [actus] by which the essence of God demonstrates that it is active. As the Scholastics teach, the divine essence shows that it is active in three ways: in intellect, in will, and in power to act [potentia agendi]. Therefore these three pertain to God’s life: His intellect, His will, and His power to act.

(III) The question arises: Is God correctly called the life of all the living? We respond. He is this not formally but causally. Augustine, De civ. Dei, bk. 7, c. 5: “The soul is not a portion but a condition of God. He is not the soul of all, but He has made every soul. When He alone illumines it, the soul becomes blessed if it is not ungrateful for His grace.”

(IV) The question arises: Is God impassible and unable to suffer [[image: ]
et impatibilis]? We respond. As God alone is simply immutable and immortal, so also He alone is simply and absolutely impassible. He is an infinite being. Therefore because of this infinity nothing can act upon Him, because all things besides God are finite, which cannot act upon the infinite. He is an utterly simple being and sheer actuality. Therefore because of this simplicity of essence, He cannot receive the action of anything. He is an independent being. Therefore because of His independence, nothing can force or change Him. If you say, “God is honored by the devout and is treated disgracefully by the wicked; therefore He receives action and suffering,” we must distinguish between real and intentional sufferings, between subjective and terminative sufferings, between transmutative and relative [[image: ]] sufferings. When the wicked blaspheme God, this is not real, subjective, and transmutative suffering in the way that fire heats water; instead, it is intentional, terminative, and relative in the way the human eye sees water.

Practical use.

§ 161. Exhorting. Because of sin, all we wretched humans are subject to death. 2 Sam. 14:14: “We are all dying, and we are like water spilled on the ground that cannot be gathered up.” Ps. 144:4: “Our days are like a passing shadow.” They pass by like a rushing torrent that exists only when it rains and a little later no longer flows. They are like a flower that opens in the morning but wilts in the evening when it is picked. (See Ps. 90:6.) Job 14:1–2: “Man that is born of a woman lives for a brief time and is full of many miseries. He comes forth like a flower and withers; he flees like a shadow and never remains in the same state.” Bernard comments on these words as follows: “Man is born for labor, not for honor. Man is born of woman and for this reason with guilt. He lives a short time and, therefore, with fear, full of many miseries, thus with tears [non propterea cum fletu], and many of them, because he is at the same time made of soul and body” (Ad Eugen., bk. 2, col. 1024). In these words Job is describing the brevity, frailty, fleetingness, instability, and manifold adversity of human life. These call to our mind every day that we should turn our heart away from corruptible things and fix all our confidence, our every hope and desire, on God, who is immortal and incorruptible. Whoever loves transitory things perishes with transitory things. He who clings by faith and love to God, who is immortal and incorruptible, becomes one spirit with Him and lives forever with Him. Our soul is immortal, and because it was created for immortality, it is not satisfied nor does it rest except in God, who is immortal and incorruptible (Ps. 17:15).




SECTION VII: ON THE INFINITY OF GOD
 

Thesis.

§ 162. God is truly infinite. We take infinity to mean the sort of property that God can be limited by no time nor place nor anything else but that He is infinite in His own nature and essence, actually, simply, of Himself, and absolutely. We do not understand it (1) as an infinity of corporeal quantity or extension but of essence and perfection. Nor (2) as a privative infinity, but rather negative. Something privatively nonfinite is that which has not yet attained its ultimate perfection, such as a fetus in the womb. Something negatively nonfinite is that which lacks terminus and limitation in such a way that it cannot and should not be bound and limited. Again, that is said to be privatively infinite which, though it does not now have an end in actuality, nevertheless can have one, like quantity. [That is said to be] negatively [infinite] which simply has no end. (3) Although the etymology of “infinite” has to do only with the “end” [finis], nevertheless we understand that there is [also] a beginning limit [that is negated in the term “infinite”], so that God is and is said to be infinite because He has neither beginning nor end. (4) To the philosophers something infinite is threefold according to its substance, quantity (namely, continuous and discrete), and quality. In created things, there is nothing infinite in actuality neither according to substance (because every created substance is a compound) nor according to quantity nor according to quality because quantity and quality cannot be infinite in a finite substance. God alone is infinite, not according to quantity or quality but according to substance.

§ 163. This infinity of God is proved by: (I) Holy Scripture and, in fact, in three ways: (1) By affirmation. Ps. 145:3: “Great is the Lord and greatly to be praised.” Baruch 3:[25]: “He is great and has no limits; He is high and without measure.” (2) By negation. Ps. 145:3: “There is no [image: ] investigation to the foundation (end) of His greatness.” (3) By comparison. Job 11:[7–9]: “Will you discover God by searching? Will you discover Him at the perfection of Shaddai? What will you do in the heights of heaven? Will you learn that He is deeper than hell? His measure is longer than the earth and His breadth, than the sea.” Isa. 40:12, 15, 17: “Who has measured the waters in the hollow of His hand, and who has measured the heavens with His palm? Who has hung the mass of the earth with three fingers? Who has weighed the mountains on scales and the hills on a balance? … Behold, the nations are like a drop in a bucket before Him and are considered like dust on the scales. Behold, He takes up the islands like fine dust…. All the nations are as nothing before Him. He considers them less than nothing and emptiness.” Wisdom 11:23, etc., Dan. 4:[35]: “All the inhabitants of the earth are counted as nothing.”

§ 164. (II) Reason: (1) From the nature and condition of the infinite. Something is called “infinite” because it is not finite. Now, each form considered in itself is common to many things and in this respect is said to be infinite, that is, in potential. But when it is taken into matter, it becomes the determinate form of this thing and thus is said to be limited, that is, in actuality. Therefore because God is sheer and pure actuality and His being is not taken into anything but subsists of itself, it is obvious that God is not finite but is especially formal40 and infinite. (See Savonarola, De verit. fid., bk. 1, c. 8.) (However, if God were to keep form separate from all matter, it still would be finite and limited. Therefore it is more correct to say that form is limited by the very finity of [its] essence than by its reception into matter.)

(2) From God’s perfection. Whatever has neither end nor limit to its perfection and might is truly and absolutely infinite. For as that which has an end or limit to its perfection and might is finite in its perfection and might, so conversely that which has no limit in its perfection and might is infinite. But now God has no limits to His might and perfection, otherwise He would not be absolutely perfect and supreme. Therefore.

(3) By removing from God the things that make creatures finite. Creatures are finite because they lack some perfection or level of perfection in the category of being. In this way the elements are finite because they lack the level of perfection that is in living creatures, namely, life. Plants are finite because they lack that level of perfection that is in sentient beings, namely, sense and movement. Brute animals are finite because they lack that level of perfection that is in intelligent creatures—angels and humans—namely, intelligence. Angels and humans are finite because they lack that level of perfection that is in God, who is the uncreated, independent being, the cause of all things. But God lacks neither perfection nor level of perfection in the entire spectrum [latitudo] of being, but Himself contains in actuality all the perfections possible in the category of being.

Furthermore, the essences of things are bound and limited in many ways: (a) By knowledge. (b) By duration. (c) By place. (d) By production of result, namely, when something is limited by some one of these in such a way that it cannot extend itself further. (e) By receiving its own being from something else. For since every effect is contained within the potential and effectiveness of its own cause, it happens consequently that because it receives its being from its cause, it is contained and limited by the power and effectiveness of its cause. But God is limited in none of these ways. Not by the first, because He is known by the finite intellect in such a way that He still is not comprehended. Therefore He is infinite according to knowledge. Not by the second, because He is eternal in duration and has neither beginning nor end. Therefore He is infinite according to duration. Not by the third, because He is neither circumscribed nor defined by place. Therefore He is infinite according to negated inclusion in a certain place. Not by the fourth, because He is not thus limited in the production of any effect so that He could not act further. Therefore He is infinite according to power. Not by the fifth, because He receives His being from no one nor does He depend on any thing to be there or to be preserved. Rather, what He is, is of Himself. Therefore He is infinite according to essence. This infinity is essential and is, as it were, the root of the prior modes of infinity.

§ 165. (III) The judgments of the fathers. Irenaeus, Adv. haeres., bk. 1, c. 12, p. 58: “The Father holds all things; He is without limit [or, without beginning].”

Ambrose, commentary on Ephesians 3: “Consider a sphere. It has as much longitude as latitude, as much height as depth. It is the same with God: All things are equal with respect to the immeasurableness of His infinity. For a sphere is enclosed in a finite way, but God not only fills all things but also even exceeds all things. He is not enclosed but has all things within Himself, so that He alone may be considered ineffable and infinite.”

John of Damascus calls God “unlimited, infinite, without shape, uncircumscribed” (Orth. fid., bk. 1, c. 4). And later: “The Deity is unlimited and incomprehensible. The only comprehension we have of Him is His unlimitedness and incomprehensibility.”

Antithesis.

§ 166. These thimgs must be set against: (I) Vorstius, who undermines the infinity of God in many ways. He writes (De Deo et attrib. div., p. 234): “In actuality, God is not simply infinite in being nor in operation, though with respect to us He is said to be infinite in both ways.” p. 235: “God is indeed pure actuality, but this does not keep Him from being finite in Himself at the same time.” p. 237: “In all nature, nothing can be infinite in actuality; therefore neither can God. God’s substance is seen by the angel; therefore it is not completely and simply infinite.” p. 235: “He is indeed infinite in His long duration [diuturnitas] because the order and necessity of nature demand this. But He is not, for this reason, of immense [unmeasurable] essence, because nature is quite averse to this.” p. 238: “The power of God is not completely infinite; therefore the essence of God is not infinite, for as infinite power requires infinite essence, so finite power requires finite essence.” Ibid.: “Holy Writ indeed calls God great, lofty, elevated, but never does it call Him absolutely infinite nor simply immense. We do not deny that He can be called infinite in some respect and comparatively, in the way that the number of the stars and the sands of the sea are infinite with respect to us.” The Apolog. exeg., c. 16, charged him with this atheism, and he tries to excuse himself with three different tricks and distinctions. However, these cannot endure the light of the truth and merely throw dust in the eyes of the ignorant while he continues to retain the muscle of his error. On p. 90 he writes: “We must always take with some pious caution an infinity no less of power than of essence.” p. 91: “To a certain extent the omnipotence of God has its own limits and cannot in any way nor in an unlimited sense be called infinite. Rather, in view of us and with special respect to its objects, it is called infinite most correctly and in such a way that the infinity both of divine power and of essence always desires some pious restriction and limitation.” On p. 96, intending to respond to the statement “that he had ascribed a sort of finite quality to God, he affirms that in the case of God it is not bad for Him to be able to be called finite in Himself or definite by His nature. And he denies that God’s essence is completely unlimited or completely indefinite, indistinct, and infinite in any way.” On p. 94 he writes that he “calls God finite not verbally or participially but only nominally as something definite, certain, distinct, and proper” (as if the question were about the words rather than about the thing itself, as if something could be called finite nominally that is not finite verbally). On p. 95 he concludes that “we can say harmlessly that God is in Himself a finite being or is limited with respect to His own nature.” p. 97: “I think that it is more reasonable and much safer simply to attribute to God some essential finitude than to admit paradoxes” (which are paradoxes in Vorstius’s brain). In c. 19 he writes: “Scripture in part assigns to God a real size and quantity.” p. 99: “Holy Writ ascribes to God true size, a true place and dwelling,” etc.

It is not clear to anyone at first glance where these arguments are headed, but they are actually directed to the destruction of the mystery of the Trinity and of the incarnation. For if God’s essence is finite, it cannot subsist whole and indivisible in three distinct persons, for in every finite essence there are as many essences as persons. If there are three essences in God—Father, Son, and Holy Spirit—they will not be consubstantial [[image: ]]. Also, if the divine essence of the Word is finite, surely He will not be on earth but only in heaven according to His essence; and consequently the assumed human nature will not be united personally with the Word, obviously because according to His essence He would not be in heaven but on earth.

§ 167. The arguments with which he tries to prove the finity of the divine essence have an easy explanation. (1) From the negation of effective proof: “Scripture does not declare that God is infinite. Therefore.” However, we recently showed the opposite.

(2) From the vision of God. “The angels and the blessed see the essence of God; therefore it is not infinite. (Matt. 18:10; 1 Cor. 13:12; 1 John 3:2.)” We respond. One must distinguish between seeing and comprehending. God is seen by the angels and the blessed, but they do not comprehend Him. If you should say: “There is no proportion between the finite and the infinite; therefore the created intellect as finite will not be able to see God who is simply and absolutely infinite.” We respond. We must distinguish between a proportion of quantity—which does not exist between the finite and the infinite (thus however often a number is multiplied by two, it never equals an infinite number)—and a proportion of relation [habitudo] that exists between the knowing power and a knowable object. There is such a proportion between the finite intellect and God, who is in the number of things to be known by the intellect. However, we must add that the finite intellect knows God beatifically, not through its natural powers but through the supernatural illumination of the Holy Spirit and the benefit of grace.

(3) From an absurd consequence. “If God were infinite, His creatures would be infinite too.” We respond. We invert the argument, as can be seen from the preceeding. God is called infinite in such a way that He alone is infinite. Thus He is thereby exempt from the reckoning of all things when we claim that He is infinite. All creatures are from God and have been given finite limits of their power and essence. As God alone is of and through Himself, so His essence and power are indeterminate and infinite. Furthermore, it is as absurd to say that God is not infinite because His creatures are not infinite in actuality as it is absurd to want to say that God is not uncreated and omnipotent because His creatures are not uncreated and omnipotent.

(4) From a limitation of divine power. “The power of God does not reach to impossible things; therefore it is not infinite. But if the power of God is not infinite, then neither is His essence.” We respond. We shall speak about this matter later. Here we say briefly that with God nothing is impossible except that which He does not will, that is, what is opposed to His will.

(5) From the definition of God. “Whatever is defined and is a ‘this’ is not infinite. God is defined and is a ‘this.’ Therefore He is not infinite.” We respond. It is one thing to be defined by the word of essence, it is another to be limited and circumscribed by the limits of a boundary. In some way God can be defined and described, namely, with an imperfect definition, but He is not limited and circumscribed with a limit of essence. Next, God formally is a “this,” but eminently He is all things, for He contains within Himself all the perfections possible in the category of being.

§ 168. (II) Some
Calvinists, who deny the essential omnipresence of God, as we shall see in the next chapter. By such reasoning they undermine the infinity of God.

(III) The Photinians, who deny the infinity of divine essence, power, and knowledge. (See our De glor. Dei, disput. 10, § 8.) Socinus, Defens. animadv., p. 46: “Our adversaries argue that in finite essences three persons cannot exist in one undivided essence, but they can in God’s essence, which is infinite. In this response they are begging the question not in just one way, and they are saying these things that in part are obviously false and at the same time ridiculous.”

Questions about the infinity of God.

§ 169. (I) The question arises: Is God alone infinite? We respond. God alone is infinite in actuality and essence because He alone is from Himself, is through Himself, and is His own being. The other things that are called infinite are so called in potential and in a certain respect. Thomas proves that there cannot be an actual infinity in things according to size or number, much less, then, according to essence ([ST,] part 1, q. 7, art. 3–4).

(II) The question arises: Is infinity purely a negative attribute? We respond. Infinity, formally and as far as the word is concerned, indicates only the denial of an end and limit. But fundamentally and as far as the matter itself is concerned, it includes something affirmative: the supreme perfection that God is a being, existing from Himself and through Himself, completely independent of another, hence not at all finite in the property of His essence.

(III) The question arises: Is God infinite completely and in every way? We respond. Yes, for He is completely devoid of every limitation, boundary, and limit. He is infinite toward what is inferior because all things are less than and inferior to God; therefore they are an infinite distance away from Him. He is infinite toward what is superior because He takes His being from nothing and acknowledges nothing superior to Himself. He is infinite toward what is before because He is not from an efficient cause. Isa. 43:10: “Before Him nothing was formed.” He is infinite toward what is after because nothing will be formed after Him. He is infinite toward what is outside because nothing outside of Him is superior to Him. He is infinite toward what is within because He is His own being, subsisting of Himself and through Himself.

Practical use.

§ 170. Exhorting. God is infinite, His essence is infinite, His power is infinite. We wretched little humans are like grasshoppers before Him (Isa. 40:22). We are, in fact, “accounted by Him as less than nothing and emptiness” (v. 17). Therefore let us humble ourselves before God and acknowledge our nothingness. Let us say with Abraham, the father of all true believers: “I have taken it upon myself to speak to the Lord, though I am but dust and ashes” (Gen. 18:27). Even the seraphim who sing “Holy, holy, holy!” veil their faces from the infinite and incomprehensible majesty of God (Isa. 6:2). What are we poor little people to do, we who are shadows, dreams, who live for a day, and, in fact, are momentary? Compared to the infinite God, the entire universe and the vast mass of heaven and earth are like a dot, and the comparison between God’s infinite essence and the entire system of heaven and earth is less than that between a great ocean and a tiny drop of water. Let us be astounded, then, as we meditate on this infinity, and let us say from the depths of our heart: “O Infinite Good, what is man, this momentary creature, that You are mindful of him?” (Ps. 8:[4]). The same infinity of the divine essence should restrain the rashness of our own imagination, lest we measure Him with our senses and with the yardstick of our intelligence. For God is the supreme longitude because of His eternity, the supreme altitude because of His majesty, the supreme latitude because of His mercy, the supreme depth because of His incomprehensible wisdom. Let us, then, be careful not to circumscribe the power, wisdom, and essence of the infinite God with our finite reason.




SECTION VIII: ON THE IMMENSITY OF GOD
 

Thesis.

§ 171. As God in His nature and essence—in actuality, of Himself, simply, and absolutely—is infinite, so also is He immense
[without measure]. Immensity sometimes is taken broadly, sometimes strictly. Taken broadly it is the same in all ways as infinity, signifying that God is of Himself not limited or measured by any place or time nor any other thing, but is by His nature and essence infinite and immense. Taken strictly it differs from infinity as a species differs from its genus, for we set up two species, as it were, of infinity: eternity and immensity. Eternity is the kind of property of God that signifies that He is limited by no time and has neither beginning nor end of existence but always exists whole and simultaneously outside all succession of time. Immensity is the kind of property of God which signifies that He is measured by and circumscribed to no place but penetrates and fills each and every place without the multiplication, extension, inclusion, and division of His own essence.

§ 172. This immensity and essential omnipresence of God must be understood in this way: (1) God is present with all things not only by His might and efficacy nor only by His sight and knowledge but also in His total indivisible essence, for He is also immense and infinite not only in His power and wisdom but also in His essence. “In being, presence, and power, God is here and everywhere” [Enter praesenter Deus hic et ubique potenter]. Thomas, [ST,] part 1, q. 8, art. 3: “God is everywhere through His essence, presence, and power.”

(2) God is present everywhere, not as constrained, so as to be grasped, but as constraining, so as to grasp and contain all things—not as contained and circumscribed but as containing. The Scholastics say that God is everywhere not locally nor in circumscribed fashion in the way a body is in a place, a body that is held and circumscribed by its own corporeal place and is divisible by several parts. He is everywhere not definitively as intelligent forms are everywhere, that is, as angels and souls are in a place or, rather, are in a certain “where,” because they are essences defined by finity. Rather, they teach that He is everywhere repletively, which must nevertheless be understood not in a gross, corporeal manner—as if God filled all places like a body that fills its own place in such a way that it keeps another body from being put in the place it occupies—but in a divine way, because God, closed up in no place, contains all things because of the immensity of His own essence.

(3) God is present everywhere not by a multiplication of His essence, for He is something entirely whole, an utterly simple being. Thus wherever He is, He is there whole. Nor is He present everywhere through a division of His essence, because He is not half in one half of the world but is everywhere whole. Nor is He present everywhere through extension and rarefaction, because He is not a corporeal mass but an infinite essence, incomprehensible might, and unspeakable effectiveness. Nor is He present everywhere through a mixing [with other things], because He is an utterly simple and indivisible essence, coming into composition with nothing.

(4) God is present everywhere with His own essence not subjectively, as an accident clings to its subject—because God is not composite nor can He come into compounding, and as the notion of eternity excludes time, so the notion of immensity excludes place as occupying a subject—but effectively, as a principle and cause are present with the thing they cause. For God is not contained by place; rather, it is He who gives His own being to a place and to the things that are in the place.

** God is present with His creatures: (1) Without expansion, diffusion, or multiplication of essence but with the infinity of His simple essence. (2) Without inclusion. Augustine, De div. quaest., q. 20: “All things are rather in Him than He is anywhere; yet they are not in Him in such a way that He Himself is a place.” (3) Without emanation or spreading out from Himself as also without corporeal emission of some power that would flow out from Him. **

His presence is: (α) not local; (β) indivisible; (γ) incomprehensible to our reason; (δ) effective and full of action; (ε) containing in Himself all things like the tiniest point.

Arguments that affirm the immensity of God.

§ 173. The immensity of the divine essence and the essential omnipresence of God is proved from: (I) Scripture and, in fact, (1) affirmatively, when He is said to be present everywhere. Josh. 2:11: “Jehovah, your God, is the God who is in heaven above and on earth beneath.” Ps. 139:7–10: “Whither shall I go from Your Spirit? Or whither shall I flee from Your face? If I ascend to heaven, [image: ] You [are] there. If I make my bed in hell, [image: ] behold You [are there]. If I take the wings of the morning and dwell in the uttermost parts of the sea (the west), even there Your hand will lead me and Your right hand will hold me.” (The royal psalmist is comparing places especially opposed to each other, sets God as present in them, and also leaves it to be understood that He is present in the places between.) Jer. 23:24: “Will someone hide himself in secret places and I shall not see him? says the Lord.” This is the presence of His vision and wisdom according to which “all things are open and laid bare to the eyes of God” (Heb. 4:13); however, that no one may think that God is omnipresent with respect only to His wisdom and vision, therefore we have the addition: “Do not I [image: ] fill the heavens and the earth? says the Lord.” Amos 9:2–3: “Although they dig into Sheol, from there will My hand take them; though they climb up to heaven, from there I shall bring them down. Although they hide themselves on the top of Carmel, from there I shall search out and take them; and though they hide themselves from My sight at the bottom of the sea, there I shall command the serpent and it will bite them.” Acts 17:28: “In God we live and move and are.”

(2) Negatively, when it denies that He is closed in and included in a certain place. 1 Kings 8:27: “Will God indeed dwell on the earth? (namely, as to be contained by the world as a man is contained in the dwelling place of his house). Behold, heaven and the highest heaven do not contain You (in Hebrew the verb [image: ] is in the Piel: [image: ], “included”), how much less this house that I have built!” The same thing is repeated in 2 Chron. 2:6; 6:18. Jer. 23:23: “ ‘Am I a God at hand [image: ]?’ said the Lord, ‘and not a God afar off [image: ]?’ ” Acts 7:48; 17:24: “The Most High does not dwell in temples made with hands.” Acts 17:27: “He is not far from each one of us.”

(3) Symbolically. Isa. 66:1; Acts 7:49: “Heaven is My home and the earth My footstool. Where will the house be that you will build for Me, and where will be the place of My rest?”

§ 174. (II) Rational arguments. (1) From the simplicity of the divine essence. Whatever is absolutely simple, that does not have a part outside the part [partem extra partem]. Whatever does not have a part outside the part is everywhere whole. Whatever is everywhere whole is omnipresent. Therefore because God is utterly simple, He is everywhere whole. God is pure act and, therefore, is completely indivisible. Therefore He is whole and undivided in everything and in every part of every thing.

(2) From His infinity. Whatever is infinite and immense in its essence is also present everywhere. Otherwise it would be bounded and limited by place. God is infinite in His own essence. Therefore.

(3) From His power to operate. (See Thomas, [ST,] part 1, q. 8, art. 1.) Every agent ought to be joined to that upon which it is immediately acting. (Take this to mean the sort of acting that works immediately, without the mediation of might and addition [suppositum].) An agent is said to work without the mediation of might when it acts with its own might, which is not begged from elsewhere. An agent is said to work without the mediation of addition when it works without any cause interposed between the agent and that upon which it acts. However, God is the immediate cause of the innermost being of all created things, not only when they begin to be but also so long as they are preserved in their being. Therefore He is intimately present to all things. Savonarola, De verit. fid., bk. 1, c. 8:


Because God is the first and universal cause of all things and is pure act, it is also necessary for His own being that every other produced being be His proper effect—as being kindled is the proper effect of fire. And because God is the cause of all things, it is necessary that God Himself be present not only in their becoming but also in their being, not only in their first beginning but also as long as they are preserved in their existence. Furthermore, because the being of each thing is intensely intimate, for it is formal with respect to all things that are in the thing, we must affirm that God is intensely intimate in all things.





 

§ 175. (III) The judgments of the fathers are added. In De monarch., p. 82, Justin Martyr cites the verses of Orpheus: “For this one has been established above the copper sky, upon a golden throne. He has trodden the earth with His feet, and His right hand He has stretched out all around the boundary of Ocean.”

Athenagoras, Orat. pro Christ.: “We know, however, that God is present (not only in all our deeds but also) in all our thoughts and words by night and day and that He and His entire being are the light that sees what is hidden in our hearts.”

Cyprian, De vanit. idol.: “The whole world is the temple of God.” Also: “God entire is spread out everywhere.”

Hilary, De Trinit., bk. 1, f. 3: “No place is without nor is any place not in God. He is in the heavens, He is in hell, He is beyond the seas. He is inside, interior; He exceeds, exterior. Thus when He holds and is held, He is neither in a place nor is He not in all places.” F. 4: “The entire God Himself encompasses all things within and outside Himself, so that the Infinite is neither absent from all things nor are all things not in Him who is infinite.” On Psalm 138: “It is a wondrous thing that God is everywhere and absent from no place, that He is in all things and in them whole, that He is always outside places and times because of His infinity and eternity.”

Jerome, on Isaiah 66: “How will He who fills all things be encompassed in a small place?”

Chrysostom, homily 5 on Colossians 2, teaches: “We must believe with a certain faith that God is everywhere.” Chrysostom again, homily 1, De incompr. Dei nat.: “I know that God is everywhere and whole in every part of the world, but how He is there I do not know.” Homily 3: “God is said to be everywhere, because He is absent from no part of things. He is said to be everywhere whole, because He does not provide part of His presence to a part of things or one part to one thing and another part to another, but an equal part to equal things. He is present whole and equally not only to the entirety of His creation but also to every part thereof.”

Ambrose, on Ephesians 3: “A sphere is encompassed in a definite way, but God not only fills all things but also exceeds them, for He is not closed in but has all things within Himself, so that He alone is considered ineffable and infinite.”

The author of the book De cogn. verae vitae, c. 7, p. 403: “God is eternity itself and contains within Himself all creation like a tiny dot.” Augustine, De civ. Dei, bk. 7, c. 30: “The same God is whole everywhere, encompassed in no space, bound by no chains, divided in no part, changeable in no part, filling heaven and earth with His present power, His nature not being absent.” De civ. Dei, bk. 10, c. 4: “God is not greater in all things than He is in individual things because He is not enlarged by mass nor diminished by divisions.” Manual., c. 2: “O Lord, we do not say that You fill all things in such a way that they contain You; rather, they are encompassed by You. You do not fill all things piece by piece, nor should we by any means imagine that each thing holds You in proportion to its size (that is, that the largest thing has more of You and the smallest thing less), because You Yourself are in all things and all things are in You.” De Genes. ad lit., bk. 2, c. 26, p. 251: “God is within every thing because all things are in Him, and He is outside every thing because He is above all things.” (We have cited more passages of Augustine in our Commonplaces [1610 Loci Theologici, locus 3 (On the Nature of God)], § 111.)

John of Damascus, Orth. fid., bk. 1, c. 16: “Because God is not material, He also is not circumscribed by place, for He is His own place, filling all things, and being above all things, and holding all things together. He also is said to be in a place; and wherever His activity [[image: ]] becomes evident, that is called the ‘place of God.’ ” C. 18: “All things are distant from God not by place but by nature.”

Alcuin, De Trinit., bk. 2, c. 4: “We do not say that God fills all things in such a way that they contain Him; rather, they are encompassed by Him. He does not fill all things piece by piece nor should we by any means imagine that each thing holds Him in proportion to its size (that is, that the largest thing has more of Him, the smallest less) because, on the contrary, He is whole in all things or all things are in Him whose omnipotence encompasses all things.” And later: “The immensity of God’s size is such that we understand Him to be in all things but not closed up within them. We understand Him to be within them in such a way that He contains all things and outside them in such a way that He excludes all things by the immensity of His uncircumscribed greatness. Therefore by being outside them, He is revealed to be their Creator; by being within them, He is shown to govern all things.” In the same book, c. 7, a Christian philosopher asks him where God is, and he is said to have answered with great keenness: “Tell me, first, O philosopher, where God is not.” (See more of this sort of thing in Athanasius, Orat. contra idola, past the middle; Contra gregales Sabellii, p. 94; Nazianzen, Orat. 34, which is the second on theology, etc.; Macarius, homily 12, p. 156; and Augustine, De civ. Dei, bk. 1, c. 29.)

However, even the rabbinic scholars and the more sound philosophers claim a divine omnipresence. We cite the saying of Rabbi Moses: “If it were possible to put a man on the top of the ninth heaven, he would be neither closer to nor farther from God than one who is placed in the center of the earth.” Hermes Trismegistus says: “God is an intellectual sphere whose center is everywhere but whose circumference is nowhere.” In Analect. ad Oppiani
[image: ], bk. 2, v. 8, p. 222, Rittershusius proves that the doctrine of the omnipresence of God could have touched even the blind eyes of the heathen with the radiant beam of its light. (Be sure to see Stephanus Theupolus, Academ. contempl., bk. 1, c. 8.)

Antithesis.

§ 176. In error here are: (I) The Manichaeans, who say that the nature of good—God—was mixed with the coeternal nature of evil and who assert that the substance of God is mixed into the whole world, etc. (See Augustine, De haeres. ad Quodvultd., c. 46.) That is, they have imagined that God is omnipresent in such a way that He entered into composition with created things. The absolute simplicity and immutability of God must be set against this error. Epiphanius, Contra Dimeritas: “God is not mixed with anything because of His incommunicable and incomparable being.”

(II) The
Jews, about whom Jerome writes, on Isaiah 66: “They think that the invisible, incorporeal, and incomprehensible God can be closed up in the temple at Jerusalem.”

(III) Vorstius, who in many ways undermines the immensity and essential omnipresence of God. (1) He asserts that the immensity of His essence is listed among those things that are called simply impossible and that it consequently denotes no perfection. He writes: “For the controversy does not lack this issue, that here it is assumed as certain that God’s essence is completely and simply immense” (De Deo et attrib., p. 214). p. 232: “Nowhere is it taught clearly in Scripture that God is substantially present everywhere and, therefore, simply is infinite. Nowhere do we read it written that God has a simply immense substance and that He is whole and actually present in all places. In fact, we encounter everywhere not a few passages that appear to have an opposite idea.” On p. 234 and preceding p. 233, after examining the statements of Scripture that theologians usually cite to establish the substantial infinity and omnipresence of God, Vorstius concludes: “From this it is clear from Scripture that the immensity or ubiquity of the divine essence cannot be proved solidly unless other testimonies are provided or the arguments that have been brought forth are formed differently than has been done up to now.” Nevertheless Vorstius does not provide other testimony nor does he show how arguments from the things cited are to be formed differently. Because of this, it follows quickly that, according to the opinion of Vorstius, the immensity of the divine essence cannot be proved from Scripture.

(2) He asserts that God is present everywhere, not in essence but only in might and efficacy. De attrib., p. 235: “It is indeed true that God works all things in all things, but it does not follow that God is there immediately with His substance and that He is working everywhere, because He can work through mediating causes, either natural or supernatural, like a king through his ministers.”

(3) Vorstius claims that God is nowhere but in heaven according to substance. He writes: “In substance He resides in the loftiest heaven as on a throne or in a palace, yet in such a way that according to His might and working He also dwells on earth” (De attrib., p. 233). p. 235: “It surely appears to be affirmed in Scripture that with respect to substance God is only in heaven.” After citing several passages of Scripture, Vorstius adds: “Let us simply believe that all Holy Writ teaches that God in essence (which, as it is most full and great and, with respect to us, immense, thus at the same time is supremely glorious) actually dwells in the loftiest and most spacious part of heaven, but that He is present with us everywhere on earth with His might and wisdom, or with His effective operation and providence” (p. 237).

(4) Vorstius denies that the essence of God is whole in any small thing but asserts that He is in it according to some part of Himself. Consequently, Vorstius makes God’s essence divisible. He writes: “It appears to be a strange paradox that God lacks all quantity in such a way that He is substantially whole in any thing, even the tiniest” (p. 240). Consequently, Vorstius also argues that the rational soul is spread through all parts of the body by might and operation, but that its essence is contained in some one definite place, namely, either in the heart or in the brain (p. 241). He says: “If the entire soul were in the head and in the feet, it would be outside of itself, because the feet and head are far from each other.” We respond. This does not follow, that it is outside itself, because it is entirely whole. Instead, it is in those parts, one of which is outside the other. (See Brokerus, Antidot., c. 8, p. 24.)

(5) Vorstius writes: “It seems to be unworthy of God’s majesty that His whole essence is said to be present in an anthill or in filthy places” (p. 237). Yet if it was not undignified of God to create the most insignificant and abject things, surely it will not be undignified of Him to be present with them and to preserve them. If the visible and corporeal sun casts its rays upon filthy places and is not befouled thereby, why should we be afraid that the invisible, noncorporeal, and uncreated Sun might contract a stain from its essential presence in filthy places? (See Augustine, De natur. bon., c. 29; and Hugh of St. Victor, De sacram., bk. 1, part 3, c. 17, where he declares by example of the rational soul: “When it is united with an ill and leprous body, it is not infected from it.”) Yet on the basis of these statements, we can effectively convict Vorstius of atheism for denying the essential omnipresence of God. In the assembly of orders [consessu ordinum] in Holland, he solemnly swore that he “had never denied God’s essential omnipresence,” but at the same moment, he said: “God is not in human wastes, sewers, or filthy places with His essence” (Orat. apolog., p. 18). But whoever is not present in human wastes, sewers, and filthy places with His essence is not present with His essence somewhere. And He who is not present with His essence somewhere is not present with His essence everywhere. Also, if God is not present with His essence in filthy places, He will be present essentially in no human body, for what else is the human body but a filthy dung heap? (See Sibrandus Lubbertus, preface to his Comment. ad 99. err. Vorst.)

(6) Thereby he attributes to God place and local presence in his treatise De Deo, p. 235. On p. 239 he writes: “It certainly appears that we should have no doubt that place and local presence can truly and correctly be attributed to God.” (See Apolog. exeg., c. 19, pp. 99, 103.)

All of these arguments aim to deny the mystery of the personal union of the two natures in Christ. If God according to His substance is nowhere else but in heaven, then when Christ was on earth in His assumed flesh, He was not the true and essential God. If God according to His essence is not in filthy places, He will not be present with an infant in His mother’s womb, which in fact lies hidden in the waste and urine of the female abdomen. If He is essentially present with no infant as long as it is cared for in its mother’s womb, then He was not with Christ in Mary’s womb. If the entire essence of God is not in any tiny thing, surely it will not be whole in the assumed humanity because in that respect it is the least thing of the entire universe.

Vorstius sees this, and therefore in the Apol. exeg., c. 17, p. 87, he turns aside from this: “The union of the two natures in Christ formally do not exist in the essential nondistance of the two natures but in some arcane and indescribable flowing of the deity of the Word into the humanity. That is, it actually exists by a unique operation of the former toward the latter or by the gracious assumption and peculiar appropriation of the latter to the former (the mode of which is incomprehensible to us in this life).” p. 88: “Someone might correctly conclude that even the divine hypostasis of the Word could have been communicated to the assumed humanity by some secret inflowing and that the latter is still sustained permanently through the inner might of the former, even if by chance there is no local conjunction between the two substances.” On p. 89 Vorstius concludes: “In some measure it can be left in doubt whether God dwelt with His substance in Christ the man when He walked on earth.” Blessed Luther has already given a thorough refutation of this Nestorian error, which claims a personal union in the mere carrying and transforms it from a primary actuality to a secondary actuality41 (vol. 2, Wittenberg edition, p. 228).42 The holy fathers say that this union took place [image: ] [“continually (or indivisibly) and inseparably”]. We shall debate this subject in greater detail in its own place.

§ 177. If you ask what new arguments Vorstius uses to try to lend credence to these paradoxes, you hear nothing else but the dreams of human reason to which (to say it gracefully) some statements of Scripture are applied poorly. (1) He says: “God is said to dwell in the heavens (Ps. 122:1; 103:19). When people intend to pray to Him, they lift up their hearts, eyes, and hands in that direction. Therefore He is not present everywhere essentially.”

Some make the distinction that heaven can be taken (α) as a created throne, (β) as an uncreated throne. God does not dwell on a created throne simply and absolutely, as if encompassed by it, but comparatively, (a) by way of manifestation ([image: ]), because He reveals His majesty more excellently in it; and (b) by way of our conception ([image: ]), because heaven is loftier than all earthly creatures.

We respond simply that more is inferred in the consequence than the antecedent permits. Scripture does declare that God is and dwells in the heavens, but nowhere does it add that He dwells only in the heavens; rather, it bears an opposite witness. Thus we must not deny His presence on earth because of the essence of God in the heavens, but must distinguish the levels and modes of that presence. God is in heaven through majesty and glory, in hell through justice and avenging wrath, in the Church through the presence of grace, in the world through the presence of power, in Christ through the hypostatic union, etc. God is everywhere according to His essence. He is said to dwell in heaven with respect to His greater majesty and glory. In this way the entire soul is in the entire body; yet it is in the heart originally [radicaliter] and in the head effectively because it produces quite excellent effects.

** Athanasius, Contra gregales Sabellii, vol. 1, f. 517: “When the psalmist says, ‘The heavens are the Lord’s heavens’ (Ps. 115:16), he is not assigning heaven to the Lord as the place of His residence and earth to humans, but is subjecting God’s excellence and magnificence to the eyes.” **

Bernard, Medit., c. 11, col. 1189: “God in Himself is incomprehensible because He is beginning and end, beginning without beginning, end without end. In the angels He is desirable, because they desire to look upon Him. In the saints He is delightful, because they constantly rejoice and are happy in Him. In creatures He is admirable, because He creates all things powerfully, governs them wisely, and manages them kindly. In humans He is lovable, because He is their God and they are His people.”

Therefore we lift our eyes to heaven when we are about to pray not because we claim that God is closed up in the regions of heaven but because we acknowledge that God in His essence is distinct from all sublunar creatures, from all visible, physical, and created things; because He reveals His divine majesty especially in heaven; because He has prepared for us a home in heaven to which we aspire with all the desire of our heart. Whoever looks upon the face of a king while he speaks does not for that reason address only the eyes or head of the king, but the king himself. So in our prayers we lift our eyes to heaven but still are not claiming that God is enclosed there alone because we have learned from the prophet that “heaven is God’s throne, but the earth is His footstool” [Isa. 66:1]. Alcuin, De Trinit., bk. 2, c. 5:


As a sinner is called “dust” when it is said of him: “Dust you are and to dust you will return,” so, on the contrary, the Righteous One can be called “heaven,” for it is said to the righteous: “The temple of God is holy, which you are.” Therefore if God dwells in His temple because the saints are His temple, it is correct to say, “Who art in heaven,” that is, in the saints. And that comparison is very suitable, as there appears to be as much of a difference spiritually between the righteous and sinners as there is corporeally between heaven and earth.





 

And later: “Therefore God is said to dwell in the heavens, because in the heavens there is a greater knowledge of His supreme majesty and essence—among the angels or the holy souls of the saints—than there is among the saints who dwell on earth, because of the weight of their fleshly habitation.”

(2) He says: “God is said to ascend and descend (Gen. 11:7, etc.).” We respond. God does not depart or return by a change of place or of His essence but by a declaration of mercy and righteousness. Origen, homily 4 on Genesis, vol. 1, p. 22: “God is said to descend when He deigns to have a care for human frailty.” Chrysostom, homily 40, on Genesis 35: “To descend and ascend are unworthy of God but are the greatest token of His ineffable mercy, because He deigns to use such language for our instruction.” Augustine, epistle 3, to Volusian: “He knows how to be everywhere whole and to be contained by no place. He knows how to come not by leaving where He was and how to go away without leaving where He had come. The human mind wonders at this and perhaps does not believe it because it cannot grasp it.” De civ. Dei, bk. 16, c. 5: “God, who is always everywhere whole, does not move in place. Rather, He is said to descend whenever He does something on earth contrary to the usual course of nature in such a way as to reveal His presence in some way. ‘The mouth of the Lord’ indicates His power to command; His ‘arm’ indicates His might; His ‘eyes’ indicate His omniscient providence. We say that He sits because of His authority, that He stands because of His invincible strength, that He descends because of a manifestation of His presence.” (Also see Augustine on Psalm 136.) Luther, on Genesis 11: “God descends not actually nor substantially, for He is everywhere, but in His action. He stops hiding, He stops being long-suffering, and He begins to reveal sin, to punish and rebuke it.”

(3) Vorstius says: “God is not with the wicked (Num. 14:42). Therefore He is not everywhere.” We respond. It denies that He is with the wicked not simply nor according to His essence but in a certain manner, with respect to His favor and grace in victory over their enemies and in granting other blessings. He sustains and preserves the wicked and the devout through His omnipotent essence but dwells only in the devout through His saving grace. For this reason they are said to be His temples.

§ 178. Vorstius twists badly the passages of Scripture that prove God’s essential omnipresence. On the passage 1 Kings 8:[27] he makes the exception that “it appears we should understand this as referring not to God’s substance but to His might and to the revelation of His providence.” But the very sound of the words and entire context show the opposite. It says: “The heavens of heavens do not contain You; how much less this house that I have built!” The argument of the wise king is this: He whom the heavens of heavens do not contain must not be thought to dwell in a house made with hands on earth in such a way that He is enclosed in it. But the heavens of heavens do not contain God. Therefore. If you imagine that these words of Solomon refer to God’s might and the revelation of His providence, all the power of the logical sequence in the major premise will be ruined. For nothing prevents Him from being enclosed in some house or place whose providence alone extends to all things without any infinity or immensity of essence, just as the power and authority of an earthly ruler extends throughout his entire realm but he himself is contained within a royal court.

On the words of Jer. 23:24 he makes the exception: (1) “One cannot conclude the immensity of His essence from that filling of heaven and earth, because heaven and earth are finite bodies.” We respond. God is not said simply to be in heaven and on earth; all the less is He said to be only in heaven and on earth. Rather, it says emphatically that He fills heaven and earth, namely, with the majesty of His divinity and presence. Lest someone should think, however, that God fills heaven and earth in such a way that His essence is limited by the boundaries of heaven and earth, therefore we must add from Job 11:8 that “He is higher than heaven … deeper than hell … longer than the earth and broader than the sea” and from 1 Kings 8:[27] that “the heavens of heavens do not contain Him.” But surely they would contain Him if His essential presence were encompassed by the boundaries of heaven and earth.

(2) He makes the exception: “If we were to conclude the omnipresence of the divine essence from that passage of the prophet, we surely also could conclude on the basis of Eph. 4:8 Christ’s omnipresence according to His human nature,” which seems absurd to him. We respond. This is an utterly true conclusion and is tied to no absurdity except within the circle of human reason. For as in the prophet, from the fact that God fills heaven and earth, we conclude that He is not a God far away and that nothing is hidden from His eyes, so also in the apostle, from the fact that Christ is raised to the right hand of the Father and fills all things, we infer that He gives to His Church pastors, teachers and that He rules, protects, and defends it.

To the words of Acts 17:27 he makes the exception: “It is not a consequence that wherever God works He is immediately present there in His substance, because He can work through natural or supernatural causes, such as angels, as a king works through his ministers.” We respond. The apostle is teaching from the works of creation, preservation, and governing that one can search out and find God but cannot touch Him with hands. He adds this reason: “For He is not far from each one of us, for in Him we live and move and are.” That is, God did not abandon His workmanship after creation in the way an architect leaves after building a house. Rather, He still preserves and governs what He first created and is perpetually present with His workmanship. If you claim that the substantial nearness of God has been removed from that governing of all things, the logical sequence in the apostle’s argument will not stand. Therefore though in the preservation and governing of all things God uses mediating causes, nevertheless those causes, in their being and acting, depend on God. Without His sustaining power, they would neither exist nor act but would fall into nothingness (Heb. 1:3). Therefore as God was immediately present with those things in creation, so also He is immediately present with them in their preservation because preservation is nothing else but the continuation of their existence. In this way God gives us natural life through our parents, spiritual life through ministers of the Word, yet the formation of a human in the womb (Job 10:8) and the regeneration of the same (1 Pet. 1:3) are attributed to Him. In fact, God does not work this through an addition to His essence but through His power, which is His very essence. Therefore He does not work in His creatures being absent, but being truly and essentially present.

§ 179. (IV) The
Calvinists are in error here: (1) When some of them deny that God is present to all creatures with His essence. In part 2, Conv. Prutenicae, p. 497, Crocius asserts that people falsely attribute to the Calvinists that they deny the immensity of the divine essence. However, this is denied by Beza (vol. 1, Oper., p. 589; vol. 3, p. 120), Daneau (De elench. haeret., f. 119; Explic. orat. Domin., f. 96), Johann Pincier (treatise 4, De sacr., bk. 2, De coen. Domin., pp. 370–71). We have cited their words in De glor. Dei, disp. 5, § 16. Episcopius writes: “We do not believe that it is absolutely necessary to know the things that are argued concerning the modes of divine immensity and the omnipresence of His essence” (Disp. priv. de Deo, thesis 10). Slatius, epistle of March 9 and of June 30, 1608: “I see that the perfection of the things of this world lies in this: that they are extended further by His power than by His essence. This perfection they undoubtedly have from God, who has created them in His image. Yet I think that God becomes more perfect when He is said to be able to work, to see, or to hear where His essence is not, than when it is said that the presence of His essence is required to do the work, to see, or to hear.”

(2) When they claim that the right hand of God, to which Christ is raised in His exaltation, is a definite place in heaven. (See Beza, vol. 1, Oper., p. 601; Bullinger, Tract. de verb. coenae; and Piscator, Sch. 1 Pet 3:22.) When their words on this passage have been seen, this is what we infer from them: Those who teach that God dwells in heaven as in a definite place, that the right hand of God indicates a definite place in heaven, that Christ sits at God’s right hand as in a place that is to the right of God, that God’s throne is in heaven as in a place, and that God’s dwelling place is a definite place in heaven cannot have a correct understanding of God’s immensity. The Calvinists do this. Therefore.

Against this error we set forth the description of God’s right hand as this description is given in Scripture. It is the “right hand of His majesty” (Heb. 1:3), “the throne of the majesty in heaven” (Heb. 8:1), “the right hand of the throne of God” (Heb. 12:2), “the throne of glory” (Matt. 25:31), “the right hand of power” (Matt. 26:64; Luke 22:69), “which acts mightily” (Ps. 118:16), “being able to change all things” (Ps. 77:[10]), “present everywhere” (Ps. 139:10), etc. From these and similar passages the following definition for the right hand of God is drawn: It is the infinite power of God and His very present majesty that governs and controls all things in heaven and on earth. Basil says it beautifully: “The word ‘right’ does not mean some inferior place but only a place of equality, because ‘right’ is not taken corporeally with reference to God. For according to that mode, something ‘left’ [sinistrum] could perhaps also be in God” (De SS. ad Amphiloch., f. 206).

(3) When they define the omnipresence of God by a mere nondistance without activity. Ph. Caesar, disp. 2, Apolog., thesis 70: “The omnipresence of God, as it is distinguished not only from God’s infinity but also from His omnipotence, is that by which He is present to all His creatures nondistantly.” Thesis 74: “Action is not denoted but connoted by ‘presence.’ ” Stein of Kassel makes the same claim. But all levels of God’s presence include operation, and the separation of operation from God’s presence is disproved by Musculus himself (Loci, p. 820) and Zanchi (De nat. Dei, bk. 2, c. 6, p. 116; bk. 5, c. 1, p. 531).

§ 180. (V) The Photinians are also in error. They, too, deny that God is essentially present everywhere. Schmalz, Contra disp. 1. D. Frantz., p. 4: “There is no such essence and presence of God in all places, as Frantz imagines, for it is not said in vain that God is in the heavens.” Contra disp. 3. D. Frantz., p. 75: “God is said to be everywhere to the extent that He is present with everyone with His favor.” p. 339: “We affirm the omnipresence of God and also of Christ, but only the sort of omnipresence that Scripture presents, namely, that which concerns their might, favor, and aid.” Pisecius, Resp. ad 2. rationem Camp., p. 24: “Scripture bears witness that the infinite might of God permeates all things, but not His essence. If we concede His infinity, the entire mechanism of the world that we see would be a sort of divine body. And thus according to Lucan, bk. 8: ‘Jupiter is everything you see, wherever you move.’ ” But if one is permitted to draw this inference—God is present in all things; therefore all things are God—then one will also be permitted to draw this inference from the Photinians’ hypothesis: God is essentially in heaven; therefore heaven is God.

In this matter, they follow their leader Socinus, who writes: “The words of the apostle ‘He is not far from any one of us’ pertain solely to those who lead a holy life. He explains that we live in God in such a way that we have life from Him” (Praelect., c. 2, p. 6). (But the apostle’s aim and the continuity of context militate against this. The aim is that the apostle wants to prove that even the Gentiles who are outside the Church can know God in a certain way from the work of creation. In place of an argument, he cites the statement that God is not far from each of us. If you restrict these words, however, only to those who lead a holy life in the Church, you destroy the force of the apostle’s argument. If one asserts that living in God is nothing else but to have life from God, the benefits of God listed in v. 26 are being confused with omnipresence itself, vv. 27–28. That is, the effect is being put in the place of the cause.)

Socinus writes: “God is not with us through His divine nature nor essence but through His might, favor, and aid. Otherwise He would be no more with the devout than with the wicked” (Adv. Franc. Dav. de invoc. Christi, c. 14). (But different levels of presence should not be confused. God is present with the devout and wicked through preservation, but is especially present with the devout through His gracious indwelling.) The Photinians’ goal in arguing such points is clear from what we said earlier, namely, to subvert the mystery of the Trinity and of the incarnation.

Questions regarding God’s omnipresence.

§ 181. (I) The question arises: Is omnipresence completely the same as the immensity of the divine essence? We respond. Omnipresence can be taken in two ways: (1) originally [radicaliter], as it has respect to God Himself, who is infinite and immense in essence. (2) Relatively, as it has respect to the creatures with whom God is present in order to preserve and govern them. God’s presence is never idle, but as God is utterly effective act so also His presence always has some operation connected with it. In the first way omnipresence is completely one with the immensity of the divine essence. For God is omnipresent because He is infinite and immense with respect to both His essence and power. In the second way it is distinguished from the immensity of His essence and indicates the effective action of God joined together with that presence, rather than the absolute attribute of God.

Every essential attribute of God is (a) absolute, as the very essence of God; (b) eternal; (c) that through which God is to Himself what He is; (d) unchangeable and without levels. However, omnipresence is not that kind of essential attribute of God: (α) Because it is not absolutely the very essence of God but is the utterly powerful action by which God is present with all His creatures and preserves and governs them most powerfully. (β) It does not belong to God from eternity, because it has respect to creatures produced in time. (γ) Through it God is not that which He is, because that relationship by which God is said to be omnipresent (that is, present with all things) began in time no less than did creation itself, for God could not have been called omnipresent before created things were brought forth. (δ) Omnipresence is not immobile and immutable in the same way as the immensity of the divine essence, that is, the immense essence of God itself. Rather, it began in time and has its own definite levels.

§ 182. (II) The question arises: Is the cause of omnipresence only and uniquely the immensity of the divine nature? The Calvinists answer affirmatively to make their point that Christ, according to His human nature, is not omnipresent because the human nature is neither infinite nor immense [i.e., without measure]. Polanus, System., bk. 2, c. 12, p. 146: “The only and unique cause of omnipresence and ubiquity is the immensity and infinity of essence. Therefore whatever is everywhere is everywhere because it has an immense and infinite essence. Nothing is everywhere nor can be said to be everywhere unless it is immense. This we must hold against the Ubiquitarians, who argue that Christ’s body is everywhere. However, that body is by no means everywhere, because it does not have an immense and infinite essence.” The Jesuits press the same thing. Becanus, part 1, Theol. schol., c. 6, q. 3: “No creature can be everywhere through God’s immensity, which is contrary to the Ubiquitarians, who think that the humanity of Christ is everywhere through the immensity of God formally communicated to Him.”

We respond. Whatever is omnipresent naturally and essentially (that is, by its own nature and essence), that has an immense and infinite essence. But now we do not say that Christ as man is omnipresent naturally and essentially nor through His own nature and essence, but personally, that is, insofar as His assumed human nature is raised up into the infinite hypostasis of the Word and is placed at the right hand of the heavenly Father in its exaltation. Therefore the immensity and infinity of the human nature are not required for the omnipresence of Christ the man.

If you should say that this is begging the question [[image: ]], then we shall have to produce all the statements of Scripture and arguments [momenta rationum] with which we prove that Christ, according to both natures, is present in heaven and earth and governs all things. For example: (1) From the divine promise (Matt. 18:20; 28:20). (2) From the personal union of the divine and human natures, indivisibly and inseparably, which cannot be disconnected by intervals and distances of places. (3) From the dwelling of the whole fullness of the Word in the assumed flesh (Col. 2:9). (4) From the ascension through which Christ as man was made “higher than the heavens” (Heb. 7:26) and “ascended above all the heavens” (Eph. 4:10). And (5) from that which followed immediately, His sitting at the right hand of the Father. Because this right hand of the Father is everywhere present, enclosed in no place, included in nothing, and excluded from nothing, surely also Christ, who was raised up to it, will be omnipresent. (6) From invocation. Ps. 145:18: “The Lord is near to all who call upon Him.” But now we are to call upon and glorify Christ according to both natures. (7) From the subjection of all things to Christ (1 Cor. 15:27; Eph. 1:22; Heb. 2:8). Surely, then, all places are also subject to Him. (8) From His filling all things, which followed His ascension and sitting at the right hand of God (Eph. 4:10). (9) From His dominion. Christ as God and man has dominion over all creatures without being absent because the dominion by which He holds sway as God and man is one. But now according to His divine nature He has dominion without being absent but by being present. (10) From proportion. Christ is the head of His Body, the Church (Eph. 1:22; 5:23; Col. 1:18). But now the head is not pulled away and separated from the limbs through intervals of place but is united intimately with them. (11) From the institution and administration of the Eucharist, for in it Christ distributes His body and blood by means of the blessed bread and wine and thereby proves His presence on earth according to His human nature with an obvious testimony. (12) From the execution of His office. The names of His office apply to Christ according to His human nature. To be present, to rule the Church, to have dominion in the midst of His enemies—these are the names of His office, namely, His royal office. Therefore. (13) From Christ’s appearance on earth. On the way to Damascus, Paul saw Christ: “The Lord stood by him” (Acts 9:27; see also Acts 23:11; 2 Tim. 4:17). From these appearances he proves Christ’s resurrection (1 Cor. 15:8). (14) From the prefiguration of the type. An antitype should correspond to a type. But now Christ walks “in the midst of the golden lampstands” (Rev. 1:13)—that is, in the midst of the churches—and His members are described (eyes, head, hair, feet, right hand, etc.) lest anyone relate this to the presence of the divine nature alone.

To these foundations of ours (which must not be torn apart but all united, for we are demonstrating that He can be present with all creatures on the basis of the personal union and the indwelling of the whole fullness of the Word in the assumed flesh, and we are demonstrating that He wills to do this on the basis of the other foundations), I say, Polanus should respond to these foundations of ours in an orderly and solid fashion before he accuses the Ubiquitarians, as he calls them, of error in this chapter of heavenly doctrine.

Concerning those things that are cited against our position, their explanation belongs to another place, and they are easily resolved if it is considered that we by no means claim that Christ as man is essentially omnipresent. Instead, we claim that He is personally omnipresent, that is, not through and because of an immensity of His human essence but because of its utterly pure union with the Word and its exaltation to the right hand of God, which is contained by no inclusion of place. Therefore as the Word is omnipresent from the immensity and infinity of His divinity and sustains and governs all things powerfully, not being absent but present, so the same Word in and with the human nature and through the assumed human nature subsisting nonlocally in the infinite hypostasis of the Word, from the benefit of His personal union and of His placement at the right hand of God, powerfully rules all creatures in heaven and on earth, not being absent but present. He is not kept from this by the height of the heavenly and earthly mechanism nor by its length, breadth, and depth. In fact, in comparison with the Word and His hypostasis (in which the assumed flesh subsists nonlocally and nondistantly), it is like the tiniest point and is “as nothing” (Isa. 40:12; Wisdom 11:23).

Accordingly, I draw the correct conclusion: Whoever is omnipotent and is commanded to be worshiped, that is the true God. Christ is omnipotent and we are commanded to worship Him. Therefore He is the true God. Nevertheless one should not infer from this still further that because Christ is not essentially and naturally God according to the assumed human nature He is neither omnipresent nor to be worshiped according to His human nature, for Scripture testifies that omnipotence and worship befit Him also as man because of the personal union with the Word and His exaltation. Thus, indeed, we correctly conclude: Whoever is omnipresent is the true God. Christ is omnipresent. Therefore. Nevertheless it is not correct to infer that because Christ according to His human nature is not essentially and naturally omnipresent or of an infinite essence, therefore He is not at all and in no other way omnipresent. Why, Polanus himself in the preceding c. 9 correctly claims that “the merit of Christ is of infinite might and efficacy not because of His humanity but through and because of the infinite deity with which the humanity of Christ is united personally.” Yet if infinite might is attributed correctly to Christ’s merit on the basis of the hypostatic union with the Word, why would omnipresence not also be attributed to Christ’s human nature on the basis of the same union with the omnipresent Word and His placement at the right hand of the Father? Surely, to be a partaker of infinite might is much greater than to be omnipresent.

§ 183. (III) The question arises: Is it correct to say that the Lord is present in all places? We respond. Certainly, it is correct to say that God is in all places, because the adverb “everywhere” means all places. If God, then, is present everywhere because of the immensity of His essence, surely He is also present in all places. Nevertheless we should still add that God is present in all places not with a local but with a nonlocal presence, for God is in all places in such a way that He nevertheless is not contained, circumscribed, closed up, or defined in one place. Hence we meet in the ancient fathers these two concepts: “God is everywhere” and “God is nowhere.” He is everywhere because His utterly present power contains all things; He is nowhere because He is contained by nothing and circumscribed by no place. “God is in all things but is not included,” He is outside all things but is not excluded. Augustine, De div. qq., vol. 4, q. 20, p. 232: “God is somewhere. For what is somewhere is contained by a place; what is contained by a place is body. But God is not body. Therefore He is not somewhere. Yet because He is and is not in a place, all things are in Him rather than He is somewhere. Nevertheless all things are not in Him in such a way that He Himself is a place.” The Lombard quotes these words in Sent., bk. 1, dist. 37, letter O, and writes as follows: “Augustine wants to cut off from the purity of God every local motion and local circumscription, and he says that all things are in Him rather than He is somewhere, yet He who is not in a place is not a place.”

In fact, because of that intimate presence of God in all places, God is not so much everywhere as He is that thing which we generally call “everywhere.” He is in every place without dimension, in every time without succession, whole in all things, whole in individual things, whole in Himself. He is everywhere through His presence inasmuch as He knows all things. He is everywhere through His power inasmuch as He preserves all things. He is everywhere through His essence inasmuch as He is infinite, and other things are nothing other than a shadow. He is present with all things not as coming to them. He is absent from them not as departing from them. Rather, things are said to come to Him or depart from Him. When He is said to abandon some people, that does not set a limit for His nature but describes the works of those with whom He is said to be or not to be. (See Jerome, Epist. ad Marc.)

§ 184. (IV) The question arises: Is it correct to infer God’s omnipresence from His operation in all things? We respond. One cannot infer God’s omnipresence formally and directly from His operation in all things, because the work of God in things is not the formal reason and cause of His existence in them. In fact, if through our intellect we remove any operation of His, God is still intimately present with all things solely through the immensity and infinity of His essence. But God’s omnipresence can be inferred materially and indirectly from His operation in all things, because the power by which God works in all things is His very essence. Also, God acts upon created things without the mediation of might or of addition, something that does not stem from an imperfection or limitation of His power—as Aristotle argues in Physic., bk. 7, text. 10, where he says that the corporeal and natural agent ought to be firmly united. Rather, it stems from the infinity and immensity of the divine essence and from the imperfection of created things, which are related to the divine essence the way a shadow is related to a solid body. We should also add, the immensity of His essence is not the total and only (or solitary) cause of divine omnipresence with creatures, but, in addition to that, the closest cause of that operative omnipresence is the free will of God. For if only the immensity of the divine essence were the cause, then His active omnipresence with creatures would be eternal, just as the immensity of the divine essence has been from eternity.

§ 185. (V) The question arises: Does place apply to God properly? Vorstius affirms this (De attribut. div., pp. 235, 239) but in such a way that place is considered and defined generally, abstractly, and metaphysically as “not the surface of an encompassing body” but as “an empty region or any space vacant of anything that truly subsists.” Polanus does not veer far from this idea: “We take the word ‘place’ to mean not only corporeal and physical space but also a spiritual and supernatural space, etc. There is place beyond the highest heaven just as much as there is in heaven or under heaven” (Syntagm., bk. 2, c. 12, p. 146).

We assert that place is attributed to God only improperly and metaphorically, because God as an incorporeal and utterly simple spirit is neither encompassed nor circumscribed. The space that is empty of a subsisting thing is an empty fiction of Vorstius, for that space is either created or uncreated, substance or accident. If it is created, the uncreated God will be contained by a creature. If it is uncreated, there will be something uncreated besides God. If it is a substance, it will be either corporeal or incorporeal. It cannot be corporeal substance because that is not a place but a located thing. It also cannot be incorporeal because an [in]corporeal being cannot be measured. If it is an accident, we shall have to attribute to God an accident inherent in Him that, in fact, circumscribes or contains Him.

Athanasius, vol. 1, Contra greg. Sabell., p. 514: “Take away from me separations of place when we are speaking about God, the Word, and the Holy Spirit. It is a sacrilege both to investigate and to form notions about a place where God is.” The Lombard, Sent., dist. 37, letter I: “Although the divine nature is truly and essentially in every place and in every time, nevertheless it does not move through places or times and is neither local nor temporal.”

§ 186. (VI) The question arises: Is it correct to say that God really exists outside the world in an imaginary space? Some of the Scholastics deny this and use the following argument: “That imaginary space outside the world is nothing. But God is not in nothing. Therefore He is not outside the world in an imaginary space.” Some, on the other hand, affirm it: “For if the heavens of heavens do not contain God, therefore God will be outside of heaven. But now ‘outside of heaven’ is nothing else than an imaginary space.” If God were in this world in such a way that He would not be outside it, the consequence would be that He is in this world definitively,43 for He will be in it in such a way that He is not in another. Yet it is absurd to define the divine essence (being immense and infinite) with the bounds and limits of this world. Here they cite those words of Nazianzen in De theol., bk. 2, where he concludes that God “must be placed neither only in the world nor only outside the world but in both.” Augustine responds to the philosophers who asked what God was doing before creation by asking a question of his own: “What is He doing now outside of heaven in those imaginary spaces where He can create more worlds?” (De civ. Dei, bk. 11, c. 5).

We respond with a distinction. God’s presence is taken either originally [radicaliter] or in relation to creatures. In the first way God is outside the world, because His essence is higher than heaven and deeper than earth. In the latter way He is not outside the world, because the things with which He is present are not present outside of Him. Scripture does not propose to us imaginary spaces but simply declares that God is higher than heaven, that the heavens of heavens do not contain God, that there is no investigation of the magnitude of God. God is in the world through the immensity of His essence and through the effective operation by which He sustains and preserves all things. He is not outside the world through exterior operation, because things that truly exist and are in need of divine preservation and governance are not outside the world. Rather, He is outside the world only through the immensity of His essence.

Becanus (part 1, Theol., c. 6, q. 2, no. 3) and, from him, Hacker (Commentat., vol. 1, treatise 2, q. 8, no. 10): “Two things can be seen when we say that a thing is somewhere or in a place or space. One is intrinsic and absolute presence, which the thing there has in itself. The other is its relation to the space in which it is. In the first way one can say that God really exists in a space outside this world, but not in the second way, because He has there His intrinsic and absolute presence by which He really exists in Himself. Nevertheless He does not take His real relation or name from the space in which He exists, because that space is not something real.” Briefly, as He was before the creation of the world, so today, outside the created world, God is in Himself. He is His own world and place and all things, as Tertullian says: “Tell me where He was then, when there was nothing besides Him. He was then where He is now—in Himself—for He is sufficient for Himself” (Adv. Prax., c. 5). (See Dionysius the Carthusian, Sent., bk. 1, dist. 37, letter C.)

§ 187. (VII) The question arises: In what way should the diverse modes and levels of divine presence be distinguished? The Lombard (Sent., bk. 1, dist. 37) and his commentators (in a way that is by no means awkward) count three levels of divine presence. The first is His general presence by which God is present with all His creatures and preserves and governs them (Jer. 23:24; Acts 17:27). The second is the special presence by which He dwells graciously in His saints in this life and glorifies them in the life to come, as a consequence of which the special presence of God is subdivided into the presence of grace and of glory. Third is His unique presence by which the whole and entire fullness of the Godhead dwells in the assumed human nature of Christ (Col. 2:9). The Scholastics lay out these levels in this way: “God is everywhere ineffably, in His saints mercifully, in Christ excellently.” But it is more accurate to say that God is present in the assumed nature of Christ “uniquely” rather than “excellently,” because that mode of personal presence differs from the other modes of presence not only in level or according to more or less but categorically [toto genere], in the same way as the union is one of a kind and singular.

Those who are pleased with this dichotomy can proceed in this way: There are two levels of God’s presence with His creatures, the one, separable; the other, inseparable, indivisible, continuous. The Word is present with the assumed human nature in the latter way. The separable level is subdivided into general or real, and special. In the first way God is present with all His creatures by preserving and governing them. The latter is divided into “of direct vision,” by which God is present with the blessed angels and humans in eternal life, and mystic, by which He is present with the Church and the devout in this life.

Jerome, on 2 Corinthians 5, at the end: “We read that God is present in three ways: He is present in every creature according to infinity, as He Himself says through the prophet: ‘Do I not fill heaven and earth?’ He is present in the saints according to sanctification and special indwelling according to the statement: ‘And I shall dwell in them.’ He is present in Christ according to the fullness of divinity, as the apostle says: ‘All the fullness dwells in Him.’ ”

His special presence in the saints, as we taught earlier, is subdivided into His gracious presence—which is among the saints in this life, in whose hearts God dwells (John 14:13; 2 Cor. 6:16; Eph. 3:17)—and His glorious presence—which is among the saints in heaven, to whom He offers Himself to be known perfectly and intuitively (1 Cor. 13:12; 1 John 3:2). These two modes of presence do not differ categorically but only in level, because the saints in heaven perceive a greater light of the knowledge of God and a richer grace of the divine indwelling than do the saints on earth. But even in that gracious presence of God among the saints on earth we find distinct levels and modes. (1) God in visible, external symbol at times appeared to holy men in the Old Testament; the Father revealed Himself with an audible voice and the Holy Spirit in the visible form of a dove at the Baptism of Christ in the Jordan. This can be called His symbolic presence. (2) Through Word and Sacraments, God is effective in humans for their conversion. In Baptism He works regeneration and renewal through the water poured on in the name of the Father and of the Son and of the Holy Spirit. In the Eucharist by means of the blessed bread and wine He distributes the body and blood of Christ to the communicants for the strengthening of their faith and as spiritual food for eternal life. This can be called His mystic and sacramental presence. (3) The Holy Trinity dwells gloriously and makes His home in those in whose hearts the Holy Spirit kindles faith through their hearing of the Word and use of the Sacraments. This can be called His spiritual presence.

§ 188. (VIII) The question arises: Can the levels of divine presence be distinguished by their operations alone? Let this be certain, that the presence of God with His creatures embraces not a bare nondistance without activity nor a bare activity without essential nearness, but both at the same time as is evident from previous paragraphs. The question, however, is whether that special indwelling and nearness of God in the saints infers a special drawing near of the essence itself beyond that special gracious activity.

Some deny this because they are persuaded by the following argument: That which is infinite in essence, which is essentially present everywhere and through its own essence is locally distant from no created thing, when it begins to be specially present with the saints, it cannot approach them more through some essential nearness. But God is infinite in essence, is essentially present everywhere, and through His own essence is locally distant from no created thing. Therefore when He begins to be specially present with His saints through grace, He does not come close to them through some nearness of His essence but only with respect to that special operation.

On the other hand, some cling tightly to the letter of Holy Writ and affirm this, for Holy Scripture says that “God Himself comes to the devout, makes His home among them, comes near to them, and dwells within them.” Therefore though our finite intellect cannot perceive how the infinite God with His immense essence, not being distant from His saints, comes to them by a special drawing near of His essence and begins to dwell in them, nevertheless they believe that we must not depart from the letter in the least bit, but must hold and embrace it with sure faith.

They claim that there is a distinction between the general and special or gracious presence of God not only with respect to His activity but also with respect to His essential nearness. (1) They prove this: (a) From the nature of God. God is sheer, pure act. His essence does not differ from His power, because He acts in and through Himself. Therefore a new activity is a new drawing near of His essence. (b) From examples of the other modes of presence. The presence of the Word in the flesh is not a bare activity—namely, the bearing of the flesh—or some other secondary action but is rather a special nearness of the very essence of the Word or, as the apostle says, of the entire fullness of the Godhead, joined by intimate interpenetration [[image: ]]. The Holy Spirit Himself was present in the dove in which He descended not only with a bare new activity but in a special way and with a closer union of His essence. The Holy Spirit Himself is sent with His gifts, and when humans drive Him out with their sins against conscience, they not only lose grace, but the Holy Spirit Himself, that divine guest, also abandons His temple. In the Eucharist, before the sacramental union, Christ according to His human nature is not locally distant from the bread and wine. But nevertheless in a new way—that of the Sacrament—He is united with them in the consecration, distribution, and taking of the external symbols. This mode is called sacramental not with respect to mere operation but with respect to His substantial nearness. Christ is present with His mystical body as a head is to its members, not through bare activity but through the spiritual adhering and special drawing near of His essence. Christ was present with Paul in proportion to His own free will. That “being present” does not pertain to the immensity of His essence of itself nor to a necessary nondistance, but to the free act of Christ with which He truly and substantially was present with Paul as his King and Lord and comforted him.

(2) They declare it with analogies. The whole soul is in the whole body and is whole in any part, yet it is nonetheless present in the heart as the source of life in a special way and with a more intimate nearness of essence. Thus by the infinity of His essence, God is present with all creatures; meanwhile, by a special drawing near also of His essence, He associates Himself with the devout in whom He consequently is said to live and dwell. Hilary, on Psalm 118: “Nothing is empty of God; nothing is without Him. He is everywhere in the manner of an incorporeal soul that is divided among all its members and is not absent from any part. Although a private court in the entire body is its seat, nevertheless it is infused in the marrow, digits, and veins.” The rays of the sun are present in a transparent body (namely, glass) and in an opaque one, for they touch both. However, they draw near to the glass in a special way not only as regards activity but also in relation to their being because they go deeply into it and cause it to be bright. So God is present in all things with His essence, thus even in the wicked, but the hearts of sinners are filled and darkened with shadows and are not made bright by the presence of the divine essence nor does God go into them in this way with the special drawing near of His essence. Justinian, De rect. confess.: “Just as the sun, despite the fact that it touches all things equally with its might, nonetheless is not similarly caught by all things, so the Word, which is present with all according to His essence, is not similarly present with the rest as in His own temple.” They also add the analogy of iron put in the fire that has not yet become red hot, of a shoot placed at the trunk of a tree but not yet grafted into it, etc. Here, by making the iron red hot and grafting the shoot, there occurs a special and closer joining and nearness of substances. This is proved to us by the words of Chrysostom: “I know that God is everywhere and is whole in every part of the world, but how this is, I do not know” (homily 1, De incompr. Dei natur.). We also have his statement in homily 2 on the Epistle to the Hebrews: “We know and say that God is everywhere, but how He is everywhere we do not grasp with our intellect.” The Lombard quotes these words in part 1, Sent., dist. 37, letter G, and adds: “We have to believe that in those words in which God is said to be everywhere through His essence more is contained than a living man is able to grasp.” Luther teaches that “the substantial omnipresence of God is incomprehensible” (vol. 3, German, p. 352).44

Practical use.

§ 189. (1) Consoling. If God, who is present everywhere, is with us graciously, we can say with David out of the genuine confidence of our heart: “God is our refuge and strength, our helper in the troubles that have found us. Therefore we shall not be afraid if the earth be moved from its place and the mountains be hurled into the heart of the sea…. The Lord of hosts is with us. The God of Jacob is our invincible fortress” (Ps. 46:[1–2, 11]). Ps. 118:6: “ [image: ] The Lord is to me” or with me, “I shall not be afraid. What shall man do to me?” What is all the power of our foes when compared with His power? Even if all men had sworn against our head, yet if we have God with us as our protector and helper, they will not be able to remove as much as a hair from us. Therefore when we are in the greatest perils, let us say: “The Lord is with us, He who is the most powerful. Thus He will be able to protect us strongly against our foes.” 2 Chron. 20:12: “When we do not know what we should do, we have only this left: that we direct our eyes to You.” Surrounded by foes and in the midst of our enemies, let us say: “The Lord is with us, He can find and show us a way out.” (See 1 Cor. 10:13.) Ps. 3:[5–6]: “The Lord sustains me. I shall not be afraid of ten thousands of people who surround me.” When we have been thrown into the filthy darkness of prison for confessing the name of Christ, let us say: “The Lord is with me, He who is my light and salvation” (Ps. 27:1). As we walk through the shadowy valley of death, let us say with David: “Although I walk in the valley of the shadow of death, I shall fear no evil, for You are with me” (Ps. 23:4). God is pure light, pure joy, pure blessedness. Therefore whoever has God graciously present with him has light, joy, and life.

Chrysostom, Homil. anteq. iret in exil.: “Let no one disturb you, my brethren. Just pray. I do not trust in my own might, but I have the Scripture of my Lord. I am holding His hand. That is safe enough protection for me; it makes me safe and fearless. Even if the earth be moved, I hold the protection of my Lord. Do you want me to recite to you the protection of my Lord? He says: ‘Lo, I am with you all the days of the age.’ ”

The sweet comforts taken from the presence of God, that God Himself displays to the devout, also belong here. Gen. 46:4: “I shall go down with you into Egypt.” Exod. 3:12, to Moses: “I shall be with you.” Josh. 1:9: “Be strong and of good courage. Do not be afraid because Jehovah your God is with you wherever you go.” Isa. 43:1–2: “Thus says the Lord, He who created you, O Jacob, and He who formed you, O Israel: ‘Be not afraid…. When you pass through the water, I am with you, and through the rivers, they will not overwhelm you. When you walk through the fire, the flame will not burn you.”
  


(2) Disciplining. If God is present with us everywhere, let us be careful that in the presence of His absolutely pure and holy eyes, which are brighter than the sun in infinite ways, which are “ten thousand times brighter than the sun and which look upon all the ways of men and perceive even the hidden places” (Sirach 23:[19]), I say, let us be careful not to commit sins, for they are works of darkness. No roofs, no walls, no subterranean caverns exclude His presence. He is more intimately present with us than we ourselves are. Why, then, do we not revere His presence and by meditating on it keep away from sin? “Walk [image: ] before Me,” that is, “in My sight,” God said to Abraham (Gen. 17:1), “and be perfect.” Ponder the fact that I am present with you everywhere; that I look upon your life, your actions, and therefore all your thoughts. Be perfect, then, a stranger to every hypocrisy, etc. Jer. 23:23[–24]: “Can anyone hide himself in secret places so that I do not see him? says the Lord. Do I not fill heaven and earth? Am I God at hand and not far off?” Quite often we commit things in darkness that we would be terrified to do in the presence of an honorable man. But God is present everywhere. No one can hide anything from Him nor deceive Him. Therefore what happens that His presence does not strike terror in us and does not instill a cautious concern to avoid sin? Augustine, on Psalm 136: “He is all eye, because He sees all things. He is all ear, because He hears all things. He is all hand, because He does all things. He is all foot, because He is present everywhere.”




SECTION IX: ON
THE OMNIPOTENCE OF GOD
 

§ 190. Up to this point we have been describing the eight attributes of the first class. Those that follow make up the second class, namely: (1) divine omnipotence, (2) goodness and mercy, (3) righteousness, (4) omnisapience and omniscience, (5) freedom of action, (6) truthfulness. We shall discuss these in the same manner and style.

Thesis.

Therefore our thesis is this: God is not only potent [i.e., powerful, mighty], not only multipotent, but truly omnipotent. God’s omnipotence is confirmed (I) by Scripture: (1) Affirmatively, when it calls God “ [image: ] mighty” (Job 34:20), “ [image: ] omnipotent,” the destroyer, who can destroy all things and reduce them to nothing in the same way that He makes all things out of nothing. (See Gen. 17:1; 49:25; etc.) He is called “ [image: ] mighty” (Deut. 10:17), “ [image: ] mighty in strength” (Job 9:4), “ [image: ] mighty” (Job 36:5), “ [image: ] robust” (Ps. 24:8), and “ [image: ] strong” (Ps. 89:[8]). This power, this strength, is infinite because God’s essence itself is supreme power [[image: ]]. (See 2 Cor. 6:18; Rev. 1:8).

(2) Effectively, when it witnesses that God can do all things. Matt. 3:9: “He is able to raise up children to Abraham from stones.” Matt. 19:26: “With God all things are possible.” Mark 14:36: “Father, all things are possible for You.” Luke 18:[27]: “The things that are impossible with men are possible with God.” Eph. 3:20: “By the power at work within us, He is able [potens] to do far more abundantly than all that we ask or think.” Here belong all supernatural works and miracles of the divine power.

(3) Negatively, when it says that nothing is difficult or impossible for God. Gen. 18:14: “ [image: ] Is anything too wonderful for Him?” That is, is anything separated from the activity of God, too arduous and difficult for Him to do? The Targum reads “Will anything be hidden?” The Septuagint renders it “Will anything be impossible?” In Jer. 32:17, 27, the force of that question is explained by a negative: “ [image: ] Every word is not too wonderful for You.” V. 27 repeats this in the form of a question: “I am the Lord, the God of all flesh. Will any word be too wonderful for Me?” Zech. 8:6: “If this [image: ] is marvelous and difficult in the eyes of that people, will it also be marvelous in My eyes?” Wisdom 11:[17]: “Your omnipotent hand was not impotent.” Luke 1:37: “For with God no word is impossible.” Rom. 9:19: “Who will resist His will?”

(4) Symbolically, when it attributes to God a mighty right hand, an outstretched and strong arm. 1 Chron. 29:12: “In Your hand are might and strength [image: ].” Jer. 32:17: “You have made heaven and earth by Your great power and by Your outstretched arm,” for this is the right hand of strength, the arm of power, etc. In Eph. 1:19 this is called “the exceeding greatness of the power of God.” Wisdom 11:[21]: “It is always in Your power to show great strength, and who can withstand the might of Your arm?”

(II) God’s omnipotence is confirmed by reason: (1) From the infinity of His essence. Divine power is the very essence of God because the attributes are His very essence. Yet the divine essence is infinite. Therefore the power of God also is infinite; but now infinite power is nothing else but omnipotence. (2) From the simplicity of the divine essence. God is utterly pure act; therefore the active principle and infinite power belong to Him especially, for He acts through Himself, not through a power added to His essence. He acts in such a way that He suffers nothing again, because He has nothing of passive power.45 (3) From God’s perfection. The more perfect anything is in creatures, the more endowed it is with power to act. From this [principle we speak of] primary matter,46 because it is established as purely passive in the lowest class of beings. Now God is the most perfect and highest being. Therefore the most perfect power to act belongs to Him. (4) From the creation and preservation of all things, which proves the infinite power of God.

§ 191. (III) The judgments of the fathers are added. Irenaeus, bk. 5, c. 7, p. 322: “Therefore neither the nature of any of the things that have been created nor the weakness of the flesh will be mightier than God’s will. For God is not (subject) to the things that He has created. All things are subject to God and serve His will.” Bk. 2, c. 52: “God is better than nature, and it belongs to Him to will … because He is good; and to be able, because He is powerful; and to make perfect, because He is rich and perfect.”

Justin, Evers. dogm. Arist., p. 86: “God has an immortal essence and unhindered power,” the kind of effectiveness of working that no hindrance at all may interrupt. p. 87: “He is not subject to the law of nature but acts with the supreme authority of will.”

Gregory of Nyssa, De resurr. Christi orat. 3, f. 163: “God both is and is said to be omnipotent. But there is nothing perplex for Him who can do all things, nothing that He cannot disentangle or set free or finish.”

Maximus, De carit., bk. 4, no. 4: “It is absurd to be hesitant about the omnipotent God. Can He not bring into existence anything when it seems right to Him?”

** Basil, Homily 1, Hexaem.: “The Creator of this universe did not have only enough creative power for one world, but power exceeding this infinitely.” **

Augustine, De lib. arbit., bk. 3, c. 18: “It is madness to doubt the righteousness and omnipotence of God.”

** Enchir., c. 96: “For He is not truthfully called omnipotent for any other reason except that He can do whatever He wishes. Furthermore, the effect of His omnipotent will is not hindered by the will of any creature.” **

Sermon 119, de temp.: “He is omnipotent to do great and small things. He is omnipotent to do heavenly and earthly things. He is omnipotent to do immortal and mortal things. He is omnipotent to do corporeal and spiritual things. He is omnipotent to do visible and invisible things. Finally, He is omnipotent to do all the things He wills to do.” Sermon 139, de temp.: “I am not saying, ‘Give me a Christian; give me a Jew,’ but, ‘Give me a pagan who worships many idols, a servant of devils, who does not say that God is omnipotent.’ He can deny Christ, but he cannot deny that God is omnipotent.”

The Damascene calls God “infinitely powerful, a power that knows no measure, limited by His will alone, for He can do all the things that He wants to do” (De orth. fid., bk. 1, c. 8).

Philo, Alleg. legis, bk. 1: “As it is proper of fire to burn and of snow to cool, so it is proper of God to work, and this all the more because He is the author of the working also for all other things.”

See the statements of the heathen philosophers in Stobaeus, sermon 109, de spe. To these we should add the statement of Epicharmus, “Nothing is impossible for God,” and that of Homer in the Odyssey, “The gods can do all things.”

Antithesis.

§ 192. These things must be set against: (I) The heathen, who have doubts about the omnipotence of God and entertain excessively sordid thoughts about it. Galen, De usu part., bk. 11, vol. 1, c. 14, p. 378:


It was not enough for God, in order to produce hairs on the body, to do no more than will that they exist. For also if He wanted to make a stone into a man quickly, He could not do that. And it is this, in which our opinion, and that of Plato and others among the Greeks who wrote correctly about the nature of things, differs from that of Moses. For he holds that if God wished to supply matter, matter was immediately supplied. He thinks that God can do all things, even if He wanted to make a horse or an ox out of ashes. We do not think this way, but we assert that nature cannot do some things and that not even God can approach these things. Rather, He selects that which is best to do from those things that He can do.





 

Pliny says that God is not omnipotent because “He cannot die, He cannot be wrong, nor can He make undone something that is done, etc.” (Nat. hist., bk. 1, c. 7). Luis Vives is correctly amazed that a man of such learning urges this childish sophistry. He says: “I am amazed that Pliny the Second, a man with so much wisdom and genius, scoffs so much against the omnipotence of God” (Comm. August.
de civit. Dei, bk. 5, c. 10). Cyril of Alexandria calls that question as to “whether God is omnipotent because He cannot show that He is not God, cannot make Himself capable of sinning, and cannot cause Himself not to be good or life or righteousness,” etc., a question “that is greatly out of place” (Adv. anthropom., bk. 3, c. 13) and accordingly should be avoided “with all one’s might.” Jobius Monachus calls the same trifling “a judgment and mockery of sophisticated denial.” He says that those who employ it “labor with wickedness or ignorance” (De incarn. verbi, bk. 3, c. 13, in Photius, Biblioth., p. 302). As Augustine learnedly argues (De civ. Dei, bk. 5, before the middle of c. 10):


The power of God is not diminished when one says that He cannot die nor be in error. For this is impossible for Him in such a way that if it were possible for Him, He would have less power. Indeed, He is correctly said to be omnipotent, though He can neither die nor be wrong. For He is said to be omnipotent as He does what He wills and does not suffer what He does not will—for if this were to happen to Him, He would by no means be omnipotent. Consequently, it is for this reason that He cannot do some things, because He is omnipotent.





 

De Trinit., bk. 15, c. 15: “God’s power is great. He cannot lie because He cannot be in that place—is and is not—but rather is and is, not and not.” De Spir. et lit., last chapter: “As there is no impossibility, so also there is no iniquity with God.” Contra Arianos, c. 14: “That He cannot do this (change) is not a deficiency of His power but is powerful, for it is as laudable for the Omnipotent to be incapable of change as it is laudable that the Omnipotent cannot die.” Alcuin, De divinis officiis, c. 41: “He is called ‘omnipotent’ because He can do all things. And why is He called ‘omnipotent’ when He cannot do all things? He cannot lie because He is unchangeable. However, it should be known that He can do whatever befits Himself.”

(II) Bar Jesus, that notorious magician called “Elymas” in Acts 13:[8], for Dionysius the Areopagite (De div. nomin., c. 8, p. 375) reports that he said: “If God is omnipotent, how is it that your theologian says that God Himself cannot do something?” Dionysius adds, “And he reproaches the divine Paul, who says that God cannot deny Himself.”

(III) The ancient heretics, such as the Carpocratians, who denied the omnipotence of God; the Messalians, who placed man not under the power of God but under that of the wicked angels, etc. “The sons of the heretics do not know the Omnipotent,” says Cyril of Jerusalem (Catech.).

(IV) Peter Abelard, who, as is apparent from epistle 190 of Bernard, claimed that “God cannot simply do anything besides those things that He does.” That is, he denied the absolute power of God47 and conceded only the ordinary power.48 His argument went like this: “God can do only that which He has foreknown from eternity and has decided He would do at some time. But He knew and decided to do at some time only that which He is doing. Therefore.” We respond. On the basis of the hypothesis, He cannot do anything except what He has foreknown and decided to do, for He is unchangeable. However, He is also able absolutely and simply to do those things that He has not decided to do.

§ 193. (V) Vorstius, who in many ways undermines the divine power. (1) He claims not only an active power but also a passive power in God, because He receives into Himself new real accidents, namely, new decrees. Yet passive power does not belong to that which is mere and pure act, such as God is. Passive power is a characteristic of imperfection, which does not belong to God, the supreme and utterly perfect being, etc. Passive power is the principle of changeability, which does not belong to the immutable essence of God. Passive power stems from matter, but God is separated from all matter and is completely incorporeal. Passive power is stated with respect to receiving form, either substantial or accidental. But the divine essence is immutable and perfect because it receives no form.

(2) He denies that the power of God is infinite and immense because it does not extend to impossible things. We respond. Things are said to be impossible in two ways: first, in a certain respect [secundum quid], which are impossible as far as humans are concerned. Second, absolutely, which are simply impossible. If Vorstius is speaking about impossible things taken the first way, it is false to say that divine power does not extend to impossible things, for Christ’s statement is clear: “With man this is impossible, but with God all things are possible” (Matt. 19:26) and “What is impossible with men is possible with God” (Luke 18:[27]). But if he is speaking about impossible things taken in the second way, it is false to say that the divine power is not infinite just because it does not extend to impossible things. Although, as concerns the outward sound of the words, some nonpower (if I may speak so) may be attributed to God when 2 Tim. 2:13 asserts that “He cannot lie and cannot deny Himself,” nevertheless, as concerns the thing signified by the words, a power is attributed to God by the very fact that He is not subject to such changes and imperfections, as Augustine argues elegantly (De symb., bk. 1, c. 1):


God is omnipotent, and because He is omnipotent, He cannot die, He cannot be deceived, He cannot tell a lie. How many things there are that He cannot do, and yet He is omnipotent, and for this reason He is omnipotent, because He cannot do them. For if He could die, He would not be omnipotent. If He could lie, if He could be deceived, if He could deceive, if He could act unjustly, He would not be omnipotent, because if this were in Him, He who would be omnipotent would not be worthy.





 

Accordingly, those words which deny that God is able to do such things as are contrary to His nature attribute not impotence but rather perfection and power to God. For this reason Scripture absolutely and simply declares that God can do all things and that nothing is impossible for Him. The Scholastics respond as follows: Just as one speaks of knowledge with respect to knowable things, so one speaks of power with respect to possible things. Therefore impossible things are not subject to power and thus do not at all limit or restrict the infinity of His power. For if they were subject to power, they would not be impossible.

§ 194. (VI) The Calvinists, who likewise restrict the infinite power of God. Luther writes: “It is a chief basis of Calvinist doctrine that most of his defenders think that God cannot do what He promises in His Word” (vol. 1, Jena ed., German, fol. 463 f.a.).49

** Lambert Daneau, Elench. haeret., p. 167: “God cannot do all things.” Abdias Liberinus, Syntagm., p. 13: “For it is clearly impossible that God can do all things.” Valentinus Hellopaeus [Zikzai], De re sacram., f. 598: “We confess that God is omnipotent, but in such a way that He cannot do all things.” (See Prodrom. Darmstatinorum, c. 3, § 4.) **

Crocius, indeed, calls it a calumny that the Calvinists are said to deny the omnipotence of God (Conversat. Pruten., p. 2, p. 494). On the contrary: (1) If anyone denies that God by His power can accomplish that which He asserts with clear words that He will do, He denies the omnipotence of God. The Calvinists do this, as is clear from their article on the Supper and on the presence of Christ in the Church. (2) They assert that God cannot do those things that involve a contradiction in the judgment of our reason. (3) They refer those things that are possible for God to the things that are simply impossible. (See our De glor. Dei, disp. 5, §§ 17–19.) (4) They deny that God is able to accomplish what is beyond nature and reason. In so doing, they make the measure into something measured, for the power of God is the measure that measures and is the efficient cause of nature, human reason, and all created things.

§ 195. (VII) The Photinians, who likewise (1) daringly determine what God can or cannot do on the basis of the principles of nature and the comprehension of our reason. Theodosius Schimberg, Praefat.
refut. Carolii praemissa, f. 12: “As concerns things impossible for the mind, God does not have such great power as to cause them to exist in reality.” Schmalz, Contra Frantz., disp. 1, p. 3: He claims “that God Himself cannot do the things that by nature are impossible.” He takes “the things that by nature are impossible” to mean those things that, when evaluated according to the laws of nature, seem to our reason incapable of being done. Consequently, he writes: “To say that blood can be changed in such a way that it is not corruptible is to overturn the nature of things—something that God never does” (Exam. 157 error., error 155, p. 41). Catech. Racov., p. 65: “You should know that the begetting of the Son from the essence of God is completely impossible,” namely, because our reason does not understand how God could have begotten for Himself a coeternal Son from eternity. (See our Praelect. in meth. theol., part 2, c. 2; and De glor. Dei, disp. 10, § 9, where we showed that this hypothesis—that we must commit to our reason the judgment concerning matters that are simply impossible and contradictory—is the source of all Photinianism and of almost all their errors, and is extremely false and wicked.)

(2) They say that God is omnipotent in such a way that He can do everything that He wills. See Ostorodt, Instit., c. 3, p. 27, and the Catech. Racov., p. 32. We respond. Augustine is indeed correct in saying: “For we do not truthfully call Him ‘omnipotent’ for any other reason except that He can do whatever He wills nor is the effect of His omnipotent will impeded by the will of any creature” (Enchir., c. 96). Also, De civ. Dei, bk. 21, c. 7: “He is not called ‘omnipotent’ for any other reason except that He can do whatever He wills.” However, we must not take this exclusively, as if God could not do more than He wills and actually does, because He can accomplish even that which He, for certain reasons, neither wishes to do nor does. Matt. 3:9: “God is able to raise up from these stones sons to Abraham.” So Augustine himself writes: “Because the Lord raised Lazarus, He undoubtedly had the power. However, because He did not raise Judas, must we say that He did not have the power? He could have, but He did not wish to. For had He wished to, He would have done it with the same power” (De natur. et grat., c. 7). Therefore we must distinguish between the sign of omnipotence and the formal consideration [ratio formalis] of omnipotence. The sign of omnipotence is to be able to do absolutely whatever He wills; the formal consideration of omnipotence is to be able to do all possible things.

(3) They deprive God the Father of His power and dominion. Eniedinus, Explic. loc., p. 279: “One must affirm clearly that the Father is excluded indeed not from all dominion but from that dominion which the apostle attributes to Christ Jesus in 1 Cor. 8:6.” Schmalz, Exam. 157 error., p. 55: “In His own person, God now rules no one but administers all judgment in the person of Christ.” In his Refut. eorum, quae exam. 100 error. Smiglec. objecerat, p. 55, he argues: “Christ the man, ruling in heaven, is not subject to the Father until the Day of Judgment.” He writes: “The fact that God is said to be the head of Christ (1 Cor. 11:3) can be said in this respect: that God gave Him the power that He now has; and again in this respect: that God is superior to Christ even if Christ is not subject to Him; and, finally, in this respect: that this power of Christ will not be like this forever.” If you say, “A created thing is subject to its Creator and depends on Him in its being,” he responds: “By virtue of being created, a created thing cannot help but be subject to its Creator, but nothing keeps the created thing from being able, at least for a time, to be made by God to not depend on God.”

Against this insanity and madness we set forth these theorems: (a) The power of the Father and the Son is one and the kingdom that they both administer is one. Therefore as the power and kingdom of the Father is eternal, so also the power and kingdom of the Son is eternal and vice versa. (b) According to His human nature, Christ is inferior to and less than the Father (John 14:28; 1 Cor. 11:3; 15:27). (c) [Scripture] says that finally at the Last Judgment the Son will be subjected to the Father. Nazianzen (Orat. 4.
de theol.) and Cyril (Thesaur., bk. 1, c. 18) explain this as referring to the mystical Body of Christ, which is the Church. Thus the meaning is that when He hands His kingdom over to God the Father, it will happen that the Church clearly will be subjected to God and all the faults—because of which the Church Militant did not appear to be perfectly subject to Him—will be removed from that most happy kingdom. The apostolic text sets Christ before us to be considered in two ways: (α) with respect to His person; (β) insofar as He constitutes one body with the faithful and the elect. Epiphanius claims that the apostle is not speaking about a true subjection but about a declaration of subjection, for he says that He is to be subjected at the time when, according to His humanity, He has already been subjected, because He then will cease representing the person of the Ruler and the King (Haeres. 69).

§ 196. (VIII) Domingo de Soto, who says: “Our intellect rejects the idea that God cannot do that which He immediately intended—though this does not involve a contradiction—and that He can do that alone of which our intellect can conceive” (Phys., bk. 3, q. 4). But in this way our finite intelligence will be established as the norm of the infinite power of God, and many mysteries of faith that our intellect rejects will have to be denied, if it is not illumined divinely. De Soto presses the words of Luke 1:37 [“Because with God no word will be impossible”]. We respond. We take “word” to mean whatever God has promised, but we do not restrict the power of God according to our understanding (Eph. 3:20).

Questions on God’s omnipotence.

§ 197. (I) The question arises: Is it correct to say that God’s power is infinite? We respond. Regardless of the retorts of Vorstius and others, we are correct in saying that God’s power is infinite. But how is God’s essence infinite when it does not produce an infinite effect? We respond. Scaliger, Exerc. 365, sect. 8: “Because He does not produce finite effects with finite but with infinite power. Therefore it does not follow: ‘The action is finite, therefore so is the power,’ because the eternal continuation of His essence and power surpasses the work that is now done.” Therefore God’s power is called “infinite”: (1) With respect to intrinsic entity,50 for it is the very essence of God that is infinite. (2) With regard to extrinsic objects, because it can do all things possible, and for this reason it is also called “omnipotence,” which means the power to do all possible things. However, possible things of this kind are innumerable and so many cannot be counted but that more are given.

** The power of God is infinite: (1) In and of itself, or by its own nature, just as is God Himself, whose essential character is that He is called “infinite.” (2) With respect to objects, which, already made, not only are different and countless but also an infinite number of others could be made by Him, if this were pleasing to His wisdom. (3) With regard to its manner of acting, because God never acts so intensively and effectively that He cannot act still more intensively and effectively. (4) With respect to the material upon which it acts, which God can never lack because He has no need of prepared matter, and if He wished, He could easily prepare some. **

God’s power is called “infinite”: (3) With regard to extrinsic effects, because they can be stretched to the extreme point of passivity [passio], so long as passive power remains in them. (4) With regard to action, because it never works so perfectly that it cannot work more perfectly. (5) With regard to duration, because God does not begin to be able to do something that He could not do before nor can He now do something that He will be unable to do later. Instead, His power is always equal and is unending and unfailing. Thomas, De pot., q. 1, art. 2: “Divine power is infinite intrinsically and extrinsically—extensively with regard to object, intensively with regard to action.”

But how is it infinite when His knowledge surpasses it? We respond. His power, considered intrinsically according to entity,51 is not surpassed by His knowledge. Considered extrinsically with regard to its object, it is surpassed with respect to number, because more things are subject to God’s knowledge than to His power. However, it is not surpassed with respect to proportion, because as the wisdom of God extends to all knowable things, so the power of God extends to all possible things.

** Isidore of Pelusium, bk. 2, epistle 117: “If we are asked whether all things are possible for God, we should respond: The things that are fitting for Him—and this is the way to answer every useless question—He can indeed do all of them, but He wills to do the best things.” **

§ 198. (II) The question arises: Is the power of God distinguished from the will of God? We respond. From the simplicity of the divine essence it is obvious that it is not distinguished really. However, the question is whether it is distinguished by reason. Durand (1, Sent., 38, q. 1) and others answer affirmatively, because powers are distinguished by their actions. But to know, to will, and to produce are distinct actions. [Therefore.] They also answer affirmatively because, in an intellectual creature, executing power or might is distinct from intellect and will. However, it is more correct to claim that power is not distinguished from will in God even by reason: (1) Because Holy Scripture presents God’s will to us as the cause of all things. Ps. 115:3: “Our God is in the heavens. He has done whatever He pleased.” Ps. 148:5: “He spoke and they were made; He gave the order and they were created.” Isa. 46:10: “All My will shall be accomplished.” Eph. 1:[11]: “He does all things according to the counsel of His will.”

(2) It is a mark of imperfection that in an intellectual creature executing power is distinguished from will. But every imperfection must be removed from God. Surely the will of man is not so effective that by the very fact that it wants something to exist of itself, it immediately begins to exist. From this [it is clear that], in addition to will, it needs executing power. However, God’s will, because it is the infinite essence of God itself, is so active and busy that by the very fact that it wants something to exist, that something immediately is made and exists. From this [it is clear that] it is in no need of a power besides the will. Nevertheless we should note that: (a) The will of God is being taken here not absolutely and intrinsically as it is in God’s essence, but relatively and extrinsically as it functions as the principle that produces creatures. (b) We are not discussing here the personal power that acts naturally and internally [ad intra], as is the power to beget and to spirate, but the extrinsic power that acts freely, working what, when, and as much as seems best to God.

§ 199. (III) The question arises: Is it correct to say that God cannot do contradictory things? This is on the lips and in the heart of everyone and is something that even the Scholastics prove with this reasoning:


God is called “omnipotent” because He has power to do all possible things, namely, whatever things are absolutely possible with respect not only to created nature but also to His own divine nature. However, those things that imply a contradiction are in no way possible because a contradiction posits being and nonbeing simultaneously. Moreover, only a nonbeing cannot be made by God, for what is made ought to be partly like the one who made it. But that which is nothing or a nonbeing does not have a likeness with God but is contrary to Him. Therefore to create a nonbeing is not power but impotence. (Thomas, [ST,] p. 1, q. 24, art. 3)





 

An implication of contradiction is nothing else but opposition. But that which is opposed to being done is impossible to be done. We concede that God does not do things that imply a contradiction and that are simply impossible, but we add that one must distinguish between things that are impossible for nature and those that are impossible by nature. Things impossible for nature are those that go beyond the usual course of nature, such as for the sun to stand still, fire not to burn, etc. Things impossible by nature are those that contradict the nature and definition of the thing and in themselves imply being and nonbeing simultaneously. We call the former “things impossible in a certain respect [[image: ]]” and the latter “things impossible simply and wholly [[image: ]].” Therefore we say that God can do the former but not the latter.

Socinus, Defens. animadv., p. 53: “Something is called impossible in two ways: respectively and absolutely. For that is called impossible which someone or some people cannot do, namely, with respect to those people who cannot do it. Also, that is said to be impossible which by itself can in no way be done or exist.” But we deny that it should be determined from the principles of our reason what things are truly contradictory in the mysteries of faith. Consequently, we urge these theorems: (1) Whatever God in Holy Scripture asserts that He can do and promises that He will do is not truly contradictory, even if it seems particularly contradictory to our reason. The logic is obvious. Things that truly are absolutely and simply contradictory are also absolutely and simply impossible. Yet the things God in Holy Scripture says He can do and promises He will do are not impossible—otherwise the truthfulness of God would be imperiled. For if they were absolutely impossible, how would God truly promise that He would perform them? Therefore they are also not absolutely and simply contradictory. Thus it seems contradictory to our reason that the body of Christ is present in many places at one and the same time yet is nonetheless a true and natural body. But because in the institution of the Eucharist God promised that He would furnish the body of Christ to us, being present by means of the blessed bread, therefore we should not consider that to be absolutely and simply contradictory. (See our De gloria Dei, disp. 10, § 9.)

(2) Those things that imply a contradiction and cannot be done with respect to human power and wisdom—we should not immediately claim that they imply a contradiction and are impossible with respect to divine power. The reason for the first portion is clear. Because human power is finite, those things that imply a contradiction and are impossible with respect to human power—such as raising the dead—do not immediately imply a contradiction with respect to divine power nor are they impossible for God since His power is infinite. Luke 18:27: “Things that are impossible with man are possible with God.” Socinus, Defens. animadv., p. 54: “If ‘with man’ means the same thing as ‘as it seems to humans,’ then ‘with God’ also will mean the same thing as ‘as it seems to God.’ But it would be truly wicked to say that.” Therefore “impossible with man” is understood to mean those things that humans cannot do. Nevertheless these things are possible with God, that is, God can do them. The reason for the second part of the theorem we find in Eph. 3:20: As our power is finite, so also is our knowledge. Therefore it cannot be the measure of God’s infinite power. Let us, then, confess that God can do something and that we cannot know and investigate the fact that it can be done.

(3) Those things that do not contradict the nature and essence of the thing nor remove a part of its essential definition we should not list among the things that are absolutely impossible and simply contradictory. The reason is that only those things imply a contradiction which conflict with the nature and essence of the thing. To imply a contradiction is to deny and overthrow the essence. In this matter, then, concerning the power of God toward external things [res ad extra], that which overthrows the essence—either of divine power or of the object about which that power is involved or both—is what implies a contradiction. In this way, it implies a contradiction for God to lie, because this conflicts with the nature and essence of the truthful God. Conversely, therefore, those things that do not conflict with the nature and essence of a thing nor remove an essential part of the definition should not be considered as absolutely impossible and simply contradictory. Thus for something to be a true body and not to be circumscribed in actuality to an external place are not contradictory, because place is neither of the essence of a body nor a necessary accident of it, as can be demonstrated from Aristotle (De coel., bk. 12, c. 4), Zabarella (De nat. scient. constit., c. 12), and Scaliger (Exerc. 5). Therefore it must not be denied that God can cause something to be a body that is not circumscribed by an external place. To be circumscribed by an external place is an adjunct52 of a body. Every adjunct comes to its subject in addition to its essence. Therefore when one denies local circumscription, he is not denying the essence of the body but that which is added beyond its essence, that is, its adjunct. Furthermore, when one removes that which is in addition to the essence, he does not at the same time remove the essence. Therefore it does not imply a contradiction for something to be a true body and not to be circumscribed by place, for the same thing is not being both affirmed and denied.

(4) One cannot prove manifestly and demonstratively that something implies a contradiction unless he first have a full and complete understanding of that thing against whose nature it is said to militate. The reason is, that which militates against the nature of a thing finally implies a contradiction. But now even if we can promise ourselves some (but not a full and perfect) understanding of created things, nevertheless we have a much smaller and inferior knowledge of the divine essence. Therefore we should not affirm rashly that something conflicts with the nature of a created thing or even with the divine essence itself and thus implies a contradiction and is simply impossible. Furthermore, because the knowledge we seek from the revealed Word is much more perfect, solid, and certain than that which descends from natural principles and from the leadership of our reason, therefore we should not say that the things that are given us to be believed in the revealed Word imply a contradiction, however much they seem to do exactly that according to the norm of natural principles and of our reason. Calvin, Instit., bk. 3, c. 23, § 5: “Does he (Celestine) wish the power of God to be so limited that it can do no more than his mind comprehends?” Polanus, Syst., bk. 2, c. 29, p. 287: “We must not limit God’s power to the narrow dimensions of our intelligence. God can do many things that man’s reason cannot comprehend. The incarnation of the Word and the other mysteries of faith are examples of this.” Why, then, do they declare (wickedly) from the leadership and comprehension of reason so daringly that God cannot cause one body to be in many places? Yet from these words, it readily appears what great impudence it is for the Photinians, who walk in the footsteps of the Calvinists, to say: “It implies a contradiction and is simply impossible for God to be one in essence and three in persons, for God to beget a Son from eternity of His own essence, for the divine and human natures in Christ to be personally united,” etc.

§ 200. (IV) The question arises: Should a distinction between God’s absolute and ordinary power be approved? Calvin denies this in his commentary on Isaiah 23; Instit., bk. 1, c. 16, sect. 3; Instit., bk. 2, c.7, § 5. He says: “We do not force upon anyone the fiction of absolute power, a fiction that ought to be deservedly hateful to us just as it is profane.” However, this distinction is built on the manifest statements of Scripture (Matt. 3:9; 26:13) and is necessary to answer the many questions about God’s power, for God’s absolute power can do many things His ordinary power nevertheless does not do. (See our commonplace [1610 Loci Theologici, locus 3 (On the Nature of God)], §§ 130–32, where we showed that God’s ordinary power is so called “either with respect to the established order in nature” or with respect to “the remaining divine attributes,” namely, goodness, righteousness, truthfulness, mercy, etc.)

** Armandus de Bellovisu, treatise 2, c. 9: “God’s absolute power is said to be His capability or power considered absolutely, without respect for a divine attribute. God’s ordinary power is said to be His power ordered according to an attribute—righteousness or wisdom or clemency or the like.” **

Consequently, some of the Calvinists themselves adopt this distinction. Polanus, Syst., bk. 2, c. 29, p. 186:


There is actually only one omnipotence because there is only one divine essence. Yet because of different respects, it is either absolute or actual, though both are active. God’s absolute omnipotence is that by which He is able to do whatever can exist. It is called “absolute” because it is not limited by a universal law of nature, as if, beyond and above that law, God could not do anything. It is also called “extraordinary” because through it God can act beyond the usual order of nature, by Himself alone producing as many effects of secondary actions as others with which created things can have no contact. This power is simply essential. By it He absolutely and simply can do all things that absolutely and simply are possible, that is, that do not imply a contradiction and that are not opposed to the nature and will of God, even if they may never exist. By it God can indeed do lesser things than He knows, among which are also evil things, but nevertheless by it He can do many more things than He has done or even wills to do.





 

Alsted, Theol. scholast., sect. 1, c. 23, reg. 3: “The distinction of God’s power into absolute and ordinary, or actual, is made with respect to God’s will. For God’s will uses (if one may speak in this way) power to do some things when it wishes. It does not use it when it does not wish to, though it could use it, were it to wish. If it were to use it, it would do much more through it than it does.” These are their statements.

Yet in this some Calvinists still wander away from the path of truth, because they deny vaguely that God can do some things according to His absolute and extraordinary power. For as God’s power is called ordinary in two respects, so also it is called absolute in two respects. If ordinary power is taken with respect to the order instituted in nature, God constantly acts at any time according to His absolute and extraordinary power. But if ordinary power be taken with respect to the rest of the divine attributes, God does not act according to absolute power.

§ 201. (V) The question arises: Should an argument be drawn from God’s omnipotence in the articles of faith? We respond. Because heretics cannot prove their doctrines from Scripture, they flee for refuge to God’s absolute power. This is mentioned with regard to the Sabellians by Tertullian (Contra Praxeam, c. 10); with regard to the Manichaeans by Augustine (Contra Faustum, bk. 26, c. 5); and with regard to the Eutychians by Theodoret (Dial. 3 contra Eutychen). In the mysteries of faith, however, we should first be concerned with knowing the will of God from His revealed Word. When something is already evident concerning God’s will from His revealed Word, and when our adversaries attack that chief part of heavenly doctrine taken and constructed from God’s Word, then we are correct in setting against them the argument from God’s omnipotence. For this reason the angel says: “With God no word is impossible” (Luke 1:37), namely, of whatever He has promised in His Word that He would do.

On the other hand, if something is not yet evident concerning God’s will from the Word, in articles of faith one ought not conclude anything from only the bare omnipotence of God. That is why the devout ancients say that, to say something can be done, it suffices to bring forth the omnipotence of God. However, in order to assert that something is done in actuality, it is necessary for God’s will to coincide with His power. Tertullian, Adv. Praxeam, c. 10:


Clearly, nothing is difficult for God. If in our presumptions, however, we use that statement so abruptly, we shall be able to fabricate anything about God, as if He did anything because He could do it. Moreover, just because He can do all things, we must not therefore believe that He did that which He did not do. But we must ask whether He did do that. I am sure that, had He wished, He could have equipped humans with wings to fly—something He did do for hawks. Nevertheless just because He could have, He did not therefore immediately do it. He suddenly could have wiped out Praxeas and all heretics. Nevertheless just because He could does not mean He did destroy them. You see, it was necessary for both hawks and heretics to exist.





 

According to Nazianzen, Orat. 51, the Apollinarians thus “directed as they were by rational arguments, fled for refuge to God’s power.” The Arians argued that Christ was not the Son of God by generation and birth, but by manufacturing; convicted of error by the Homoousians, they attempted to take refuge in this, by saying, “by the omnipotence of God, manufacturing was able to give Christ that which He would have been given by generation.” Augustine speaks against them and discusses that in his QQ. V. et N. T., q. 97, vol. 4, p. 769: “Will does not make the true Son, but birth does.” “But,” they say, “it is within God’s power to make false things true.” Augustine responds: “God’s power, in fact, is this, and for this reason He is worthy of all praise, that with Him true is true and false is false. For it is the mark of a lie that it calls true what is false. This does not befit God, for God indeed has power to do all things, but He only does what agrees with His truthfulness and righteousness.” Bishop Humbertus Sylvae Candidae says it beautifully: “Because they do not find some line of Holy Scripture by which to drag the skiff of their assertion to the shore of some stability, they are pulled, despite their struggling, into the sea of divine omnipotence” (Disp. adv. Graec.). (Cf. Casaubon, Exerc. 7
ad annal. Baron., c. 1.)

These points must be set against the Papists, who argue the invention of transubstantiation from the fact that “God can preserve accidents without their subject” and who, with only an argument drawn from divine omnipotence, defend the monks’ absurd fables and old wives’ tales about the miracles of the saints listed in the Lombard. hist. In Hist. ann., 9, Baronius, intending to defend the idolatrous worship of Mary of Loreto [Lauretana] and to tell the story about the different transformation of her room, escapes only to the refuge of omnipotence. He says: “It is not that anyone doubts the account who repeats in his memory that statement of the angel: ‘With God no word is impossible.’ ” Tursellinus tells the same story (Histor. Lauret., bk. 1, c. 3).

The Calvinists attribute to us the use of the same false reasoning, but they do us manifest injustice. For we demonstrate the true, real, and substantial presence of the body and blood of Christ solely from the words of the divine institution. But when they cry out that this is impossible and contradictory, then we finally set against them an argument drawn from God’s infinite power. Accordingly, we do not place this among the constructive arguments of our opinion, but we do give it a place in response to their arguments.

§ 202. (VI) The question arises: Is omnipotence proper to God in such a way that it is not communicated to the human nature of Christ? The Calvinists answer affirmatively, but we have shown the contrary from clear statements of Scripture: Matt. 28:18; Ps. 8:[6]; Dan. 7:14; John 17:12; Eph. 1:20; Heb. 2:5; Rev. 5:12. (See our Harm., on the resurrection, c. 12.)

Polanus urges four weak arguments: (1) “No created thing is God.” We respond. Essentially, yes. However, Christ, according to His human nature, is truly God and the Son of God personally. (2) “No created thing is infinite.” We respond. Christ’s human nature is assumed into the infinite hypostasis of the Word and raised up to the infinite right hand of God. (3) “No created thing is capable of infinite might, for whatever is received is received according to the condition of the receiver, not according to the condition of the thing received.” We respond. One must distinguish between the capacity of union and the capacity of quantitative and natural comprehension. As Christ’s human nature through its union is capable of the infinite hypostasis of the Word, so also through communication it has the capacity for infinite might, not naturally nor quantitatively but hypostatically, mystically, supernaturally, etc. (4) “There is no created substance that cannot be hindered in its own actions and even deprived of its power to act.” We respond. As long as the personal union endures, so long Christ’s human nature cannot be deprived of its power to act. For it does not operate separately and alone, but the Word performs His operations in it, with it, and through it, and that power to act is not a separate and proper power of the human nature but is the very omnipotence of the Word, revealing itself effectively through the assumed flesh. Yet the union is permanent and indissoluble. Therefore.

§ 203. (VII) The question arises: Can God’s omnipotence act upon a nonbeing? Scaliger writes: “That question is beyond human abilities and is so subtle that it seems to surpass the extent and summit of human comprehension” (Exerc. 365, sect. 8). But he answers it in the affirmative: “If, with the anticipation of understanding, He foresees those things that have no being, if He claims for Himself those very things no less than the ones that have being, He also acts upon them. Also in creation itself, because there is no beginning limit [terminus a quo]—for there is no subject at hand—it appears that God’s omnipotence acts upon a nonbeing when He makes it a being.”

Therefore we proceed in this way: God acts upon a nonbeing objectively through foreknowledge, because He foreknows future contingents. He acts upon a nonbeing effectively: both with regard to a beginning limit through His creating power (for from a nonbeing, or from nothing, He produces a being) and with regard to an ending limit [terminus ad quem] (because He will reduce this whole universe to nothing, with the exception of rational creatures).

§ 204. (VIII) The question arises: Could God do what He did better than how He did it? One must distinguish (1) between God’s absolute and ordinary power, and (2) between doing something better essentially and accidentally. (See Gregory of Valencia, Comment. in Thom., vol. 2, disp. 1, q. 25, point 3.) Scaliger proceeds as follows (Exerc. 249, sect. 3):


God certainly can always do something better, but the thing itself cannot accept that infinity. For the essence of every thing consists in the indivisible. The reason why a created thing cannot always be made better in essence should not be sought on the part of God—the one who acts—but on the part of the object. Nevertheless infinite power is not for this reason attributed to God in vain, though He may not produce an infinite effect. For it is not here (says Scaliger) as it is in our dealings. For here, among us, a power that one does not have is exercised in vain upon something. For here, powers and acts are relative. But the power of God is related to nothing but is of itself alone; to it belongs that which it is and all that it is—all things. Furthermore, though God may not actually produce an infinite effect, nevertheless He does act with infinite power when He produces a finite effect, because He produces all things from nothing.





 

§ 205. (IX) The question arises: Can God cause past contingent occurrences not to have happened? The Scholastics respond: God can cause past contingent occurrences not to have happened simply and “in the divided sense”—for example, that Cain would never have lived—but “not in a composite sense,” that is, given that they did exist.53 For it is absolutely possible that past contingents simply did not exist, because they were contingents. But given that they did exist, it implies a contradiction to say that they existed and did not exist, and thus it becomes impossible. Augustine, Contra Faust., bk. 26, c. 5: “Whoever says that if God is omnipotent He may cause things that have happened not to have happened, He does not see that He is saying this: If God is omnipotent, He may cause those things that are true to be false in the same way in which they are true.” Anselm, Cur Deus homo, bk. 2, c. 12: “When God has done something, it cannot now not have happened after it has happened. Rather, it is always true that it did happen.”

The use of the doctrine of God’s omnipotence.

§ 206. The use of this doctrine is (I) consoling. Because God is truly omnipotent, He will be able to snatch us out of every peril and adversity, protect us against any dangerous foes, hear our prayers, grant us the necessities of this life and of the life to come, equip us with virtues, snatch us away from death itself, and bring us into life, though all the devils will resist in vain. John 10:29: “No one can snatch the sheep from the hand of the heavenly Father.” Rom. 8:38: “I am sure that neither death nor life … nor any other creature can separate us from the love of God.” 2 Tim. 1:12: “I am certain that He is able to guard that which has been entrusted to me.” Philo says it beautifully: “Divine help begins where human help ceases.” Fulgentius, Ad Monim., bk. 1: “There is no falsehood in God’s promises because there is no difficulty nor impossibility in carrying them out.” These, then, are the two posts of solid confidence and of all consolation: God’s paternal goodwill and His omnipotence.

§ 207. (II) Teaching. Because God is omnipotent, let us be careful not to establish the limits and bounds of His power. On the contrary, in fact, let us proclaim with grateful hearts and lips that we have the kind of Father in heaven whose power is limitless and knows no end. Ps. 150:2: “Praise Him according to the multitude of His greatness.” Sirach 43:[28–30]: “Where shall we find strength to praise Him? For He is greater than all His works. Terrible is the Lord and very great, and marvelous is His power. When you praise the Lord, exalt Him as much as you can, for His admirable greatness will surpass even that.” 1 Pet. 5:6: “Let us also humble ourselves under the mighty hand of the Lord.” Let us place all the confidence of our heart in Him as our omnipotent Father, let us subject ourselves to Him in filial fear, and every day let us repeat with the apostle that doxology: “Now to Him who by the power at work within us is able to do far more abundantly than all that we ask or think, to Him be glory in the church through Christ Jesus to all ages forever and ever” (Eph. 3:20–21). And 1 Pet. 5:10–11: “The God of all grace, who has called us to His eternal glory in Christ, after we have suffered a little, will restore, establish, strengthen, and settle us. To Him be glory forever and ever.”




SECTION X: ON THE GOODNESS OF GOD
 

Thesis.

§ 208. God is truly good, alone good, and the cause of all goodness. He is truly good because He is the highest good [summum bonum] and has nothing bad mixed in. He is alone good according to Christ (Matt. 19:17), because of Himself He is essentially, unchangeably, uniquely, originally, perfectly good. He is the cause of every good, because as the supreme being [ens] He gives being [esse] to all other beings [entibus]. Thus by sharing in that greatest good, whatever good is in creatures is good. (See our commonplace [1610 Loci Theologici, locus 3 (On the Nature of God)], § 136.)

This is proved by: (I) Scripture, (1) affirmatively, when it declares that God is good and commends His goodness. Ps. 25:8: “Good and upright is the Lord.” (2) Negatively, when it says that there is no evil in Him. Ps. 92:[15]: “The Lord is upright, and there is no iniquity in Him.” Deut. 32:4: “The Rock, His work is perfect (complete and without stain), for all His ways are judgment. God is truth and not iniquity, just and right is He.” (3) Symbolically, when it celebrates the richness of divine goodness (Rom. 2:4). Thus 1 John 1:5: “He is light, and there is no darkness in Him.” (4) Effectively, when it declares that all the works of God are good (Gen. 1:31, etc.). (See our commonplace [1610 Loci Theologici, locus 3 (On the Nature of God)], § 137ff.)

(II) Reason: (1) From His supreme entity.54 (2) From the goodness of creatures. (3) From His perfection. The goodness because of which each thing is called good is nothing else but the perfection of each thing, according to Thomas ([ST,] p. 1, q. 6, art. 3). Therefore each thing has as much perfection as it has goodness. (See our commonplace [1610 Loci Theologici, locus 3 (On the Nature of God)], § 140.)

(III) The statements of the fathers are added. Dionysius, De div. nom., c. 4: “God is the good of all things, just as all things subsist from Him.”

Nazianzen, Orat. 2. de Filio: “The greatest good belongs to God alone.”

Augustine, De natura boni, c. 1: “God alone is goodness itself; He alone is unchangeably good; He alone is the good of every good; He alone is the cause of goodness for all things that are good.” In De Trinit., bk. 8, c. 3, after mentioning the various kinds of goodness in creatures, he adds:


Remove this and that and see the Good itself, if you can. In this way you will see that God is good not with another good, but is the good of every good …. There would be no changeable goods without the existence of the unchangeable Good. Therefore when you hear that this or that is good that otherwise can be said to be not good (if without those things that are good by their partaking of the Good you could perceive the Good itself—by the partaking of which they are good), then you will be able to understand the Good at the same time that you hear that this or that is good. Therefore if, those things being removed, you could catch sight of that which of itself is good, you would behold God.





 

Commentary on Psalm 134: “The Lord is good, but not in the way that the things He made are good. He made heaven and earth and everything in them good. He Himself is properly good; from Him are all other good things. For He has made all things. He Himself is good, whom no one has made. He is good with His own goodness, not with a participated goodness from elsewhere. He needed no one from whom He would become good, but other things needed Him in order to become good.”

The Damascene, Orth. fid., bk. 1, c. 1: “Being good, God is the producer of all good, subject neither to envy nor to any passion, for envy is far removed from the divine nature, which is both passionless and alone good.” In his book [image: ] (f. 510), he calls God “the Holy One and Superholy One countless times without limit.” (For the words of the ancient philosophers who extol the goodness of God, see our commonplace [1610 Loci Theologici, locus 3 (On the Nature of God)], § 141.)

In De monarch. Dei, p. 82, Justin cites from Orpheus the words: “He, from good, gives evil to mortals.” That is: He, being good and overflowing with goods, sends evils upon our race.” On p. 84 he quotes from the Bellerophon of Euripides: “If the gods do evil, they are not gods.”

Antithesis.

§ 209. The goodness of God is undermined by: (I) The Cerdonians, named after Cerdo, who “dogmatize two principles opposing each other and say that the God of the Law and the prophets is not the Father of Christ and is neither a good nor just God, but the Father of Christ is good. But some hold that they said that in their two principles there were two Gods in such a way that one of them was good and the other evil” (Augustine, De haeres. ad Quodvultd., heresy 21).

(II) The Marcionites, who followed Cerdo’s dogmas about the two principles, though Epiphanius relates that Cerdo asserted three principles: “good, just, and wicked” (op. cit., heresy 22).

(III) The Manichaeans, who claimed that there were two principles diverse from and opposed to each other, both of which were eternal and coeternal, and that “there are two natures and substances, namely, of good and of evil.” They have also introduced a conflict and mixing of these two with each other (op. cit., heresy 46).

(IV) The Calvinists, through various suppositions: (1) The absolute decree of reprobation without any consideration of unbelief. (2) The absolute decree of election through which the good and beneficial will of God, which is serious in seeking the salvation of humans, is restricted to a few. (3) The absolute decree of Adam’s fall. (4) The absolute and fated necessity of all things and actions. (5) The cause of sin being referred to God. (See our De glor. Dei, disp. 5, §§ 20–29.)

(V) The Papists, through their supposition that the corrupt concupiscence in the first man takes its origin from the condition of matter. You see, that which stems from a condition of matter is correctly attributed to God as the originator of nature. Therefore if corrupt concupiscence arises in man from the condition of matter, surely that will be from God, the originator of human nature, who in this way is stated to be the originator of something evil. (See our De glor. Dei, disp. 2, theses 1–2.)

(VI) The Photinians, when they claim God is the cause of sin, regardless of what they cloak it with. Catech. Racov., p. 306: “It was God Himself who wanted to use Pharaoh and Judas in their wicked actions for that purpose.” Schmalz, Contra D. Frantz., p. 426: “Through the devil, God forces people to commit wicked acts.” (Be sure also to see our commonplace [1610 Loci Theologici, locus 3 (On the Nature of God), §§ 136–48] and p. 430.)

Questions about the goodness of God.

§ 210. (I) The question arises: Is God alone good through His essence? It is one thing for the essence of a thing to be good but another for a thing to be good through its essence. The essence of any created thing is good. Consequently, concerning the devil himself, who is the author of all evil, Augustine says: “To the extent that the devil has being, he is good; to the extent that every nature has being, it is good” (De nat. bon., c. 1). However, no created thing is good through its own essence, that is, through itself and of itself. For if it were good through its own essence, then it would be good essentially. If it were good essentially, it would be good by force of its own nature and essence, it would not have goodness shared from elsewhere, and it would not be able to be perfected through accidents—none of which statements can be made about a creature who can be said to be good accidentally, changeably, imperfectly, and by participation. From this the Scholastics are correct in concluding: “God alone is good through His essence.”

Hacker makes this distinction: “Something can be understood to be good through its essence in two ways: (1) In such a way that goodness is not an accident that is added externally to a thing but is intrinsic and essential to itself. (2) In such a way that the thing is not only good with a goodness intrinsic and essential to itself but also that it is such by virtue of its essence alone, without any order of dependency on an extrinsic cause” (Comm. in Thom., vol. 1, treatise 2, q. 6, no. 7). In the prior way creatures are good through their essence, but not in the latter way.

§ 211. (II) The question arises: Are all things good with divine goodness? We respond. Thomas writes that created things are called “good” on the basis of a goodness of their own “intrinsically and formally”; on the basis of God’s goodness as “the efficient, exemplary, and final cause” of all goodness “externally and causally” ([ST,] p. 1, q. 6, art. 4). From this Hacker draws the conclusion that “for anything to be and to be called ‘good,’ it must necessarily have a goodness that befits it formally and is internal.” He says: “We must observe this against the sectarians, who imagine that man is good, holy, and just only with extrinsic goodness, the holiness and righteousness of Christ.” Gregory of Valencia goes on in the same way: “It cannot happen that anyone for a time can be said to be loved anew by God, unless for that same time he begins to have a gift communicated to him by God, because there must be some cause for this new status. However, this is not in God, because He is unchangeable. Therefore it is in man, who is the object of that love. Therefore only those are righteous who are formally righteous, having some gift inherent in themselves” (Disp., vol. 1, disp. 1, q. 20, point 3).

We respond. (1) We, too, acknowledge that in the devout there is an intrinsic goodness and righteousness, but it is imperfect. (2) Because this cannot be set against God’s judgment, perfect goodness and righteousness is certainly required, namely, Christ’s. (3) When Scripture asserts that this is imputed to us through faith, we must by no means think that this imputation is merely an extrinsic and ineffective relation, for it proceeds from God, who “calls the things that are not as being” (Rom. 4:17). It corresponds to that imputation of our sins made to Christ (2 Cor. 5:21) and brings with it real and positive effects, namely, peace of conscience, inner renewal, and eternal life and salvation. (See our commonplace On Justification through Faith [Commonplace XIX], § 234.)

§ 212. (III) The question arises: How is the goodness of creatures in God? We respond. (1) Formally, if the most common reason for good is considered, which is simple and absolute perfection. (2) Eminently, if created good is considered specifically, that is, restricted to a certain species of being. (3) Effectively, as God is the cause of every good and comprehends the entire breadth of good. (4) As example, because the norm and rule of goodness is set forth in that supreme divine goodness. (5) As end, because God, as the highest good, attracts rational creatures to a hunger and desire for Himself and “has made all things for Himself” (Prov. 16:4).

§ 213. (IV) The question arises: Is the Son good through His essence? We respond. Yes, indeed, because through His essence, or essentially, He is one true God with the Father. Against this, the Photinians infer: That which is good through participation is not good through its essence, as is clear in created things. But the Son is good through participation, because through His eternal begetting the Father communicates to the Son His goodness, just as He communicates His essence. Therefore.

Concerning the major premise, we respond by distinguishing between internal participation or communication (which is the eternal communication of His essential goodness made in an indescribable and incomprehensible way through begetting to another who is not diverse according to nature and essence but the same), and external participation or communication by which God in time causes the streams of His goodness to flow through creation into His creatures, which are diverse from Him according to nature and essence. In the first manner of communication, the Son has a participated goodness, but not in the second. But now from the first manner it can by no means be inferred that the Son is not good through His essence. For as among humans, a son is man through his essence, though he has humanity communicated from his father, thus all the more in divine things is the Son good through His essence, though He has a goodness communicated by the Father through His begetting.

§ 214. (V) The question arises: How does it agree with the goodness of God that He is said to show Himself crooked to the crooked [perverso] (Ps. 18:[26])? We respond. He is crooked with the crooked not by changing His essential goodness but by avenging and punishing the crookedness of the wicked and by treating them in such a way that they consider Him crooked. Jerome on Ecclesiastes 6: “God is crooked with that person who by his own will was first crooked according to what is written in Leviticus 26: ‘If they walk contrary to Me, I shall also walk contrary to them, crooked in My fury.’ ” He explains this with the example of the sun whose operation causes wax to melt and mud to dry. This he takes from Origen, homily 2 on Song of Songs, where that simile is explained in greater detail: “The Sun of righteousness illumines and surrounds with brightness those whom He finds of an upright heart. But those who walk contrary to Him, He necessarily does not so much look at them contrarily as much as He despises them. This happens to them by their own instability.” Augustine, on Psalm 72: “A crooked person will think Him crooked, not that God is crooked in any way.”

The practical use of the doctrine of the goodness of God.

§ 215. (I) Consoling. God is good, good through His essence; therefore He will not forget His goodness. He forgets our sins, but His own goodness He cannot forget because it is His very essence. God is good and the fount of every good; therefore whatever comes down to us from God cannot but be good. To those who love God, even all those adversities sent by a good God “work together for good” (Rom. 8:28). Why, then, in divinely sent adversities do we not acknowledge from Ps. 119:71 that “it is good for us that the Lord rebukes us”? Lam. 3:25: “The Lord is good to those who wait for Him, to the soul that seeks Him.” Nah. 1:7: “The Lord is good, a stronghold in the day of trouble; He knows (understands and cares as a Father, because words of knowing connote affection) those who hope in Him.” Exod. 33:19: God is “every good” and the highest good, therefore “those who fear the Lord will not lack any good thing.” Ps. 34:[9]: “Those who seek the Lord will not lack any good thing.”

(II) Exhorting: (1) To love this highest good. God is every good; therefore it is useless to seek the good to which you should cling outside of Him. If you love a small ray of divine goodness in a creature, if you passionately desire a drop from this fountain, why will you not love the Sun itself and the never-ending Fountain of goodness? Every creaturely good is imperfect, changeable, particular. God is perfect, unchangeable, and universal good. Therefore neglect the imperfect, changeable, and particular good and love the perfect, unchangeable, and universal good in whose love no weariness, no satiety, no sorrow can be found. Anselm, Prosol., c. 25: “Love the one good in which all good things exist, and it is enough for you.” Once you have found and perceived that greatest good, the desire for other good things ceases because “when the perfect comes, the imperfect ceases” (1 Cor. 13:10). Augustine says, De Trinit., bk. 8, c. 3:


One must seek good for his soul—not the one above which he would fly by judging, but the one to which he would cling by loving—and what is this except God? … If you could remove those things that are good by participating in goodness and perceive that which is good through itself, then you would have perceived God. If you cling to Him in love, you will always be blessed. But let it be shameful to love other things only because they are good, to cling to them, and not to love the Good itself from which they are good.





 

If individual good things are delightful and lovable, how sweet, how delightful will that good be which contains the sweetness of all good things? Ps. 34:[8]: “Therefore taste and see how good the Lord is! Blessed is the man who hopes in Him.” Why do we wander about through creatures to collect some drops of goodness with which to please ourselves, when in God there is an inexhaustible sea of every good, which alone can quench the thirst of our soul? Whoever enjoys this good will lack no good thing. His soul will be satisfied with good (Ps. 17:15). He will cry out with joy: “How good is the God of Israel to those of an upright heart” (Ps. 73:1). Briefly we conclude from Augustine, De morib. eccl. cathol., bk. 1, c. 8: “God is the sum of good things for us. God is the highest good for us. We must not stay within nor seek outside; for the one is dangerous, the other is nothing.”

(2) To praise that highest good. Out of our love of and desire for the highest good comes the proclamation of it, for what the heart loves the mouth tells. Therefore let us say with all the saints: “Confess to the Lord, for He is good and His steadfast love endures forever” (2 Chron. 5:13; Ezra 3:11; Ps. 106:1). Ps. 135:3: “Praise the Lord, for the Lord is good; sing to His name, for it is pleasant.” Augustine comments on these words:


Because God is good and has made all good things, let Him who created be much better than the things He created. You will not discover something better to say about Him except that the Lord is good, if nevertheless you understand that He who created the other good things is properly good …. I am held by an ineffable sweetness when I hear: “The Lord is good.” After looking over and considering all things that are on the outside, I do not praise them [alone] without anyone. But I find that He is perfect without them, in need of nothing, unchangeable, seeking the good of nothing by which He would be increased, fearing the evil of nothing by which He would be diminished. Therefore if we praise anything else because it is good, then no greater, better, and firmer reason to praise God can be given to you besides the fact that He is good.





 

God has put traces of His goodness in all creatures so that they might all stir us to sing praise to God. As we do not know God perfectly in this life, so also we do not love Him perfectly. As we do not love Him perfectly, so also we do not praise Him perfectly. However, in eternal life there will be perfect knowledge, perfect love, perfect praise of this highest good. Augustine, De civ. Dei, bk. 22, c. 30:


He who has given virtue will be the reward of virtue, and to him He has promised Himself, than whom nothing can be greater or better. What else does that mean which He said to the prophet: “I shall be their God, and they will be My people,” but “I shall be the source of their satisfaction. I shall be whatever humans desire honorably—life, salvation, food, plenty, glory, honor, peace, and every good thing”? For this is the way we understand—correctly—what the apostle says, “that God may be all in all.” He will be the goal of our desires. He will be seen without end, loved without contempt, praised without weariness.





 

(3) To avoid sin. God is the highest good; therefore let us be careful not to offend Him with our sins. It is surely most wicked to refer evil to Him from whom every good comes down to you because the law of nature teaches that grace must be compensated with grace and good with good. The damned in hell will experience the most terrible anxieties of heart from Him because with their sins they have so recklessly and obstinately offended that good God, from whom they received every good thing. As the consideration of the supreme goodness in God should move us to avoid every sin, so it should especially call us away from envy. From God all good things come down to us and to our neighbor. Whoever envies his neighbor is against God—who is Himself the bestower of gifts—and thus truly is one who fights against God (Matt. 20:[15]).

Finally, our meditation on the goodness of God should rouse us not only to avoid evil but also to imitate good. The good God is both the rule and the example of all good, and we approach Him only with good actions. His goodness can be spread out and communicated. If we desire to be like our good God, we must also share our goodness with others. Augustine says, sermon 5, De verb. Dom.: “Do good with the good from which you are not truly good, so that you may acquire the things that are truly good.”




SECTION XI: ON THE MERCY OF GOD
 

Thesis.

§ 216. As God is supremely good, so also He is supremely merciful. The goodness and mercy of God are not different in the nature of the thing; rather, according to our conception, goodness is distinguished from mercy as cause is from effect. Anselm, Proslog., c. 9: “Truly, in the highest and most secret place of Your goodness hides the spring from which flows the river of Your mercy.” Goodness is an absolute attribute, mercy a relative attribute, because it deals with misery in creatures, which it alleviates. God is good not only in Himself but also diffuses and communicates His goodness outside of Himself. With respect to this communication, it is called the kindness [benignitas] of God. This is either general or special. General kindness is that which extends to all creatures, which He has created and still preserves out of His grace and goodness. He grants them what is necessary to obtain their end; He directs them in their activities. Ps. 33:5: “The earth is full of the kindness of the Lord.” Ps. 36:[6]: “You will save man and animal, O Lord.” Special kindness is that by which He deals with the rational creatures that cleave to Him in love, namely, the holy angels and devout humans. Humans are considered either before the fall in the state of innocence or after the fall in the state of corruption. In the prior state, God embraced them with His paternal favor as His beloved children and promised them the inheritance of heaven, but under the condition of filial obedience and perseverance in goodness. In the latter state, God was led by His mercy toward the wretched human race, and He did not put that race—His own creation—far from His face, but decreed from eternity, because of His unspeakable love, to send His Son to humans as their Redeemer. In the fullness of time He did send Him and now offers His benefits to all in the Word and Sacraments. Therefore as many as hear the Word and by means of the Holy Spirit’s work conceive true faith in Christ from the Word, those He embraces with His special love and favor, frees them from evils, heaps blessings of every kind upon them, and finally writes them down as heirs of eternal life. Augustine, treatise 110 on John: “God loves everything He has made. Among those things, He loves His rational creatures more; and among those, He loves still more those who are the members of His only-begotten Son; and much more, the Only-Begotten Himself.” Although the wicked and impenitent have been excluded from this special love, the doors of grace are still open for them in this life until at the Last Judgment “the door will be closed to them” (Matt. 25:10) after they, with all the devils, have been hurled away from the face of the Lord into the pit of hell (v. 41). Furthermore, as we distinguish His kindness, so also we must distinguish the grace, mercy, and love of God into general and special.

The mercy of God is proved.

§ 217. There is testimony about God’s mercy (I) from the words of Scripture: (1) In which He is called “merciful and gracious” (Exod. 34:6), “His mercy is great” (2 Sam. 24:14), “eternal” (2 Chron. 5:13), “burning and kindled” (Hosea 11:8), etc. In James 5:11 He is called “very compassionate and merciful.” (2) In which His “grace” is celebrated (Gen. 6:9; Exod. 33:19; etc.). (3) His “clemency” (2 Chron. 36:16, etc.). (4) His “kindness and love of mankind” (Titus 3:4). (5) His “love and charity” (Deut. 33:3). (6) His “patience and long-suffering” because of which He is said to be “long” or “slow to the nostrils” (Exod. 34:6). (Those who have narrow nostrils more quickly sense the smoke rising from the heat of the heart and blow it out violently because of the narrowness of the passages. The broader the openings of the nostrils, however, the more cool air is taken in to cool the heart. Such people are by nature quite serene and gentle. It is to this metaphor that consideration is being given in this expression.) (7) In the Scriptures He is called our “Father.” (8) Finally, all the “works of God” bear witness to His kindness and mercy. (See our commonplace [1610 Loci Theologici, locus 3 (On the Nature of God)], § 137.)

For the sake of instruction, all these are thus differentiated with regard to effects and objects, because with regard to the principle of acting in God, all things are the same. “The grace of God” is His very kind will by which He freely [gratis] favors and confers benefit on His creation. “The mercy of God” is His very favorable will by which the wretchedness of man, which He benevolently alleviates, is in His heart. “The clemency of God” is His fatherly will by which even in His wrath He is mindful of His mercy and spares man, even if he deserve otherwise. “God’s love of mankind” is His friendly will by which He loves man more than the rest of His creatures, favors him, and takes His pleasure in him. “God’s love” is His beneficent will by which He embraces the creatures He has created, takes pleasure in them, and confers good things upon them. His “patience” is that by which God endures the rational creatures who sin against Him, moderates His wrath, postpones punishment, awaits their conversion, and does not pour out His entire anger.

(II) Although reason may conclude something about God’s general grace and mercy from their effects, nevertheless it is totally ignorant of that mystery concerning the special mercy offered to humans in Christ and because of Christ the Mediator. For this reason it is called “the secret of the Lord” (Ps. 25:14), “His amazing righteousness” (Ps. 65:[5]), “the mystery that was hidden for long ages” (Rom. 16:25), etc.

§ 218. (III) The fathers theologize very sweetly about God’s mercy. Ignatius, epistle 3, Ad Magnes. [c. 10]: “Let us not be insensible to His kindness. Were He to reward us according to our works, we should cease to be. For if You, Lord, should mark iniquities, who will stand?”

Justin, Epist. ad Diognet., p. 386: “By His kindness, God wanted us to have faith and to consider Him as a nourisher, parent, teacher, counselor, physician, mind, light, honor, glory, strength, life.”

Chrysostom, on Psalm 14: “When God intends to express His love for us, He mentions the charity of hens, the care of fathers, the mercy of mothers, the love of bridegrooms, not because He merely loves to this extent but because there are no other signs and proofs of greater love among us than these examples. For Isaiah 49 teaches that He loves us even more dearly: ‘Although a mother may forget her children,’ etc.” Chrysostom again: “Just as it is foreign to us to do good, so also for God it is against nature to do evil or destroy” (homily 46, Oper. imperf.). De provid., vol. 5: “No human clemency can be conferred upon divine goodness, which, indeed, surpasses all natural affections.” And later: “It is necessary that the mercy and clemency of Him whose intelligence is not finite be limited by no end.” In his Orat. de Philogonio: “As a woman giving birth desires to bring forth her offspring, so also God desires to pour out His mercy.”

Ambrose, De poenit., bk. 1, c. 2, vol. 1, p. 153: “God is more indulgent in His mercy than persistent in His severity.”

Augustine, De nat. et grat., c. 32: “The mercy of God precedes us to heal us; follows us that, healed, we may be enlivened; precedes, to call us; follows, to glorify us; precedes, that we may live devoutly; follows, that we may live always with Him, because without Him we can do nothing.” De spiritu et anim., c. 6: “God’s mercy is greater than the misery of all humans.”

Cassiodorus, on Psalm 23: “Mercy follows to give protection but precedes to confer grace. For if it were merely to follow, no one would take possession of the grace that was given, and if it were merely to precede, none could preserve the grace that had been conferred. The traps that the devil sets from behind are very serious, and unless mercy follows, human frailty is easily deceived.”

Bernard, Serm. 5
in die nat., col. 60: “He is correctly called not the ‘Father of judgment and revenge’ but the ‘Father of mercies,’ not only because the Father appears to have mercy rather than to be angry and, like a father toward his children, is merciful to those who fear Him, but all the more because He takes the cause and origin of His being merciful from Himself, while He takes the cause and origin of His judgment and revenge more from us.” (Cf. Bernard, Serm. 2
de sept. pan., col. 181.)

Nicephorus, bk. 17, c. 3: “God always hones the sword of vengeance with the oil of mercy.”

Gerson, De remed. pusil.:


The mercy of God is so great that if a man were to have all the sins of the world on him, were to grieve that he had haughtily offended his good Lord God with them, and would firmly intend to abstain from them in the future, God—according to the utterly true opinion of Chrysostom—would never condemn such a man. God grieves, as it were, because according to His righteousness He should condemn the man because of the man’s unrighteousness. From this, man is the image of God, having been created so nobly and redeemed so expensively.





 

Savonarola, on Psalm 31: “As the infinite cannot be limited, thus neither can boundaries be set for the mercy of God.”

In the Qur’an the Turks use a substitute name and call God Rachamani, “the Merciful.” They say, “I have vowed to the Merciful,” that is, “I have vowed a fast to God.”

Antithesis.

§ 219. God’s mercy, grace, and love are undermined by: (I) The Stoics, who denied that one should attribute mercy [misericordia] to God because it is “mental anguish conceived from the misery of another” (Augustine, De civ. Dei, bk. 9, c. 5). From this it is said that “it makes the heart of him who grieves miserable by means of someone else’s evil.” Augustine, De mor. eccles. cath.: “In God, however, there can be no place for anguish or misery.”

We respond. This definition applies only to human mercy but not to all mercy in general. The definition is less correct in judging that it is called “mercy” because it makes the heart miserable and acquires mental anguish, because such a person should rather be called miserable than merciful. Rather, it is so called because it causes the misery of someone else to belong to one’s own heart and to labor to alleviate that misery. It is for this reason that the Hebrews call it [image: ], which is to say, the mercy of the womb—or [image: ], “the bowels of mercy” (Luke 1:78)—from the root [image: ] (“loved, loved deeply,” is surrounded with love, just as the womb loves and fosters the fetus). The Greeks also call it [image: ], which signifies no anguish of heart.

§ 220. (II) The Papists, when they claim: (1) That God’s justifying and glorifying grace is not purely gratuitous but that the former requires congruous merit [meritum de congruo] on our part, while the latter requires deserved merit [meritum de condigno]. Against this, see Rom. 11:6. (2) That our satisfactions are required for the gratuitous grace of God and for the forgiveness of our sins. Against this, see Rom. 3:24. (3) That indulgences can be purchased with the aid of money. Against this, what we buy with money does not come to us freely from grace (Isa. 55:1; Acts 8:[20]). (4) That election was made on the basis of foreseen merits and that reprobation is partially absolute. Against this, see Eph. 1:4. (5) That all infants who die before Baptism are condemned without distinction. Against this, see Mark 10:14. In our De glor. Dei, disp. 1, §§ 30–36, we have shown in detail that each and every one of these hypotheses undermines God’s mercy. (6) That God’s grace, by which He justifies and saves us, is not the gratuitous favor of God but an infused quality. Against this, see 2 Tim. [1]:9. (See also our commonplace On Justification through Faith [Commonplace XIX], § 18.) (7) That God’s grace and mercy can remit sins even after this life, namely, in purgatory. Against this, see Acts 10:43. God’s mercy is eternal, but that effect of divine mercy, the forgiveness of sins, has been promised to us only in this life.

§ 221. (III) The Calvinists, when they claim: (1) That with an absolute decree God has reprobated some people—in fact, the larger part of the human race—out of pure hatred, without any consideration of their impenitence and unbelief, and that He never wills to be merciful to them. (2) That God wanted man to be miserable, that is, that He wanted Adam to fall and for this reason involved Adam and all His descendants in eternal misery so as to have an occasion for showing mercy. Against this fabrication we set the statement of Augustine: “Benevolence is malevolent if someone wants anyone to be miserable so as to have mercy on him” (Confess., bk. 3, c. 2). Also, in his commentary on Psalm 125 he writes: “Whoever wishes people to be miserable in order to show mercy has a cruel mercy. That is as if a doctor would wish many people to be sick so that he could practice his art. That is cruel medicine.” (3) That the universal promises of the grace and mercy of God offered to all in the Gospel apply only to a few, despite the fact that God is said to be “rich in mercy” (Eph. 2:4) and “has consigned all to disobedience that He may have mercy on all” (Rom. 11:32). (See our De glor. Dei, disp. 5, § 20.)

(IV) The Photinians: (1) When they say that God’s mercy is not an essential property of God (Socinus, De Christo, part 1, c. 1; Catech. Racov., p. 266). (See our treatise On Justification through Faith [Commonplace XIX], § 48; De glor. Dei, disp. 10, § 10.) (2) When they claim there are many mortal sins that when people commit them they are not received into grace. In this way they restrict the mercy of God that is set forth in the promises of the Gospel. (See the aforementioned disputation.)

Questions about God’s mercy.

§ 222. (I) The question arises: In what way can mercy, love, patience, etc., be attributed to God since He is not subject to the mutability of emotions? We respond. All these are essential properties of God if we look at the principle of action rather than its effects, which do not infer any passion, alteration, change, or disturbance of the utterly simple essence of God but which do explain the acts of divine goodness. (The essential grace of God is called “first grace” and is nothing else but the paternal favor of God.55 The blessings that God confers upon us out of grace are called “second graces,” [image: ], or “gifts through grace.”) Anselm, Proslog., c. 8: “You are merciful, O God, according to us and not according to Yourself, according to our sense and not according to Yours. When You spit us miserable people out, we feel the effect of Your pity [miseratio], but You do not feel the emotion of misery [miseria].” Therefore all of these things must be cleansed of their imperfections and that pure and perfect thing that remains should be attributed to God. Thus mercy indicates both the compassion of a heart saddened because of the misery of another, as well as the prompt will to alleviate it with words and in reality. Remove the change of compassion and the anguish of the heart that stems from it, and leave the pure and perfect thing that remains to God, namely, the ready will to alleviate the misery of another. Accordingly, though mercy, long-suffering, charity, etc., are not for God the sort of emotions as they are for us, nevertheless they truly and really apply to God more than they do to us. The Scholastics say that those emotions are attributed to God not “as they occur with some change,” in which respect they are called passions and belong to the sensing appetite [ad appetitum sentientem], but as they are “acts of will.”

§ 223. (II) The question arises: Does God love Himself and all things outside Himself? We respond. Because God is the highest good, therefore He loves Himself as the highest good. In man, love of self is full of vice and damnable because man is not the highest good. Instead, he ought to seek God, the highest good, and cleave to Him alone. Moreover, God loves Himself not as He is Himself but as He is the highest good, for if there were another greater and more excellent good, then He would not love Himself, as the Theol. Germanica discusses in detail. In the Godhead, the Father loves the Son as His own substantial image (Matt. 3:[17]; 17:5; John 3:35; 5:20; 17:24). The Son loves the Father as the one born of His heart before the ages (John 14:31). The Holy Spirit is the substantial love of the Father and the Son because He proceeds from both.

Furthermore, God loves not only Himself but also all creatures that exist. Wisdom 11:[24]–26: “You love all things that exist and hate none of the things You have made, for You did not make anything while hating. How would anything have continued to exist unless You had willed? How would anything not called forth by You be preserved?” Thomas proves this with this this reasoning: “To love is to want good for someone. But God wants something good for all creatures that exist, namely, actual existence. Therefore He loves all” ([ST,] p. 1, q. 20, art. 2). From this he later infers that God loves better things more, because He wills a greater good for them. On the part of the act of divine love, God loves all things equally, but on the part of the object, He is said to love better things more. However, because God willed good—that is, existence—for all other creatures in relation toward man or because of man (whom all things would serve), therefore the Scholastics distinguish between the love of benevolence and the love of concupiscence. The former they define as being “the love with which I want good for something because of the thing itself that is loved, without its relation toward something else.” With this love, they say, God embraces rational creatures: angels and humans. The latter they define as being “the love with which something is loved because of another thing that is loved,” that is, the love with which good is desired for something because of another, for whom something can be done for delight and usefulness. With this love, they say, God embraces irrational creatures. (See Biel, [Sent.] 3, dist. 27, q. 1.)

When a reciprocal and mutual love develops on the part of rational creatures, then they say that out of the love of benevolence the love of friendship is made. It is in reference to this that they take that statement of Christ: “If anyone loves Me, he will keep My word and My Father will love him” (John 14:23). They also distinguish between the love of communication and of complacency. They call the love of communication that love by which God confers the goods of His nature, grace, and glory; and they call the love of complacency that love by which He loves His own good, which He has communicated to His creation. All these distinctions can be tolerated with a sound meaning, provided that in rational creatures no merit is claimed for divine love, which is purely gratuitous. For it is certain that that special love of God with which He embraces those who believe in Christ and who cling to Him by true love is distinct from that general love with which He embraces all humans.

Additionally, as they claim a double love in God, so also they claim a double hatred: the one of abomination, the other of enmity. They call the hatred of abomination that hatred by which an evil is detested [abominatur]. But now God detests sin as directly opposed to His nature and goodness. They call the hatred of enmity that hatred by which someone wills the evil of punishment for the one who does the evil of fault on the basis of his displeasure with the sinner, to the extent that he is a sinner. But God pursues sinners with this sort of hatred, to the extent that they are such, because of His own righteousness. Wisdom 14:9: “Equally odious to God are both the ungodly person and his ungodliness.” I say “to the extent that they are such” because in sinners God loves the nature He made the way a craftsman loves his handiwork. Augustine, Ad Simpl., bk. 1, q. 2: “God did not hate Esau the man but Esau the sinner.”

§ 224. (III) The question arises: Are we detracting from the mercy of God when we claim that the reborn cannot perfectly fulfill the Law? The Papists affirm this, but we showed the contrary in our treatise On the Law of God [Commonplace XV], § 198; and De glor. Dei, disp. 4, § 3.

Are we detracting from it through our hypothesis regarding the necessity of Baptism? The Calvinists affirm this, but we demonstrated the opposite in our treatise On Holy Baptism [Commonplace XXIII], § 237; and De glor. Dei, disp. 9, § 10.

Are we detracting from it through our hypothesis about the necessary satisfaction of Christ for our sins? The Photinians affirm this, but we showed the opposite in our treatise On Justification through Faith [Commonplace XIX], § 49; and De glor. Dei, disp. 10, § 38.

§ 225. (IV) The question arises: Is the love of God purely gratuitous? We affirm this, because it is the unowed, gratuitous favor of God that precedes all our love. But now grace is not grace in any way, unless it be gratuitous in every way. For this reason the apostle declares in clear words: “In this is charity, not that we loved God but that He loved us …. He loved us first” (1 John 4:10, 19). Rom. 5:8: “God commends His charity, that Christ died for us while we were yet sinners.” Augustine, treatise 102 on John:


Does He love us because we love, or do we rather love because He loves? Let the same evangelist answer from his own Epistle: “We love because He first loved.” On account of this, therefore, it happened that we loved because we were loved. To love God is completely the gift of God, because He, in order to be loved, gave; He who was not loved, loved. We who are displeasing are loved so that He may be in us, from which we may become pleasing. For we do not love the Son unless we also love the Father. The Father loves us because we love the Son when we have received from the Father and the Son the gift to love the Father and the Son. For He pours charity into our hearts through the Holy Spirit, through which Spirit we love both the Father and the Son, and which Spirit we love along with the Father and the Son.





 

Bellarmine says the opposite on the basis of Prov. 8:17; John 14:21; 11:27 to prove that our love makes us beloved to God (De grat. et lib. arbitr., bk. 1, c. 6). To this we respond that those passages do not describe the meritorious cause of divine love but rather: (1) The sign and token of it, for those who love God have an internal witness that God loves them, because God is “love itself” (1 John 4:8). Therefore He cannot but love those who love Him. (2) Its object, for those who love God enjoy that love of God salutarily. (3) Its effect. Day by day, those who love God receive greater blessings that descend from the love of God, and thereby they find out that God loves them for Christ’s sake. (4) Its levels according to the order divinely arranged. For the love by which God embraces those who truly believe in Christ and love Him from faith is a special love. No one receives it without the Holy Spirit first kindling true faith in him through the Word, a faith that is active through charity.

§ 226. (V) The question arises: Are the love, grace, and mercy of God completely absolute?56 The Calvinists answer affirmatively and apply to this the words of the apostle: “I have mercy on whom I have mercy” (Rom. 9:15). We respond, however, that God’s mercy is free but not simply absolute. Therefore one must distinguish between the general and special grace or love. The general love is absolute; therefore with it God loves all equally. However, the special love of God is founded on Christ’s merit; therefore with it God loves only those who are true believers in Christ. That is, with it He embraces those who by faith apply Christ’s merit to themselves. This is something we prove elsewhere in greater detail against the Calvinists and Photinians.

The practical use of the doctrine of God’s mercy.

§ 227. (I) Consoling. The consideration of God’s mercy should be set against: (1) The greatness of our sins. God’s mercy is infinite; therefore it is of greater weight than the greatness of our sins. Chrysostom, homily 2 on Psalm 50:


Have mercy on me, O God, according to Your great mercy. You have told me it is great; teach me how great it is. How great it is I do not know; that it is great I do know. I am incapable of grasping how great it is; I do not know the quantity of its greatness; it is not comprehended with a word. On the other hand, I see the great fruit of Your mercy, for were it not extended to an immeasurable extent, only a few would be saved …. What is sin in comparison with the mercy of the Lord? Blades of grass that could never compare to the blowing wind.





 

In Mic. 7:19 God’s mercy is compared with “the depths of the sea” into which our sins are hurled so that they may never again come into the sight of God. The same Chrysostom says: “God’s clemency surpasses the wickedness of man. Imagine if a spark should fall into the sea. It will not be able to survive or be seen, will it? As great as a spark is in relation to the sea, so great is the wickedness of man compared to the pity and clemency of God. In fact, the contrast is not this great but even greater, for though the sea may be large, it still has a measure, but God’s compassion has no measure” (De poenit., homily 3). Look at the mirror of God’s mercy as set forth in Luke 15. (a) The father runs to meet; this is prevenient mercy. (b) He embraces; this is accepting mercy. (c) He kisses him; this is unifying mercy. (d) He gives him clothes; this is clothing mercy, namely, the righteousness of Christ. (e) He gives him a ring; this is adorning mercy, the gift [charisma] of the Spirit. (f) He gives him shoes; this is fortifying mercy. (g) He brings out the calf; this is feeding mercy, which feeds with spiritual things, etc.

(2) The multitude of our miseries. Our miseries are many, but God’s mercy is immense and infinite. Ps. 103:8–9: “The Lord is merciful and gracious, slow to anger and abounding in kindness. He will not always quarrel nor will He keep His anger forever.” Ps. 55:[22]: “He will never permit the righteous to be moved.” When we are surrounded by the floods and winds of adversities in the sea of this world, let us retreat to that most tranquil and serene harbor of divine mercy, which never experiences storm. When we flee from our enemies and are terrified, let us take refuge in the bosom of divine grace, which fosters and embraces us “as a mother her sons” (Isa. 66:13).

(3) The uncertainty of our perseverance. Ps. 117:2: “The mercy of God is strengthened and confirmed upon us forever.” Therefore it will neither abandon nor desert us. God’s grace and mercy, by which He embraces us, is eternal. Therefore “nothing will be able to separate us from it” (Rom. 8:[38–39]). As He has chosen, called, and justified us out of His purely gratuitous grace, thus He will glorify us out of His purely gratuitous grace. It is He who “is at work in us both to will and to do according to His good will” (Phil. 2:13).

(4) The bitterness of death. God’s sweet mercy will be able to render even death itself sweet, for because His mercy is eternal, therefore He will not leave us in the dust of the earth but will call us back again to life. In every anguish, even in death itself, He will hear our prayers and groans; He will take us up, save us, etc. Jer. 31:3: “I have loved you with a perpetual charity. Therefore I have drawn you close.” In the bosom of divine mercy and charity, like an infant “in the bosom of his mother” (Isa. 46:[3]), we shall go to sleep peacefully in death.

§ 228. (II) Exhorting: (1) To glorify God. Ps. 106:1: “O sing to the Lord because His mercy is forever.” Luke 1:46, 50: “My soul magnifies the Lord … His mercy is from generation to generation.” Just as there is no moment when man does not enjoy God’s mercy, so there ought to be no moment when he does not remember Him and give Him due thanks for His kindness.

(2) To love our kind Father. He is love; therefore our love should be brought to Him. He is our Father; therefore let us embrace Him with filial love. O my God, my Love, grant that I may desire You and love You, by whom I am loved so greatly that not only did You expend what is Yours for me, but even Yourself! You have preceded me in love; You are the cause of my love! O Love, You who burn forever and are never extinguished, O substantial Charity, kindle me with Your fire, Your love, Your sweetness, Your desire, that I may be completely filled with the sweetness of Your love and, glowing with the fire of Your brightness, may love You, etc. “O harsh and stubborn sons of Adam, who are not softened by such great kindness, such a flame, such an enormous heat of love!” (Bernard, Serm. 2. Pent., col. 163).

(3) To imitate the mercy of God. Luke 6:36: “Be merciful even as your Father is merciful.” It is not fitting for children of the merciful Father to be harsh and merciless. God’s mercy should be both the cause and model of our own. It is sincere, serious, gratuitous, active; our mercy ought to be the same.

(4) To stir up and strengthen confidence within ourselves: Confidence in the cross. 2 Sam. 24:14: “It is better for me to fall into the hands of the Lord, for His mercy is great, than to fall into the hand of man.” Confidence in prayers. Ps. 25:6: “Remember Your mercy, O Lord, and Your kindnesses, which are from forever.” Ps. 51:[1]: “Have mercy on me, O God, according to the greatness of Your divine mercy.” Cf. Heb. 4:16. Confidence in conversion. Joel 2:13: “Return to your God, for He is gracious and merciful.” Confidence in time of temptation. Job 10:12[–13]: “You have granted me life and mercy …. Although You hid these things in Your heart, yet I know that this is with You.” Ps. 77:[7–9, 11–12]: “Will the Lord extend Himself forever? Has His mercy ceased forever? Has He forgotten to be merciful? … I shall remember Your wonders from the beginning and I shall meditate on all Your works.”

(5) To kindle love for our neighbor. 1 John 4:11: “If God has so loved us, we ought also to love each other.” Out of love God gives Himself wholly to us, and we out of love should expend ourselves wholly for our neighbor. What you give a man, you give to God, because “man is the likeness of God” (Lactantius, Instit., bk. 6, c. 18). But if we love God, we should also love him whom God has provided for us to love.




SECTION XII: ON THE JUSTICE OF GOD
 

Thesis.

§ 229. As God is supremely merciful, so also is He supremely just. In fact, He is justice itself. (1) Here we are taking justice [or righteousness] as it exists in
God, that is, as an essential property of God through which He is just and the author of all justice, not as it is from
God, by which He makes us righteous. The latter is twofold: evangelical, which consists of the forgiveness of sins and the imputation of Christ’s righteousness (Rom. 3:22); and legal, which consists of conformity with the Law—and in this life it is inchoate, but will be perfect in the life to come.

(2) Here justice in God is not taken to signify God’s goodness and clemency by which He provides aid through Christ to the wretched according to His promise (Ps. 31:[1]; 51:[14]; Rom. 3:25). Ambrose, on Romans 3: “That is called ‘the justice of God’ which seems to be mercy because it begins from a promise; and when something promised is given, it is called ‘the justice of God.’ For justice belongs to God because what was promised is given. Also, when He accepts those who flee to Him for refuge, it is called ‘justice,’ because it is iniquity not to accept someone who flees to you for refuge.” Some call this “the righteousness of grace” and “the righteousness of promise,” by which God out of grace and because of the merit and satisfaction of Christ pardons, according to His promise, the sins of those who have come to their senses, and proves that He is just by keeping the trust [fides] He gave. Instead, justice here is taken to signify an essential property distinct from His mercy and truthfulness—not distinct in the nature of the thing, but with regard to our understanding.

(3) Taken in this way, the justice of God is distinguished into universal and particular justice. The universal justice of God is the uprightness of His will by which He immutably wills and approves all things that He has commanded in His Law, for the mirror of that universal justice is set forth in the Law, which is the norm of all justice. Particular justice is His eternal, constant, and immovable will to grant to each His own.

(4) By it He is just both toward Himself and toward His creatures. He is just toward Himself because He grants to Himself and commands that His creatures grant to Him the supreme glory that is owed only to Him as the supreme being and the highest good (Isa. 42:8).

(5) He is just toward His creatures both in terms of arrangement [dispositive], insofar as He arranges all His actions and works externally according to the norm of equity and justice and is the utterly just governor and master of the entire universe, and in terms of distribution [distributive], insofar as He renders to each creature according to its work.

(6) This justice is either remunerative, by which He endows good people with rewards, or punitive, by which He afflicts evil people with punishments.

Some proceed in this way: The justice of God is considered internally and externally. Internally it signifies the universal uprightness of God, which is opposed to every iniquity (Ps. 48:[10]). Externally it is that which God exercises toward His creatures, and this is fourfold: (a) Architectonic, which is the omnipotence of God that He, as architect of the world, exercised in the construction of the world (Ps. 97:6). (b) Forensic [[image: ]]. With respect to its subjects, it is considered in three ways: (α) in God; (β) in the Decalogue; (γ) in humans in the world. [α] When it is considered in God, it is called archetypal justice, and this is twofold: universal and particular. Universal justice pertains to the antecedent will of God and directs all humans to live devoutly and justly. Elsewhere it is called dispositive, regulatory, and directive. Particular justice pertains to the consequent will of God and either deals with the devout (and is called remunerative because it grants regard to the devout) or it deals with the wicked (and is called avenging because it inflicts punishment on the wicked). [β] The justice of God as comprehended in the Decalogue is called ectypal and is the token of the divine will concerning both worshiping God and loving one’s neighbor. [γ] Forensic justice in humans in the world signifies the benefits that have come from God’s grace and kindness. (c) Evangelical, which is revealed in the Gospel, and this is twofold: active and passive. Active righteousness [or justice] is that by which God Himself is righteous, and it signifies the mercy by which He has mercy on sinners and accepts them into grace (Ps. 31:[1]; Rom. 1:17). Passive righteousness is obtained by Christ and is that by which God justifies us. (d) Mixed [righteousness] is the truth and constancy of the divine promises, and this pertains to both the Law and the Gospel. The legal righteousness of God shines forth from the threat of Genesis 2, the evangelical from Luke 1:72. (Cf. our commonplace [1610 Loci Theologici, locus 3 (On the Nature of God)], § 149.)

The justice of God is proved.

§ 230. The justice of God is proved by: (I) Scripture: (1) Affirmatively, when it calls God just, avenging, holy, upright, and when it declares His justice (Exod. 9:27; Ps. 11:7; Jer. 12:1). (2) Negatively, when it removes from Him injustice, iniquity, partiality [[image: ]], the acceptance of bribes, and thus all the causes, adjuncts, and effects of injustice (Deut. 32:4; Dan. 9:14; Deut. 10:17; etc.) Job 8:3: “Does God corrupt justice? Or does the Almighty pervert the right?” (3) Affectively, when it attributes to Him zeal, wrath, fury (Exod. 20:5; 32:10; Num. 11:10), which in God are not the sort of passions that they are in us but are acts of His immutable justice. (4) Symbolically, when it calls Him “a consuming fire” (Deut. 4:24) and compares Him to an angry “lion” and an armed “soldier” (Isa. 38:13). (5) Effectively, when it asserts that He renders to each according to His work (1 Sam. 26:23; Job 34:11) and when it describes His severe threats and examples of His wrath and punishments established against the wicked, for all these are the effects and tokens of God’s justice.

We shall consider later whether one can understand the justice of God from reason. We have cited the statements of the more sound philosophers in our Commonplaces [1610 Loci Theologici, locus 3 (On the Nature of God)], § 151, to which we should add that of Philemon in Justin: “He is the eye of judgment that sees all things” (De mon. Dei, p. 82), and also that of Euripides, also in Justin (p. 83): “If anyone who is wicked by nature does what is wicked, let him redeem the time, for with time this one will later give judgment.”

§ 231. (II) The fathers have beautiful statements about divine justice. Lactantius, Instit., bk. 1, c. 1: “Therefore as God is a very forgiving Father toward the devout, so He is a very upright judge against the wicked.” Augustine, De lib. arbit., bk. 2, c. 1: “God not only is very kind in His doing but also very just in His avenging.” De civ. Dei, bk. 2, c. 23: “No one fully comprehends, and no one justly reprehends, the judgments of God.” De civ. Dei, bk. 18, c. 18: “There are many secret judgments of God but no unjust ones.” Enarr. Psalm. 32, conc. 1: “Do not think that mercy and judgment can in some way be separated from each other in God. For at times they do appear to be contrary to each other, as: ‘He who is merciful does not preserve judgment’ and ‘He who holds fast to judgment forgets mercy.’ God is omnipotent and does not lose His judgment in mercy nor His mercy in judgment.” Gerson: “When He wants to have mercy, nothing is more clement than God; when He wants to mete out justice, nothing is more terrible than He,” etc.

Antithesis.

§ 232. The justice of God is undermined by: (I) The Colluthians, who, according to Bishop Philaster, denied that God was just.

(II) Vorstius, who broadens the path for Photinian errors: “It is false that no sin at all can be left unpunished through God’s justice” (Disp. de Deo, p. 399). Parasc.
ad Piscat., p. 25: “There is actually no natural justice in God nor does any ever appear to exist in God outside the hypothesis of the decree.” De satisf., p. 36: “The question arises whether there is in God some essential justice that prescribes that all sins are punished and accordingly demands full satisfaction for them, if we are to be freed of them. I respond: There is no justice like that.” There is more of the same in the followers of Vorstius: Episcopius, Voss, and Slatius (cited in Festus Hommius, Specim. controv. Belgic., art. 20, p. 68).

(III) The Calvinists: (1) Through their absolute decree of reprobation and (2) through their doctrine on the cause of sin. (See our De glor. Dei, disp. 5, §§ 31–32.)

(IV) The Photinians, who: (1) Deny that justice is an essential property of God. (2) Claim that no satisfaction of Christ was necessary for our sins with respect to divine justice. (3) Define the damnation of the wicked as completely their choice, not as the imposition of eternal punishment. (See our De glor. Dei, disp. 10, § 11.)

(V) The Papists, who: (1) Claim that our imperfect and unclean works can be set against God’s justice. (2) Demand [that we offer] our own satisfactions. (3) Believe that some sins are by their own nature venial. (See our De glor. Dei, disp. 1, §§ 36–48.)

Questions about the justice of God.

§ 233. (I) The question arises: Can human reason from its own native powers recognize God’s justice? Although on the basis of the naturally inherent distinction of right and wrong and on the basis of the punishments that accompany more serious sins, human reason somehow acknowledges that God is just—something the words of the heathen testify concerning the justice of God—nevertheless that knowledge is imperfect and weak. It is imperfect (1) because it by no means obtains a full and complete knowledge of the divine Law, which is the clearest mirror of divine justice. (2) Because it is ignorant of that temperament of divine justice and mercy revealed to us in the Gospel in the sending of the Son, the redemption of the human race, and the forgiveness of sins for Christ’s sake. (3) Because it knows nothing about eternal punishments for sins.

It is weak because it is upset: (1) By the equality that sees things in this life turn out badly for the good and well for the wicked. This is the temptation that the most holy men in the Church experienced, such as Job (Job 12:6; 21:7), David (Ps. 73:3), Jeremiah (Jer. 12:1), Habakkuk (Hab. 3:4). They taught by their own example that one can seek an answer to it only from the revealed Word. (2) By thoughts, such as why God permits sins and, in fact, punishes sins with sins, though through His omnipotence He nevertheless could cause no sin at all to be committed. Reason cannot search out the causes for why He permits this, but Scripture does explain them to us.

§ 234 (II) The question arises: Is there commutative justice in God? Thomas is correct in denying this ([ST,] p. 1, q. 21, art. 1), because whatever we can give God we receive entirely from Him, and for this reason He is a debtor to no one.57 Rom 11:35: “Who has first given to Him that he should be repaid?” Because this response of Thomas subverts the Papist hypothesis concerning deserved merit (namely, that our works on the basis of their worthiness merit eternal life), Gregory of Valencia (Comm. Thom., vol. 1, p. 456) limits it with this distinction:


Two things pertain to the formal definition [ratio] of commutative justice: (1) That on this side and that something equal according to its value be received and given. (2) That he who gives and he who receives are truly and properly made equal through this. With regard to the latter, he concedes that there is no commutative justice between God and creatures because whatever a creature is or does or has depends on God in its becoming, being, and being preserved. With regard to the former, he asserts that properly and formally there is commutative justice in God with respect to a just man to the extent that God repays his merits with the reward of eternal life.





 

But because he sees that this equality of our works is opposed to those words of the apostle, which are written like a ray of the sun (Rom. 8:18: “Our sufferings are not worthy [condignae] for the future glory that will be revealed in us,” and 2 Cor. 4:17: “This slight momentary affliction is preparing us for an eternal weight of glory beyond all comparison”), therefore he applies another ointment of distinction and says: “Our acts of obedience are considered either according to their value, which they have of themselves from their own condition even as they proceed from the habitual gift of grace, or they are considered as they proceed from grace and as they are under the divine promise and Law, by which they are owed glory on the basis of a certain arrangement of God.” In the former respect, he concedes that there is no equality of what is given and what is received toward our works and eternal glory. But in the latter respect, he asserts that there is both that equality and relation of commutative justice between our works and glory. “For to the extent that they produce glory for us if we die in grace, we can estimate that they are of as great a value as the glory itself, just as money is estimated to be of the same value as the things it purchases, even if the money perhaps is not worth as much on the basis of its material alone, because it is supported by public law.”

We respond. Not even in the latter respect is there the sort of equality of what is given and received between the works of the devout and eternal life, which is required for commutative justice. This is because: (1) The good works are not ours but God’s, who acts effectively in us through the Holy Spirit. Therefore they do not make God our debtor; rather, they obligate us to God. (2) They are not unowed acts of service, but rather by many debts they are owed to God already previously by the law of creation, preservation, dominion, redemption, sanctification, paternity. (3) They provide usefulness not to God but to us (Job 22:2; 35:7). (4) They are not perfect, they do not conform in all ways with the divine Law, they are not free from every blemish of sin. (5) They do not correspond to the exact norm of divine justice, but God repays them out of His grace with temporal and eternal rewards. Becanus says: “The rigor of justice requires the sort of contract that allows no generosity and grace to come between those involved in the contract” (Theol. schol., part 2, p. 491). Bellarmine, De poenit., bk. 2, c. 12: “Deserved merit or the merit of justice is opposed to grace.” Yet in this repayment of works, generosity and grace are involved, and as a result, eternal life is called a [image: ] [“gift”] (Rom. 6:23). (6) We do not merit eternal life in such a way that we are not obligated by this debt to give thanks. But whatever is given out of merit in commutative justice, no thanks is owed for it (Luke 17:7). (See our treatise On Good Works [Commonplace XX], § 102.)

§ 235. (III) The question arises: Are justice and mercy equally present in God? We respond. God’s justice is considered in two ways: (1) Internally, to the extent that it is an internal, essential property of God by which God is just, holy, and upright from eternity to eternity. (2) Externally, to the extent that it reveals itself in external works of vengeance and punishment.

In the former respect, justice and mercy are in God equally because they are the essence of God. Sirach 2:[18]: “For as His majesty is, so also is His mercy.” [Sirach] 5:[6]: “Mercy and wrath quickly come from Him, and His wrath will rest upon sinners.” [Sirach] 16:[11]: “Mercy and wrath are with Him.”

In the latter respect, one must distinguish between the course of this life and its end in the Last Judgment. In this life is the time of grace and pity, and accordingly God’s mercy manifests itself more clearly than His justice. James 2:13: “Mercy triumphs over judgment.” At the Last Judgment will be the time for retribution, and hence God’s justice will be manifested more than His mercy. James 2:13: “Judgment will be without mercy to him who has not shown mercy.” For this reason Raynerius de Pisis says in his Summa on the word “Absolution” that God has a twofold forum: (1) In the present life is the forum of mercy, because now mercy is hearing the cases while justice is on vacation. (2) In the future judgment will be the forum of justice, for there justice will hear the cases and mercy will be on vacation. Moreover, Raynerius adds a third forum, namely, in purgatory, which he says is “tempered with mercy and justice.” However, the third forum is completely unknown to Scripture, and we are right in rejecting it. Likewise, we must also disapprove of the fact that Raynerius appears to speak exclusively and to attribute to the forum of this life only mercy and to the forum of future judgment only justice, because in all the works of God mercy and justice shine forth at the same time. Ps. 25:10: “All the ways of the Lord are mercy and truth.” Cassiodorus, on Psalm 100, explains the words “I shall sing to You, O Lord, of mercy and justice” in this way: “There is no mercy of God without judgment nor is judgment found without mercy, for both are united in a mutual alliance.” In [ST,] p. 1, q. 21, art. 1, Thomas proves the same thing. The Scholastics say: “God repays beyond what is deserved [condignum] and punishes less than what is deserved.”

§ 236. (IV) The question arises: Is it correct to say that God’s justice is completely without law [[image: ]] and that God’s will is the most perfect and highest rule of justice? We respond. This assertion can have two meanings: (1) That God’s justice does not have some higher norm according to which it must be conformed but that it is the law and norm of equity for itself. (2) That the justice of God acts contrary to the norm of equity set forth to us in the divine Law. In the prior sense we concede it, in the latter we deny it. You see, though God may not receive a law from a superior, nevertheless He is the law to Himself and does not act contrary to His natural justice, the expression of which is set forth in the Law. (See our commonplace On Providence [Commonplace IX], § 114.) Consequently, we condemn gravely what Zwingli writes (De provid., c. 6):


For example, adultery and murder are one and the same crime. As concerns the work of God the Mover and Impeller, it is not a crime. But as concerns the work of man, it is a crime and wickedness. For God is not bound by the Law, but man is condemned by the Law. As a bull impregnates all the cows of his master without adultery (because no law is given for him)—though the owner of the bull, if he had more than one wife, could not do this legally—so also humans sin by doing evil things, because they are subject to the Law, though God does not sin by doing that, because He is outside the Law.





 

§ 237. (V) The question arises: Is it correct to refer chastity to God’s justice and holiness? We respond. In man, chastity restrains and moderates bodily pleasures and corrupt lusts. In this sense and respect chastity is not attributed to God. However, it is attributed in this manner and respect: (1) Because He is by nature utterly pure and clean. (2) Because He is the author and lover of chastity, who detests and punishes every uncleanness and the vagrant lusts that fight against chastity (1 Thess. 4:3). (3) Because He wants to be discerned by this mark from the impure and “unclean spirits” that drive humans to monstrous lusts (Matt. 12:43; Luke 11:24).

§ 238. (VI) The question arises: Is it correct to attribute wrath to God because of His justice? Scripture attributes wrath to God only anthropopathically, for it notes “the effect of divine vengeance but not a turbulent emotion of God” (Augustine, De civ. Dei, bk. 9, c. 5).

** Lactantius claims: “Wrath in God is an agitation” (De ira Dei, c. 17). Augustine, on Psalm 6: “Disturbance does not occur in God the Judge, but what happens in His ministers is called wrath because it happens through His laws.” Adrianus explains God’s fury and wrath as “the contrariness of the will of God against wickedness” (Isag., p. 5). Chrysostom explains wrath as “the vehemence or gravity of the punishment, because the Deity is immune to every emotion” (Ad Stelech. sive de compunct., tom. 6, f. 155). **

The Scholastics argue in this way that wrath does not belong to God properly: Wrath can be considered in two ways: (1) Materially, in which respect it is defined as the raging and boiling of His blood or of the heat that surrounds His heart. (2) Formally, in which respect it is defined as an appetite for grief to be returned to one’s adversary. But in neither can wrath be attributed to God properly. Not in the former, because that corporeal movement has no place in the noncorporeal essence of God. Not in the latter, because God, as unchangeable and impassible [[image: ]], cannot suffer grief or sorrow. Thus there is no place in Him for an appetite for grief to be returned.

§ 239. (VII) The question arises: Is divine justice undermined by the inequality that in this life things go badly for the good and well for the wicked? Add to this what Justin writes, QQ. et resp., q. 124, p. 367:


Just as the devout are said to be not of this world, so also their glory and wealth are not earthly. Therefore when we see that those things that happen to the wicked also happen to the devout, we shall think to ourselves from this that their present goods are not the worthy rewards for the virtue of their labors. The devout are by no means distinguished from the wicked by these transient and corporeal matters, for both of them experience all things both joyful and sad. However, the one group differs from the other especially in their hope for future things and by the sufferings that are tolerated in true piety, but then also in the divine help with which God often has made His own people conspicuous …. In the latter we see the providence of God; in the former, God prepares and instructs the devout to look to the other life in which people will be discerned by glory and dishonor.





 

Augustine, De civ. Dei, bk. 1, c. 8:


God’s patience invites the wicked to repentance in the same way as the scourge of God instructs the good in patience. So, too, the mercy of God embraces the good to foster them in the same way that the severity of God rebukes the wicked to punish them. In fact, divine providence was pleased to prepare good things in the future for the righteous that the wicked will not enjoy, and evil things for the wicked that the good will not suffer. On the other hand, God also wanted the good and evil things of this life to be common to both so that people might not hunger too passionately for the good things that the evil, too, are seen to have nor shamefully avoid the evils with which the good, too, are often afflicted …. Yet God often shows His own operation in apportioning these things more clearly. For if every sin now were afflicted with obvious punishment, one would think that nothing was being reserved for the final judgment. Again, if the Deity would not punish any sin now, one would believe that there is no divine providence. In the same way, in the case of favorable things, if God would not grant them with obvious generosity to some people who ask for them, we would say that those things do not pertain to Him. Also, if He would grant them to all who ask, we would judge that we must serve Him only for such rewards.





 

De civ. Dei, bk. 20, c. 2:


Although we do not know by what judgment God does those things or permits them to happen—that good people are in a bad condition and wicked people in a good one (for in God is the highest virtue, the highest wisdom, the highest justice, no weakness, no rashness, no iniquity)—nevertheless we learn in salutary fashion to value little either the good or evil things that we see are common to both good and evil people, and to seek those good things that belong to the good and to flee especially those bad things that belong properly to the wicked.





 

Briefly, as we must not judge a comedy before the last act, so also we must not judge the providence and works of God before the last act, for things finally will turn out well for the good and badly for the wicked, if not in this life, then in the one to come.

§ 240. (VIII) The question arises: Is divine justice undermined by the fact that the sins of parents are punished in their children?

(IX) The question arises: Is divine justice undermined (1) when the necessity of proper satisfactions is denied, (2) when the merits of works are denied, (3) when one denies that there are different heavenly crowns or nimbuses [aureolae]? See our De glor. Dei, disp. 4, §§ 45–46.

(X) The question arises: Is it undermined (1) by the doctrine of the propagation of original sin, (2) by the assertion that the first and involuntary movements of corrupt concupiscence are sins, (3) by the hypothesis of the powerlessness of our strength to fulfill the Law? See our De glor. Dei, disp. 10, §§ 39–41.

The practical use of the doctrine of God’s justice.

§ 241. (I) Consoling: (1) in the violent persecutions of our enemies. God is just; therefore in a just cause He will be at our side with His help against the unjust assaults and persecutions of our enemies. Ps. 35:24: “Judge me, O Lord, according to Your righteousness,” where “righteousness” is understood to be of cause, not of person. Ps. 94:14–15: “Jehovah will not forsake His people … but judgment will return to justice.”

(2) In afflictions of every kind. God is just; therefore He will not forget our devotion and obedience but will finally grant them rewards. “The evil will have no evil unpunished; the good will have no good unrewarded.” 2 Thess. 1:6[–7]: “God is just to repay with affliction those who afflict you and to grant rest with us to you who are afflicted when the Lord Jesus will be revealed from heaven.” Heb. 6:10: “For God is not unjust, that He should forget your work and the love that you have worked,” etc.

(3) In serious temptations concerning the magnitude of our sins and of divine wrath. God is just; therefore He will not ultimately punish our sins in us that He has already punished in Christ nor will He ultimately demand of us the satisfaction that Christ has provided for us. For this reason the apostle asserts that “God’s righteousness” is demonstrated in the remission of sins (Rom. 3:26).

§ 242. (II) Exhorting: (1) To glorify God. Whether we consider the justice that fulfills promises or the justice that arranges all things or the justice that punishes the wicked, it supplies us everywhere with occasion for the praise of God. Ps. 7:[17]: “I shall glorify Jehovah according to His righteousness.” Ps. 51:[14]: “My tongue will sing Your righ-teousness with jubilation.” Rev. 19:1: “Alleluia! Salvation and honor and glory and power be to the Lord our God, for His judgments are true and just.”

(2) To stir up filial fear in our hearts. God is just and judges justly; therefore let us stand before Him with fear. Job 37:23[–24]: “God is great in strength and judgment, great in righteousness; therefore men will fear Him.” Mal. 1:6: “If I am a father (kind and merciful), where is My honor? And if I am the Lord (just and terrible), where is My fear? says the Lord of hosts.” Tertullian, Adv. Marc., bk. 2, p. 180: “God is Father in His clemency, Lord in His discipline; Father in gentle power, Lord in severe power; Father to be loved devoutly, Lord to be feared necessarily.”

(3) To kindle within ourselves a hatred of sin. God is just and becomes severely angry over sins; therefore we must be careful lest we provoke His wrath against us with our sins. Exod. 20:5: “I the Lord am a jealous God, visiting the iniquity of the fathers upon the children,” etc. Sirach 7:[16]: “Do not count yourself among the crowd of sinners; remember that His wrath does not delay.” Therefore whenever the devil encourages us to sin, let us think of divine justice. When we have fallen into sin and are driven to despair, let us think of divine mercy. Bernard, sermon 6 on the Song of Songs, c. 506:


Let us call the one foot of God “justice” and the other “mercy,” etc. Take care not to cheat either of them. If you are pricked with sorrow for sin and with a fear of judgment, you have pressed your lips to the footprint of truth and judgment. If you temper your fear and sorrow with a consideration of goodness and with the hope of obtaining pardon, you know that you also are embracing the foot of mercy. Otherwise, it is not expedient to kiss the one without the other because the recollection of judgment alone hurls one into the pit of despair and the deceiving assent to His mercy generates a false security.





 

(4) To restrain rash judgment regarding divine works. God is just and, in fact, is justice itself. Therefore He does all things justly, though we do not always observe the reason of His justice. Jer. 12:1: “Righteous are You, O Jehovah, if I should wish to vie with You.” In Job 40:[8] God says to Job: “Will you make My judgment invalid? Will you condemn Me that you may be justified?”

(5) To plant humility and patience in ourselves. God is just; therefore when He chastens and rebukes us, let us acknowledge that His judgment is just and let us put our mouth in the dust. In 2 Chron. 12:5, when the prophet Shemaiah announced punishment to the Israelites, the prince of Israel and the king humbled themselves and said: “Jehovah is righteous.” Neh. 9:33: “Lord, You are just in all that has come upon us, for You have administered truth, because we have acted wickedly.” Ps. 119:137: “Righteous are You, Jehovah, and right is each of Your judgments.” Dan. 9:7: “To You, O Lord, belongs righ-teousness; but to us, confusion of face.”




SECTION XIII: ON THE OMNISCIENCE OF GOD
 

Thesis.

§ 243. By His nature, God is omniscient and His knowledge is infinite. Because God made creatures endowed with the ability to know and to understand, therefore He is also an intelligent being. Ps. 94:9–10: “He who planted the ear, does He not hear? He who formed the eye, does He not see? … He who teaches man all knowledge. The Lord knows the thoughts of men.” By this the psalmist is saying that because God made man knowing and understanding, therefore He must also be knowing and understanding.

The knowledge of God is not in Him in the manner of a habit [habitus]58 added to His essence but is attributed to Him as an utterly pure act, for God knows all things with His essence, not with a habit of knowledge. In the act of knowing, however, He has no need of intelligible representations [species intelligibiles],59 but He knows and sees all things by, through, and in Himself. Accordingly, He also does not conclude one thing from another discursively by reasoning nor does He know one thing after another successively.
Rather, He looks upon all things with one simple understanding, not in time and with movement but with one eternal and unchangeable act of understanding and in one moment. The fact that “foreknowledge” is attributed to God happens with respect to us—for to Him all things are present that to us are still future—and with respect to things that take place in time, because God knows them from eternity. Consequently, as God is (1) infinite, (2) eternal, (3) utterly simple, (4) unchangeable, (5) incomprehensible, so the omniscience of God is (1) infinite, (2) eternal, (3) utterly simple, (4) unchangeable, and (5) incomprehensible to our reason. As God is the most perfect being, so also He knows all things most perfectly—not through an uncertain conjecture but through certain and infallible knowledge, not in a confused and general way but distinctly and particularly.

§ 244. The knowledge of God is distinguished: (1) Into general and special knowledge. God’s general knowledge extends to all, for He knows all things and the causes of things; He knows universals and particulars, good and evil things, all things taken together and taken individually. God’s special knowledge pertains only to the elect, for He knows from eternity those who finally and perseveringly will believe in Christ, whom He also elects to eternal life (Rom. 8:29; 1 Pet. 1:2).

(2) Into theoretical and practical knowledge. Theoretical knowledge is that by which God simply and absolutely knows all things. Practical knowledge is that by which God knows some things with regard to the fact that He also does those things. It also is called knowledge of good pleasure and of approval. The former extends to all things, the latter only to good things. The former is distinct from His will, the latter is united with it. The former acts in itself, the latter acts in something else. The former is not a cause of things, but the latter is a cause of things. As an example of the former, a medium has the foreknowledge that a sick person will die on the next day. As an example of the latter, a robber has the foreknowledge that on the next day he is going to kill the person on whom he lays his violent hands. Another distinction is akin to this one. In it God’s knowledge is distinguished in three ways: (a) There is God’s bare knowledge, (b) the knowledge of approval (Ps. 1:6; Matt. 7:23: “I never knew you”), (c) judicial knowledge, by which He punishes impiety and rewards piety.

(3) Into the knowledge of vision and the knowledge of simple understanding. The knowledge of vision is that by which God knows and sees the things that now are and truly will be, as if present. (Elsewhere it is called intuitive and definite knowledge.) With it, God sees both Himself and all things that exist. He sees Himself in Himself. Other things He sees first in Himself as the supreme cause of all things and the universal principle; second, in the proximate causes from which they proceed; third, in themselves insofar as all the things that God sees by means of this knowledge were, are, or will be. The knowledge of simple understanding is that by which God in His own omnipotent essence knows those things that can happen and be but that will never happen and never will be, but not in Himself as an actual principle and as willing (because He is unwilling for them actually to happen and exist) nor in their second causes (because they have none) nor in themselves (because they will never exist). (Elsewhere this is called abstract and indefinite knowledge.)

(4) Into the knowledge of past and present things and the foreknowledge of future things. However, this distinction must not be accepted with respect to God, for, properly speaking, just as He does not “remember” past things so also He does not “foreknow” future things. As He knows and embraces temporal things with eternal knowledge, finite things with infinite knowledge, changeable things with unchangeable knowledge, transient and passing things with a fixed and unmoving knowledge, distinct things with an utterly simple knowledge, so also He knows and embraces future things with a present knowledge. But with respect to us and to the things themselves (which considered in themselves are past, present, future), foreknowledge is attributed to God.

(5) Into natural or necessary, free, and middle knowledge. The natural knowledge of God is that by which He knows Himself and all possible things. His free knowledge is that by which He knows all other beings. His middle knowledge is that by which He knows that if this should exist, then that will exist. God’s necessary knowledge precedes every free act of the divine will. His free knowledge follows the act of His will. Middle knowledge indeed precedes the act of His will but, on the hypothesis thereof, it sees something as future. Becanus, Theol. schol., p. 1, c. 10, q. 1: “Natural knowledge is that by which God knew all possible things from eternity before every free decree of His will. Free knowledge is that by which He determined and knew absolutely all future things after the decree of His will. Middle knowledge is that by which He knew from eternity—not absolutely but conditionally—what humans and angels would do by their own freedom if they were placed with these or those circumstances in such or such an order of things.”

§ 245. The omniscience of God is proved by: (I) Scripture, and that: (1) Affirmatively ([image: ]). Job 28:24: “He looks to the ends of the earth and sees everything under the heavens.” In 1 Sam. 2:3 He is called “the God of knowledges.” 1 Sam. 16:7: God sees “not as man sees, for a man sees toward the eyes (that is, he sees what is in front of his eyes), but the Lord sees toward the heart (that is, He sees what is in the heart).” 1 Kings 8:39: “You alone know the hearts of all the sons of men.” Ps. 94:11: “The Lord knows the thoughts of men.” Ps. 139:1–4, 6, 12: “O Lord, You have searched me and known me. You have known my sitting down and my rising up, You have understood my thought from afar (namely, from eternity with one, simple consideration). “You have winnowed my path and my lying down and are acquainted with all my ways. Because a word is not on my tongue, behold, Lord, You know it altogether…. Such knowledge is too wonderful for me. It is lofty, and I cannot (attain) it…. Even the darkness will not hide me; the night will be bright as the day, for darkness is as light.” (Before You the darkness is as light and light as darkness.) Acts 15:18: “All His works are known from eternity.” 1 John 3:20: “God knows all things.”

(2) Negatively ([image: ]). Job 42:2: “No thought is forbidden (or hidden) from You.” Ps. 139:[15]: “My frame was not hidden from You when I was made in secret.” Heb. 4:13: “Before Him no creature is hidden and invisible.”

(3) Metaphorically and figuratively ([image: ] For when it attributes “eyes” to God, this signifies His omniscience, because He looks upon all things personally, as if He were contemplating all things with His own eyes. 2 Chron. 16:9: “The eyes of the Lord wander throughout the entire earth.” Ps. 11:[4]: “His eyes will behold and His eyelids will test the sons of men.” Sirach 23:[19]: “The eyes of the Lord are ten thousand times brighter than the sun; they look down upon all the ways of men and perceive even the hidden places.” Also, when God is called “light,” among other things, His omniscience is also being denoted, for when something is known, it is said to be bright and clear. 1 John 1:5: “God is light, and there is no darkness in Him.” Luke 12:7: “Every hair of your head is numbered,” that is, God knows you and all that you have so certainly, distinctly, and infallibly, as if He had numbered everything, including your hairs. To this pertains the apostle’s statement: “All things are naked and laid bare to His eyes” (Heb. 4:13). Isidore of Pelusium explains that in this way: “These words have been taken by transferal from victims that are used for the sacrifices and were written by Paul, a man endowed with outstanding wisdom. When those sacrificial victims are skinned, they obviously lose every covering, reveal the state and disposition of their concealed inner parts, and are cut up so all their bones and limbs may be investigated. In the same way, nothing is hidden from God’s sight” (bk. 1, epist. 94, p. 25). Some translate the Hebrews passage using the words “on their backs” so that the metaphor is taken from those who, because they are on their backs, have their faces exposed to someone else’s eyes.

§ 246. (II) Reason: (1) By the way of negation. Ignorance is a defect and imperfection. But God is utterly perfect and sufficient to Himself. Therefore every ignorance must be removed from Him. (2) By the way of causality. God rules all things in the entire universe and directs them to fitting ends, even those things that lack understanding and reason. Therefore He foreknows and sees all things. Because all things that exist have their being from God, how would the knowledge of God not extend to all things that He has brought forth? Will the artisan not know His own handiwork? (3) By the way of eminence. God has made intelligent and knowing creatures, namely, angels and humans. Therefore He understands and knows in a way far more perfect and eminent. (See Ps. 94:10.)

§ 247. (III) The statements of the fathers. In Prochorus’s Historia, vol. 1, Orthodoxogr., p. 87, God is called “all-seeing.”

Polycarp, Epist. ad Philippenses, writes: “God sees all things, and nothing is concealed from Him, neither thought nor conscience nor anything concealed in the heart” (Orth., vol. 1, part 2, p. 3).

Justin, Apolog. 1. pro Christ., p. 39: “We know that God is all-seeing and righteous.” Apol. 2., p. 467: “It is impossible for anything to be hidden from God, not only what is done but also what is thought.” Dial. cum Tryph., p. 279: “God, in His own place, wherever He abides, seeing keenly and hearing keenly not with eyes nor ears but with an indescribable power, both oversees all things and knows all things, and not one of us escapes His notice.”

Tertullian, Adv. Marcion, bk. 2: “The foreknowledge of God has as many witnesses as there are prophets made by Him.”

Origen, Epist. Rom., bk. 1: “He is very wicked who does not believe that this is in God: that He sees in the future what we see in the past.”

** Lactantius, bk. 6, c. 24: “He in whose sight we live knows all things. If we were able to conceal something from all humans, we cannot conceal it from God, to whom nothing can be hidden, nothing can be secret.” **

Hilary, on Psalm 129: “Everywhere and in every way He completely hears all things, completely sees all things, completely knows all things.”

Augustine, De civ. Dei, bk. 5, c. 9: “To confess that God exists and to deny His foreknowledge of future things is the most obvious insanity.” Commentary on Psalm 7: “God is said to look at reins and hearts when He sees the thoughts of all (which is meant by the word “heart”) and the delights of all (which are understood by the word “reins”).” On Psalm 93: “Will not He who has made you cast His eye upon you? Whether you want Him to or not, He sees you, and there is nowhere to hide yourself from His eyes.” On Psalm 136: “God is wholly eye because He sees all things.”

** Augustine again (epistle 111): “The eyes of humans are warded off by walls, but the divinity of God cannot be warded off by our internal organs from searching into and knowing the entire man.” **

Antithesis.

§ 248. (I) The heathen outside the Church denied God’s foreknowledge because they could not reconcile the freedom of human will with the immutability of God’s foreknowledge. Augustine, De civ. Dei, bk. 5, c. 9: “In his book on divination, Cicero refuted the Stoics in such a way as to deny that there is knowledge of future things, and he argues this with all his might that neither in God nor in man is there any prediction of events. In this way he both denies the foreknowledge of God and with his empty arguments tries to subvert every prophecy, even those that are clearer than light.” Here we should mention that Averrhoes denies “that God knows individual things” (Metaph., bk. 12).

(II) Within the Church, the Agnoetae removed omniscience from Christ. There were two kinds of Agnoetae. Some, the Phtartolatrae, denied an ignorance of the Last Day not to the divinity but to the soul of Christ. Nicephorus discusses these in Hist. eccles., bk. 18, c. 50. Some, on the other hand, attributed that ignorance to the divinity itself. Rabanus discusses these in De inst. cleric., bk. 2, last chapter. (Cf. Gregory, bk. 8, epist. 24.)

§ 249. [III] In many ways Vorstius undermines God’s omniscience. Disp. de Deo, p. 311: “Of itself God’s wisdom certainly does not require God to have foreknown each and every event that is now occurring in the world from eternity with the absolute knowledge of vision.” Ibid.: “Nothing, generally speaking, forbids that such a thing is discursive in God, by which He wills one thing to be or occur one after another, or again one because of another. In fact, sound reason demands that, because free choice [proaeresis] truly has a place in God, with respect to all of those things that exist or occur outside of it, a sort of discursive thinking [[image: ]]—but divine and utterly free from every defect—should also find a place in Him.”

On p. 270 he denies that God’s knowledge is His very essence. He says: “The act of knowing by which God specially and distinctly knows created things outside Himself—individual things, for example—or by which He understands a thing by considering it personally does not at all pertain to God’s essence. That is, it is not God Himself but an activity of the divine mind that can have no place in God without the mediating action of free will.” p. 441: “Those seem to answer more fully who teach that there is a certain universal knowledge of God in general, but nevertheless in such a way that they acknowledge more causes of certainty in the vision of things present and past than in the vision of future contingents. In this way they claim that the hope and expectation of these events is somewhat uncertain, comparatively speaking.” p. 451: “At some time God was afraid in His own way. That is, He deservedly suspects and prudently guesses that this or that evil will arise.” p. 266: “Heaven forbid that we should attribute to God either hypocrisy or rashness and imprudence of such a type that, it seems, would be induced by an infallible preconception of all future events.” p. 275: “Those who extend the foreknowledge of God universally, simultaneously, and equally—or much in this way—to all events that occur, both necessary and accidental, evil as well as good, without discrimination, I say those who do this subvert our freedom of choice and every contingency of events. In fact, in the end they obviously establish God as the author of sin.” (See also his Apol. exeg., c. 23, which is clearly shaped in Photinian style.)

§ 250. [IV] When the Photinians deny “that God foreknows the future sins of humans,” in this area they are following the Albanenses, who around AD 796 argued that “God does not foreknow any evil of Himself but through His adversary, the demon.” Socinus, Prael. theol., c. 8–11: “No rational argument and no testimony of Scripture can be brought forth from which it is concluded clearly that God knew the evils that depend on the wills of humans before they happened.” (But in this way he is claiming that God is changeable. For if God in time actually knows something He did not know from eternity, He changes from ignorance to knowledge, and thus an accident belongs to Him.) In c. 10, p. 38, he proposes this rule: “If a testimony of Scripture should speak about either good or evil works, it can happen that the prediction is only on the basis of similar works and for this reason is not certain nor from foreknowing.” Schmalz has similar words in his Refut. disp. post 12. D. Frantz., pp. 427, 432, 437. (However, there is no certain and determined truth of similar and contingent works. Therefore if God knows future events only on the basis of similar ones, His knowledge will not be sure and infallible but fallacious.)

Let Scripture declare the contrary clearly. Isa. 41:22[–23]: “Let them come near and tell us what is to happen [accidentia futura].” (For thus it is used in Gen. 42:29; 44:29; Isa. 26:13.) “Tell us the former things,” what they were, “and we will set our heart and know their end; and cause us to hear the things that are to come. Tell us what is to come afterward, that we may know that you are gods.” From this passage we draw the following conclusion: We must attribute to God the sort of foreknowledge of future events through which He may be distinguished from creatures and false gods. But the foreknowledge of future events drawn only from similar things does not distinguish God from creatures and false gods. Therefore. Also, whatever foreknowledge of future events removes the certainty of God’s prophecies, undermines their infallibility and the truthfulness of Holy Scripture, and transforms the divine majesty that belongs to the true God alone into an accident common to the devil and humans, that foreknowledge must not be attributed to God. But a foreknowledge of future events drawn from similar things is that kind of foreknowledge. Finally, whatever foreknowledge of future events is proved by the outcome itself to be certain and infallible, that foreknowledge is not drawn only from similar things. But divine foreknowledge is proved to be certain and infallible from its outcome. For example, in this way He foretold the oppression of the Israelites in Egypt (Gen. 15:13) and their idolatry (Deut. 31:16); in this way He prophesied all the things that happened to Christ in His Passion, all of which and similar things were proved by their outcome. The fact that the citizens of Keilah would surrender David into the hands of Saul was purely contingent, yet God foreknew that had David stayed in the city, the people of Keilah would have surrendered him (1 Sam. 23:12). (See our De glor. Dei, disp. 10, § 16.)

Questions concerning the omniscience of God.

§ 251. (I) The question arises: Is divine omniscience undermined by the fact that God is said to forget our sins (Ezek. 18:22)? We respond. Not at all, because that forgetfulness is not the opposite of bare knowledge but of the judicial recognition by which God knows sins in such a way that He inflicts them with merited punishments. God forgets sins not [image: ], affectively, so that He no longer has a knowledge of them, but [image: ], effectively, insofar as He does not send the punishments of sins. Let the judgment be the same on those complaints of the saints in which God is said to have forgotten them, that is, in which they do not sense God’s help.

§ 252. (II) The question arises: Does Gen. 18:21 conflict with divine omniscience, because it says, “I shall go down and see whether the people of Sodom have filled up their iniquities”? We respond. These words must be understood as using the figure of anthropopathism. He is said to see the sins of humans when by the very fact, that is, by the imposition of punishments, He shows that He neither is unaware nor approving of the sins. For it is clear that the crimes of the Sodomites were not unknown to God because He hints in His conversation with Abraham that not even ten righteous people were left in those cities (Gen. 18:32). The devout ancients also add this: God says He will come down to see whether the Sodomites have filled up their iniquities in order that magistrates and judges might be taught not to decide on punishments without correctly understanding and examining the situation.

§ 253. (III) The question arises: How can the knowledge of God be infinite when He does not know actually infinite things? We respond. On the contrary, God perfectly knows not only created, finite beings but also the infinite being itself, namely, Himself. Surely, then, He knows an infinite object. Furthermore, God knows finite things not with a finite but with an infinite knowledge in the same way as He effects finite things not with a finite but with infinite power. For as His power is neither terminated nor limited by the production of finite things (because He does not act with the entire activity of His power, but a greater power always remains after the work has been done), so also His knowledge is neither terminated nor limited by a knowledge of finite things (because His knowledge always extends further). Although He knows not only the things that are but also the things that are not, nevertheless things that are infinite can exist through divine power. (See our commonplace On Providence [Commonplace IX], § 30.)

§ 254. (IV) The question arises: Does the use of the doubting adverb “perhaps, perchance” (Jer. 26:3; Matt. 11:23) conflict with the certain and infallible foreknowledge of future contingents? We respond. Those adverbs are not related to the infallibility of divine foreknowledge but to the freedom of the human will. Jerome, on Ezekiel 2: “God says this [“If they perhaps would listen”] with the disposition of doubt to show the free choice of man, lest the unchangeable foreknowledge of future events should make unchangeable what God knows is going to happen. For it is not because He knows the future that it is necessary for us to do what He has foreknown; instead, because we by our own will are going to do something, He knows that it will happen.” Gregory, In Ezech., homil. 18, asserts that “the effects of difficulties are being indicated.” Furthermore, the Hebrew [image: ] and the Greek [image: ] express the mind not so much of one who doubts as of one who hopes for good and confirms it.

§ 255. (V) The question arises: Does God’s foreknowledge take away the freedom of human choice? According to Pererius, Comment. in Rom., c. 9, num. 79, Cajetan says: “If anyone were to ask me to show the connection of these to each other, I, for my part, would answer that a true thing is not contrary to a true thing but that I do not know how those two are associated with each other. In the same way, I do not know the mystery of the Trinity, which I nevertheless do believe, even as I believe the other mysteries of the faith.” Nevertheless so that we may in some manner explain in what regard the certainty and immutability of divine foreknowledge does not take away the contingency of events and the will of human freedom, we must distinguish between the necessity of the consequent (which is elsewhere called absolute, preceding, and simple necessity)—which stems from a necessary and intrinsic connection of cause with effect—and the necessity of the consequence (which is elsewhere called hypothetical, following, accompanying, conditional, suppositional necessity)—which stems from the actuality of existence from the positing of an effect, because everything that exists, by the fact that it does exist, exists necessarily.60 Concerning this latter type of necessity with respect to divine foreknowledge, those things are necessary that occur contingently from causes and from agents acting freely. This necessity does not take away freedom but presupposes it, something that Augustine explains in this way (De civ. Dei, bk. 5, c. 9):


It is not a consequence that if, for God, there is a definite order of all causes, there is thus nothing left for the choice of our will. In fact, our wills are in the order of causes that for God is definite and that is contained in His foreknowledge, because human wills also are causes of human works. And thus He who has foreknown all the causes of things surely could not have been ignorant of our wills, which are also among those causes, which wills He also foreknew were the causes of our works. How, then, could the order of causes (which is definite for the foreknowing God) cause nothing to be left to our will, when our wills have a great place in the order of causes itself?





 

De lib. arbitr., bk. 3, c. 4: “As you with your memory do not compel things that have passed to have been done, so God with His foreknowledge does not force things to occur that are future.” Boethius uses this reasoning: “It does not conflict to say that something will exist contingently. Therefore it does not conflict to know this, and as a consequence, the knowledge of a future contingent does not remove its contingency.” The antecedent is proved because “will exist contingently” says only two things, namely, “will exist” and “is possible not to exist.” But these two statements are not opposed to each other because just like many things can happen that will not happen, so many things will happen that could not happen. Therefore many things will happen contingently. Now, what will exist contingently will exist truly; therefore it can be foreknown. For everything that is true is knowable. Therefore knowledge does not remove contingency. (See our commonplace On Providence [Commonplace IX], § 35.)

Concerning the other questions—as, for example, (1) Does God know all things outside Himself distinctly? (2) Does He know them through ideas? (3) Does He have foreknowledge of nonbeings? (4) Is God’s foreknowledge the cause of things? (5) Does God know the evils of fault61
and how? (6) Is God’s foreknowledge invariable?—I say, we have discussed these questions in our article On Providence [Commonplace IX] and commentators on Thomas ([ST,] p. 1, q. 14) debate them in detail.

The practical use of the doctrine of God’s omniscience.

§ 256. (I) Consoling: (1) In adversities. God is omniscient; therefore He sees our afflictions, our anguishes. Not only does He see them, He is also touched with pity because He is our kind Father. Ps. 10:14: “You see it, for You consider labor and affliction…. The poor man is left to You.” In Exod. 3:7 Jehovah says: “I have seen the affliction of My people.”

(2) In perils. The all-overseeing God sees the snares our foes have set for the Church and for every truly devout person. Therefore we are not excessively distressed in our mind when we face perils. Ps. 142:[3]: “When my spirit is faint within me, You know my way. In the path where I walk they have hidden a snare for me.”

(3) In false accusations. Ps. 1:6: “The Lord knows the way of the righteous.” Therefore even if they have been exposed to various false charges and accusations, they should lift themselves up with this consolation: that God knows their heart.

§ 257. (II) Exhorting: (1) To avoid sin. The eyes of the Lord are open over all the sons of men; all things are bare and open to His eyes. Therefore let us beware of sins, which we cannot commit in a place so secret that they escape His sight and view. When Thales was asked, “Are the deeds of humans hidden to God?” he answered, “Not even their thoughts, so that we want to have not only pure hands but also pure minds, because we believe that the Deity in heaven is present with our thoughts.” Valerius Maximus, bk. 7, c. 1. Sirach 23:[18–19]: “A man who breaks wedlock thinks to himself: ‘Who sees me? Darkness and walls hide me so that no one can see me. Whom should I fear?’ He does not realize that the Lord’s eyes are brighter than the sun and see all things that men do, even in the most hidden corners.” Job 34:21–22: “The eyes of the Lord are upon the ways of men, and He sees all their steps. There is no darkness nor shadow of death that evildoers may hide themselves there.”

(2) To flee hypocrisy. The omniscient God sees the most intimate, most secret recesses of the heart. We must, then, beware of the hypocrisy that veils the secret wickedness of the heart with the external appearance of honesty. Jer. 17:[9–]10: “The heart of man is depraved and inscrutable. Who will know it? I, the Lord, searching the heart and testing the reins, give to each according to his ways, according to the fruit of his inventions.”

(3) To confess our iniquities to God. Ps. 32:[3]: “Because I kept silent, my bones grew old,” etc. Prov. 24:12: “He who weighs the heart understands.” Augustine, Confess., bk. 10, c. 2: “O Lord, what would be hidden in me, even if I were unwilling to confess it to You, to whose eyes the abyss of human conscience is bare? For I would hide You from me, not me from You. But now because my groaning is witness that I am displeasing to You, You shine forth and are pleasing and are loved and desired, that I may be ashamed of myself, renounce myself, select You, and please neither me nor You except in regard to You.”




SECTION XIV: ON THE OMNISAPIENCE OF GOD
 

Thesis.

§ 258. As God is all-knowing, so also He is most wise. In fact, He is wisdom itself. (1) God’s wisdom is distinguished from His omniscience in Rom. 11:34. (2) Omnisapience is an absolute essential attribute, while omniscience is a relative attribute. (3) Omnisapience includes wisdom, art, intelligence. (4) We conceive of omnisapience through the mode of habit, of omniscience through the mode of act. In other respects, God’s wisdom is spoken of in two ways: (a) That which is from God, and (b) that which is in God. The wisdom from God is seen in the wisely constructed making of the world (1 Cor. 1:21) and in the heavenly doctrine revealed by God (Deut. 4:6), especially in the Gospel (1 Cor. 2:7). Wisdom in God is also taken personally—and in this way the Son of God is called “Wisdom” (Prov. 8:1; Matt. 11:[19]; “in whom are hid all the treasures of wisdom and knowledge” (Col. 2:3)—and essentially, as the divine essence is common to the three persons of the Deity. Some say that divine wisdom is either according to essence or according to appearance. The former is considered either absolutely or relatively.

§ 259. This essential wisdom of God (1) is not a habit added to the divine essence like human wisdom but is the essence of God itself, something that is proved both by the simplicity of the divine essence—which really identifies with itself all things that are in it—and by the eternity of this wisdom (Acts 15:18). But now nothing is from eternity except the divine essence. With regard to our conception, wisdom as the directing principle of acting is distinguished from will (which is the commanding principle) and from power (which is the principle that proceeds into act and exterior effect).

(2) It is not successive or discursive and reasoning, but it is utterly simple and perfect, grasping all things at the same time with one simple act of understanding.

(3) It is not changeable, variable, receptive of an opposite, or subject to increase and decrease like human wisdom. Rather, it is simply and absolutely invariable and always similar to itself. In fact, it is perpetually the same.

(4) It does not depend on things outside of God nor is it sought from elsewhere, but it is the essence of God, without beginning and end, persisting unmoved from eternity to eternity. Thus it also does not employ intelligible representations, as does human wisdom, nor does its secondary actuality [actus] differ from its primary.62 Rather, it is an utterly simple and undivided act [actus].

(5) It is not finite but completely infinite and unlimited, not only in potential but also in actuality.

(6) It is not idle ([image: ]) but is active and busy, for from eternity God made the most wise decree concerning the redemption of the human race (which He foresaw would fall into sin) through His Son, the Mediator, and in time He most wisely created all things, rules, preserves, and directs them.

The wisdom of God is proved.

§ 260. The wisdom of God is proved by: (I) Scripture, and this, (1) affirmatively, when it calls God “wise” and “the only wise” (Rom. 16:27; 1 Tim. 1:17), that is, essentially, unchangeably, of Himself, and perfectly (Isa. 40:13; Rom. 11:34). It calls Him “great in counsel” (Jer. 32:19). Job 12:13: “With Him are wisdom and might; He has counsel and understanding.” Dan. 2:20: “To Him belong wisdom and might.”

(2) Negatively, when it says that His wisdom cannot be investigated. Job 11:7: “Will you discover God by searching Him out?” Ps. 147:5: “Of His wisdom there is no measure.” Isa. 40:28: “The Lord is the eternal God…. His understanding is unsearchable.” (See also Ps. 139:18.) Also, when it says that He does not need the counsel of another. Isa. 40:13–14: “Who has instructed the Spirit of the Lord, and [what] man made Him to know his counsel? Whom did He consult, and he instructed Him and taught Him judgment in the path and taught Him with knowledge and made Him to know the way of understandings?” (See also Rom. 11:35; 1 Cor. 2:16.)

(3) Symbolically, when it compares divine wisdom to an inscrutable abyss. Ps. 36:[6]: “The judgments of the Lord are a great abyss,” that is, God’s wisdom and righteousness, which He reveals in His governance of the world and in exercising His judgments against the wicked, are inscrutable. Ps. 92:[5]: “How great are Your works, O Lord! Your thoughts are very deep!” Rom. 11:33: “O the depth of the riches and wisdom and knowledge of God! How incomprehensible are the judgments of God and His ways beyond tracing out!” 1 Cor. 2:10: “The Spirit searches all things, even the depths of God.”

(4) Effectively, when God’s wisdom is said to manifest itself in His external works. Ps. 104:24: “O Lord, how manifest are Your works! In wisdom You have made them all.” Ps. 136:5: “You have made the heavens in understanding.” Prov. 3:19–20: “In wisdom the Lord founded the earth, in understanding He established the heavens. In His knowledge the deeps broke forth.” In Prov. 8:30, Wisdom says: “When God marked out the foundations of the earth, I was beside Him [as] His nourisher (or craftsman).” Jer. 10:12: “It is God who made the earth by His power, who established the world by His wisdom, and by His understanding stretched out the heavens.” However, God’s wisdom is presented for our consideration especially in the work of redemption. (See 1 Cor. 2:7; Eph. 1:8; etc.)

(II) Reason, from its effects. Divine wisdom shines forth in the arrangement of the entire universe, in the organization of its parts, in the shaping of the human body (Galen, De usu part., 3, c. 10). All the wisdom of humans comes from Him. Surely, therefore, He also is wise and, in fact, is omnisapient and is wisdom itself. (See our commonplace [1610 Loci Theologici, locus 3 (On the Nature of God)], § 160.)

(III) The statements of the fathers. Augustine, Contra Maxim., bk. 3, c. 13: “God alone is said to be wise because He alone is wise according to His own substance, not according to an accident nor accidental participation in wisdom, the way any rational creature is wise.” His book 83 QQ., q. 16: “God is the cause of all things that exist. But whoever is the cause of all things is also the cause of His own wisdom. God is never without His own wisdom. Therefore He is the eternal cause of His own eternal wisdom, and He is not earlier in time than His own wisdom.”

Ambrose, De interpellat., bk. 1, c. 9:


O man, you are not permitted to know the heights of wisdom. Therefore it is written for you: “Be not high-minded, but fear” [Rom. 11:20]. Why do you curiously seek to search out what is not profitable for you to know and is not given to you to fathom? … You are not allowed to know the plans of an emperor on earth, and now do you want to know God’s plans? You are not permitted to search out curiously the things done on earth, yet in your curiosity you are seeking what is done beyond heaven…. You cannot know the abyss, you cannot comprehend the abyss; how, then, will you comprehend the depth of wisdom?





 

Antithesis.

§ 261. God’s wisdom is undermined by: (I) Vorstius, when he claims that “genuine hope, properly speaking,” (or expectation) can be attributed to God and adds: “The same thing we have said about hope or expectation must be claimed in its own way about the operation and desire of God” (De Deo, p. 441). p. 451: “To the extent and in the same way as hope belongs to God, to that extent and in that way dread and fear can be attributed to God.” (Yet not even with human wisdom taken to its highest level do uncertain hope and anxious fear agree rightly. Anyone who hopes has someone superior and more powerful who can provide what is hoped. Yet God has no superior. Whoever hopes is hoping for something in the future. Yet with God there is no future, but all things are present. Fear and sadness have to do with one’s own evil: fear, with a future evil; sadness, with a present evil. However, God does not have any evil of His own, whether present or future. Although our evil displeases God, He still does not grasp it as His own; hence it generates in Him neither fear nor sadness.)

(II) The Calvinists, when they prefer human reasonings to divine wisdom and deliver judgment on the divine mysteries to reason. (See our De glor. Dei, disp. 5, §§ 32–33.)

(III) The Photinians, when in the greatest mysteries of faith they urge human reasonings against the letter of Scripture and say that we should not believe anything that is opposed to reason. (See our De glor. Dei, disp. 10, §§ 12–15.)

(IV) The Papists: (1) When they accuse Scripture of obscurity. (2) When they prefer human reasonings to what has been divinely instituted and to the doctrine handed down in the Word. (See our De glor. Dei, disp. 1, §§ 43–45.)

Questions on God’s wisdom.

§ 262. (I) The question arises: Does wisdom belong to God properly? There are some who claim that wisdom, prudence, understanding, etc., do not belong to God properly because He does not use reasoning, discursive thinking, and consultation. Therefore they think that such things are attributed to God by metonymy (because He causes others to be wise and to understand) and by metaphor (because He does the sort of things that a human endowed with genuine wisdom generally performs). However, all perfections must be removed from human wisdom and prudence, and that pure and perfect thing that remains must be attributed to God truly and properly. He decides and “does all things according to the counsel of His will” (Eph. 1:11), which counsel is altogether most wise, arranges all things most wisely, and acts with a definite end intended. Therefore whether we look at the beginnings, middles, or ends of actions, prudence and wisdom are understood to belong to God properly.

§ 263. (II) The question arises: Does divine wisdom belong to any created thing? The Calvinists deny this to attack the real communication of divine idioms to Christ’s flesh. We draw the following conclusion against them: Whoever is filled with wisdom and has received the Spirit of wisdom and knowledge without measure and in whom are hidden all the treasures of wisdom and knowledge, such a one truly and really possesses omnisapience.63 According to His human nature, Christ is “filled with wisdom” (Luke 2:40) and has received the “Spirit” of wisdom and knowledge “without measure” (Isa. 11:1; John 3:34) and “in Him are hidden all the treasures of wisdom and knowledge” (Col. 2:3). Therefore.

Polanus makes the exception: (1) “That which distinguishes the true God from creatures and false gods has by no means been communicated to Christ’s human nature by a real transfusion. But God’s omniscience and omnisapience are such”64 (Syst., bk. 2, c. 18). We respond. Physical transfusion from subject to subject is one thing; personal communication is another.

(2) “One must not proceed from person to nature.” We respond. Whatever is attributed to His person is attributed to it according to one nature or to both. “Becoming a partaker of divine wisdom in time” belongs to Christ neither according to both natures nor according to the divine nature. Therefore it must be according to the human nature.

(3) “The sense of the apostle’s statement is that every true and salutary knowledge of Christ must be sought only from Christ alone.” We respond. This explanation is true but incomplete, for the apostle is adding the cause of this situation: Every divine wisdom must be sought from Christ alone because in Him dwells all the fullness of the Godhead, thus also of divine wisdom. But why, then, do they take omniscience and omnisapience away from Christ the man, the Second Adam, when their own follower, Rudolf Gwalther claims: “God made the first man omniscient” (In evangelio dominic. Oculi, homily 3)?

(III) The question arises: Does it conflict with divine wisdom when we claim that the forensic laws published by God Himself in the Old Testament have been abrogated? Some of the Calvinists affirm this, but we have shown the contrary in our treatise On Ceremonial and Forensic Laws [Commonplace XVI], § 39, and in De glor. Dei, disp. 9, § 11.

The practical use of the doctrine of God’s wisdom.

§ 264. (I) Consoling in adversities and perils. Because God is most wise, He knows the way and means to free us, though to us that may seem impossible.

(II) Exhorting: (1) To restrain our rashness. God is wisdom itself; therefore let us reverently think on His words and works and cry out with David: “How precious to me are Your thoughts, O God! How vast is the sum of them! If I would count them, they will be more than the sands” (Ps. 139:17–18).

(2) To take confidence when we pray. God is most wise; therefore we must not prescribe to Him the way in which He ought to help us in our adversities but entrust to His wisdom the manner of His certain aid from listening to us. (See Judith 8:10ff.)

(3) To seek wisdom from God. God is the unfailing fount of all wisdom; therefore we should seek all wisdom from Him. James 1:5: “If any of you lacks wisdom, let him ask God, who gives generously to all.” Ps. 94:10: “He teaches man all knowledge.”

(4) To lift up our praises of divine wisdom, which shines forth in all God’s works. The easiest way to become acquainted with God is to meditate devoutly on His works—with what miraculous and astounding wisdom He has done all things in heaven and on earth, with what wise planning He has decreed and perfected the works of redemption, what great wisdom shines out in his governing of the entire universe, but especially of His Church, etc. This meditation causes us to say with David: “I will confess You, O Lord, for I have been magnified with many fearful things, Your marvelous works, and my soul knows them very well” (Ps. 139:14); and with Paul: “To the only wise God be glory forevermore, through Jesus Christ. Amen” (Rom. 16:27).




SECTION XV: ON THE WILL OF GOD AND HIS FREEDOM TO ACT
 

Thesis.

§ 265. God is in essence a most freely acting agent. As understanding is attributed to God so also is will, which is the ability [facultas] to act freely and the commanding principle of actions. When we attribute will to God, we do not take this to mean an ability to will that is really distinct from the essence of God, which reveals itself through the act of willing (which they call “volition”)65 as distinct from His essence. Instead, God’s will is the very essence of God or God who wills. For as God does not understand through something added to His essence but through Himself and through His essence, so also He does not will through something added to His essence but through Himself. However, we consider the will of God as distinct from His essence because of the weakness of our understanding.

Because the will of God is the very essence of God, therefore it follows that as God (1) is most just and justice itself, (2) is best and goodness itself, (3) is unchangeable, (4) has no efficient cause but is the cause of all things, and (5) is pure and sheer actuality [actus], so also the divine will: (1) Is always just and is, in fact, the rule of all justice, so that whatever God wills is just by the fact that He wills it. (2) Is always best and, in fact, is the rule of all goodness, so whatever God wills is good by the fact that He wills it. (3) Is immutable and unchanging, for as God understands with one, undivided, simple act, so also He wills with one, undivided, simple act, and His will does not change by new acts of volition. (4) Has no efficient cause outside itself but is the cause of all things. (5) Is not idle and ineffective but busy and active, so that whatever He wills happens immediately by the fact that He wills it and just as He wills it. (See our commonplace [1610 Loci Theologici, locus 3 (On the Nature of God)], § 163.)

God’s freedom to act is proved.

§ 266. We prove that the will and ability to act freely belong to God: (I) From Scripture, and that: (1) Affirmatively, when it attributes a will to God. Gen. 45:8: “I have been sent here by the will of God.” (2) Negatively, when it says that one cannot resist God’s will (Rom. 9:19), when it says that there is no one superior to God by whom He could be forced or obligated to will otherwise (Matt. 20:15). Job 9:12: “Who can ask: ‘Why are You acting this way?’ ” (3) Effectively, when it asserts that God does all things freely. Ps. 115:3: “Our Lord is in heaven. He does whatever He has willed in heaven, earth, the sea, and all the depths.” 1 Cor. 12:11: “He distributes His goods as He wills.” James 1:18: “He has voluntarily begotten us by the word of truth.”

(II) From reason: (1) From divine wisdom. Every intelligent and wise nature is endowed with will. But God is an intelligent nature. (2) From perfection. A being endowed with the ability to act freely is more perfect than one lacking such an ability. But God is the highest and most perfect being. (3) From divine blessedness. He who is truly blessed is free and is the master of his actions, bound to no one. But God is truly blessed.

We add the statements of the fathers. Augustine, Confess., bk. 12, c. 15: “God’s will is not outside His essence. Thus He does not will one thing now, something else later, but once and simultaneously and always He wills all things that He wills—not again and again, nor now this and now that, nor does He will later what He previously did not will or not will what He previously willed, because such a will is changeable and no changeable thing is eternal.” The Damascene, Orth. fid., bk. 2, c. 22: “We must understand that in the case of God we speak of ‘will,’ but we are not speaking precisely of ‘choice,’ for God does not deliberate, for deliberating is a mark of ignorance.”

Distinctions of the divine will.

§ 267. Before we go on to the antithesis, we shall have to examine the various divisions of the divine will. There is one will of God, but it is distinguished in various ways, both because of the different kinds of things that He wills and because of the different ways in which He seems to will what He wills.

First, into essential and personal will.

(I) Polanus calls the will of God in one way essential, in another way personal (Syst., bk. 2, c. 19). The essential will, he says, is an essential property of God through which He wills good as an end and through which He wills all things for good from all eternity, from Himself, independently, with one constant act. Personal will, Polanus says, is indeed numerically one in essence but is considered in two ways in person: commonly, according to essence; singularly, according to person and internal relation [relatio ad intra], to which Polanus relates the words of Scripture in which Christ speaks about the will of the Father.

However, we must not establish three wills in divine matters because of the trinity of persons; rather, as there is one undivided and utterly simple essence of the three persons, so also there is one undivided and utterly simple will. As Nazianzen says: “In divine matters that which acts is the one essence common to the three.” So we are correct in saying, “That which wills is the one will common to the three persons.” John of Damascus, Dict. 1: “The faculty of intelligence is divvied up among hypostases, except the holy, simple, uncompounded, indivisible deity; for there, because the hypostases are differentiated though not altogether divided, neither is that which is willed divided; and there, because the nature is one, so also the natural will is one; and because also the hypostases are inseparable, also that which is willed is one and the motion of the three hypostases is one.”66 The statements in which Christ distinguishes the will of His heavenly Father from His own must be taken as referring either to His human will or to the object of His will, not to the capacity to will nor to the will itself.

Second, into the will of the sign and the will of good pleasure.

§ 268. (II) In one way His will is called “of the sign [signi]”; in another way, “of good pleasure [beneplaciti].” This distinction is employed by both Scholastics and Calvinists, but in a different sense. The Scholastics define “the will of the sign” as the effect of God when He moves outside and acts with us through some covering or through external things that we can grasp, for example, the Word and the Sacraments that He instituted. “The will of good pleasure” they call the essential will of God or the bare, divine majesty, which is God Himself. (See Lombard, 1. Sent., dist. 45.) Suárez, Comm. super primam Thom., bk. 3, De attrib. divin., c. 2, p. 148: “The will of good pleasure is the internal act of the divine will by which He wills something. The will of the sign is not an internal act but an external sign of the divine will by which He indicates that He wills something.” They count five such signs—“precept, prohibition, permission, counsel, operation”—from which comes the little verse: “He bids and forbids, permits, advises, and fulfills.” In this sense of the Scholastics, Luther repeats and approves of this distinction (vol. 6, Wittenberg edition, p. 98, commentary on Genesis 6). He says: “In the New Testament we have Baptism, the Lord’s Supper, Absolution, and the ministry of the Word. These are, as the Scholastics have called them, ‘the will of the sign’ into which we must look when we want to know God’s will. The other is ‘the will of good pleasure,’ the substantial will of God or His bare majesty, which is God. From this we must remove our eyes.”

The Calvinists abuse this distinction when they claim that the will of the sign and the will of good pleasure are directed to one and the same object in opposite ways, and for this reason they assert that the will of the sign opposes the will of good pleasure. (See Beza, p. 2, Resp. ad act. Coll., p. 173; and Piscator, Contra Schaffm., thesis 76.) But in this way: (1) They establish two contradictory wills in God, which conflicts with His utterly simple nature and His immutable truthfulness. (2) They twist that Scholastic distinction and give it a foreign meaning. You see, the Scholastics say that every will of the sign is also the will of good pleasure, of course, not always with respect to that which we see at first glance but nevertheless with respect to that which God actually intends. But they, on the other hand, oppose the will of the sign and the will of good pleasure to each other. (3) They introduce a will of the sign that signs or signifies nothing or something false. It is called “the will of the sign” because it signs something and is the sign of the will in God. Therefore that which it signs either is or is not in harmony with the will of the sign. If the former, then it follows that what God wills with the will of the sign He also wills with the will of good pleasure. If the latter, it signifies falsely and is a false sign. (4) They attribute hypocrisy and pretense to God. (5) They abandon their own comrades. The Remonstrants in Belgium completely reject this distinction. Daneau also disapproves of it and teaches incorrectly that the will of good pleasure, which is unknown to us, is “the acceptable and perfect will” that is revealed in the Word (Oper., p. 1293). (See Maccovius, Disp. 2.) The will of the sign is not God’s will but rather the effect of it. Also, one cannot say that God wills salvation for each and every human with the will of the sign but offers it to the reprobate [only] so they may be without excuse. (See our commonplaces On Providence [Commonplace IX], § 113; On Election and Reprobation [Commonplace X], § 130; and De glor. Dei, disp. 6, § 3.)

Third, into hidden and revealed will.

§ 269. (III) In one way His will is called hidden and in another way revealed. (See John 6:40 and Eph. 1:13 concerning the revealed will, and Ps. 36:[6] and Rom. 11:33 regarding the secret or hidden will.) The Calvinists use this distinction also in the worst way, for they oppose the hidden and revealed wills to each other and assert wickedly that in the work of salvation God inwardly wills the contrary of what He outwardly revealed in His Word that He wills. (See Calvin, Instit., bk. 1, c. 17, § 2; bk. 3, c. 20, § 43; Beza, p. 2, Resp. ad act. Coll., p. 173; etc.)

We readily concede that the Lord’s judgments are a great abyss and say with the apostle: “How unsearchable are the judgments of God and how inscrutable are His ways” (Rom. 11:33). However, in those things that concern the work of salvation, we deny with all our might that one should establish a hidden will not only diverse from the one revealed in the Word but even opposed to it. In fact, we declare that this is wicked and blasphemous. (See our De glor. Dei, disp. 6, § 1ff.)

Fourth, into absolute and conditional will.

§ 270. (IV) In one way His will is called absolute and in another way conditional. Absolute will is that which wills something simply and absolutely, without any condition that exists or shall exist in creatures. Conditional will is that by which God wills some things with a condition added. Piscator rejects this distinction (Not. ad Vorst. de Deo tract., at p. 58, note 4). (See also Maccovius, Disp. 3.) There is no conditioned will of God, but it is necessary in order to explain the statements of Scripture correctly.

Concerning God’s absolute will, it is said: “My counsel shall stand, and all My will shall be done” (Isa. 46:10). Rom. 9:19: “Who can resist His will?” [Apocryphal] Esther 13:9: “There is no one who can resist Your will.” Therefore this will of God is always fulfilled. On the other hand, with regard to the conditional will, we read: “I wanted to gather you together, and you would not” (Matt. 23:[37]). Luke 7:30: “The Pharisees and lawyers rejected the counsel of God against themselves.” Acts 7:51: “You always resist the Holy Spirit.” Polanus admits the distinction but applies it badly. He says that with His absolute will “God wanted to save the elect alone for eternal life, and with the conditional will He wanted to save all people, even the reprobate, if they would do what He commands us67 in the Law or believe in Christ” (Syst., bk. 2, c. 19). However, God does not will with an absolute will that only the elect be saved in the same sense as Polanus asserts, namely, as if He had elected them to salvation by an absolute decree, without any consideration toward their perseverance in the faith. Furthermore, He does not will merely with a conditioned will that all be saved in the same sense as Polanus asserts, namely, as if the impossibility of the required condition had its cause in God rather than in man. You see, the Calvinists say that the reprobate do not believe in Christ because of an absolute decree of reprobation by which God, in absolute hatred, excluded the reprobate from salvation and from the means of salvation. However, Scripture pronounces that God wills and wills seriously that “all be saved and come to the knowledge of the truth” (1 Tim. 2:4). Therefore He wills both the conversion of the reprobate and their salvation, and for this reason He offers them, too, the means of conversion and of faith through which He wills to be effective in their hearts if they do not resist the Holy Spirit.

Fifth, into antecedent and consequent will.

§ 271. (V) In one way His will is called antecedent and in another way consequent. The Calvinists reject this distinction. (See Maccovius, Disp. 4.) [They argue:] (1) When He wills that all be saved, either He foreknows that this shall not be achieved or He does not. If not, then He is not omniscient. If He does foreknow it, then He does not will it. (2) Contrary wills are being established in God. (3) This places the causes of our salvation in us. However, it is approved and proved by Chrysostom (homily 1, on the Epistle to the Ephesians, where he calls the former “primary” and the latter “secondary”), by John of Damascus (Orth. fid., bk. 2, c. 29; Contra haeres. Manich., bk. 1, p. 563, where he calls the former “the leading will” and the latter “the following will”), by Anselm (De volunt., who calls the former “the will of mercy” and the latter “the will of righteousness”), and even by Hubert Sturm (De praedest., p. 181) and Polanus (Syst., bk. 2, c. 19).

The antecedent will is that by which God as a kind Father wills that all humans be saved and come to the knowledge of the truth. The consequent will is that by which God as a just judge wills that those who finally are impenitent and unbelieving be condemned. “By His primary will, God wills that man be saved according as he is human. By His secondary will, He does not will that a just man be reprobate according as he is a just man” ([Albertus Magnus,] Comp. theol. veritat., bk. 1, c. 30). Therefore this distinction has its foundation in the miraculous temperament of God’s justice and mercy, something that Tertullian expresses in brief but emphatic language: “God is best concerning His, just concerning ours” (De resurr. carnis).

Maccovius (Disp. 1) perverts our meaning and says:


They claim that because God had foreseen from eternity that the human race would fall, He took pity on all and decreed to send Christ into that world that whosoever would believe in Him would not perish…. But later He foresaw that some people—in fact, the majority of humans—would reject Christ. As a result, He changed this will and decreed to give life only to those who would believe in Christ and persevere in this faith. From this, then, they deduce a distinction of the divine will into antecedent and consequent.





 

However, none of us claims a change of will in God. Rather, we say that the consequent will is subordinate to the antecedent. This distinction can be demonstrated with various examples: (1) Of a father who is kindly disposed to all his children equally and wants them all to be the heirs of his estate but who excludes from the inheritance those who are stubbornly unyielding in their baseness. (2) Of a magistrate who wants all his subjects to be safe and unharmed, but if some disturb the civil society with terrible crimes, he wants these to be removed. (3) Of a gardener who takes care of all the little plants and works carefully so that they mature, but if some of them wither away, he cuts them out. (4) Of a physician who offers his precious medicine to all who are afflicted with plague and seeks their cure, but if some of them reject the means he has offered, he allows them to perish by their own fault. (5) Of a potter who wishes to shape out of every lump of clay some useful vessel, but if something breaks between his hands, he throws it away. (6) Of a minister of the Word who seeks the salvation of all his hearers, but if any continue stubbornly in their sins, he delivers them over to the devil. (7) Of a father of a household who prepares a great supper and seriously wants all to come and enjoy his bounty, but if some of them reject this invitation and refuse to come, he decides to exclude them. (See our commonplace On Election and Reprobation [Commonplace X], § 75ff.)

Sixth, into effectual and ineffectual will.

§ 272. (VI) In one way His will is called effectual [efficax] and in another way ineffectual. In Enchir., c. 100, Augustine calls it “the effectual or unconquered” and most powerful “will of God,” by which He decides to reward those who do good and to punish sinners and which he asserts is always fulfilled. He calls that the ineffectual will by which He wants all to live well and no one to sin. The Calvinists apply this distinction badly, for they seek the cause of that inefficacy, so to speak—that not all people believe in Christ, live devoutly, and attain salvation—in the absolute decree of reprobation, though it should be sought only in the vice of humans.

Seventh, into the will performed toward us and by us.

§ 273. (VII) In one way God’s will is toward us, which He wills to do concerning us and other creatures. In another way it is that which He wills to be done by us, which is revealed in the Word. Augustine writes (op. cit.):


The will of God is always fulfilled either concerning us or by us. It is fulfilled concerning us, but we do not fulfill it when we sin. It is fulfilled by us when we do good. However, God always fulfills His will concerning man because man does nothing with regard to which God does not work what He wills. For God does not will that man should sin. If he has sinned, however, God wills to spare the repentant that he may live. On the other hand, God wills the punishment of those who persevere in their sins so that the sinner may not escape the power of His justice.





 

Eighth, into legal and evangelical will.

§ 274. (VIII) In one way the revealed will of God is legal; in another way, evangelical. The legal will is revealed in the moral law, and its summary is set forth in the Decalogue. The evangelical will is revealed in the Gospel, and its summary is set forth in John 3:16. We shall discuss this distinction elsewhere in greater detail.68

Ninth, into effecting and permitting will.

§ 275. (IX) In one way God’s will is said to be effecting [efficiens]; in another way, permitting. The effecting will is that according to which God brings about only good things, either through Himself or through others. (See Eph. 1:11.) Tertullian calls this the “pure, greater, and more powerful will” (Exhort. ad castit.). The permitting will is that by which God permits His creatures to do evil and does not stand in their way, though He could. Tertullian calls it “the will of indulgence” and “the lesser will.” Others call it “the permissive will.” Therefore we disapprove of what Daneau writes: “Those things that the reprobate and wicked do, God wants done not only with His permissive will but also with His effective will; not only (as others want it) with His consequent will but also with His antecedent will, just as [He wills with His antecedent will] the existence of the wicked themselves and the creation of the world” (Ench. August., p. 878).

However, it must be noted carefully that God permits sin not by compulsion but freely, namely, because He knows how to elicit good from it, and in this sense we can concede voluntary permission or the permissive will concerning sin. Nevertheless He does not will nor approve of sin itself, according as it is sin, nor does He drive anyone to it. Consequently, will and permission are related to diverse objects. Permission is related to sin itself; will, to the useful end that He knows how to elicit from it on behalf of His own purpose. For this reason our people say that sin does not happen simply, God being unwilling [nolente] or reluctant, for no one can compel God nor can anything be done when God hinders or opposes it. Nor does it occur, God simply willing [volente], because God neither wills nor approves of sin. But it does occur, God not willing [non volente]. The difference between “unwilling” and “not willing” is that the former has “a privation of will and of active principle along with opposition and contrary action,” while the latter has only “the deprivation without violent reluctance.” (See Peter Lombard, 1. Sent., dist. 45.)

Therefore lest anyone abuse this distinction in order to undermine orthodoxy regarding the cause of sin, we prefer to speak in this way: God wills some things, as goods, and permits some things, as evils. Maccovius, Disp. 9: “A distinction between the permissive and effective will of God is good, for God does not bring about all things that He wills but permits some things to happen, such as sin.” However, he applies this poorly, for a little later he tries to prove that “God with His permissive will wills not permission but sin itself,” and he tries with three arguments:


(1) The Lord decreed and willed that thing [sin] without which He could not declare His punishing justice and His mercy, and He did this with His permissive will. But He could not do this without sin. (2) Whatever God foreknows shall happen, this He has willed and decreed. But He foreknows that sin shall happen. Therefore He has willed and decreed sin. (3) God either has willed or has not willed [noluit] sin or He has neither willed nor not willed it. He cannot be said to have not willed it because nothing takes place when God is unwilling [nolente]. He cannot be said to have neither not willed nor willed it because He does not concern Himself with that which He neither wills nor does not will [non vult], and therefore sin would be outside the providence of God. Therefore He has willed it.





 

The first two arguments, however, rely on false hypotheses, and we have already responded to the third.

[Tenth, between willing from the necessity of nature and freely willing.]

§ 276. (X) God wills some things from the necessity of nature and some things freely. He wills from the necessity of nature whatever He wills concerning Himself, moved by nothing either within or without Himself. In this way He wills Himself, His goodness, and His glory. He wills freely whatever He wills concerning His creatures according to the good pleasure of His will, things He could both will and not will. He wills these without any necessity, except for the hypothetical necessity that is proper to immutability. Thomas, Contra gent., bk. 1, c. 83: “God wills whatever He wills not by necessity. But given that He wills something, it is necessary, because God’s will is immutable.”

Antithesis.

§ 277. This orthodoxy is undermined by: (I) Vorstius: (1) When he asserts that “there is something in God that is not God, because the essence of God is simply and absolutely necessary, but His decrees are free and contingent” (Apol. exeg., c. 10, p. 41). p. 42: “Unless a true and real distinction between the essence and will of God is established in God Himself, God is left with no freedom of choice.” In his book De attrib. div., p. 207, he writes: “The decrees of God are accidents quite diverse from His substance.”

We respond. The act of will by which God freely decides anything regarding creatures is considered in two ways: absolutely and relatively, internally and externally, with respect to its beginning and effect. Considered in the first way, it is the very essence of God, for as God’s knowledge is the very essence of God (because God knows through Himself), so God’s will is the very essence of God (because God wills through Himself). Considered in the latter way, the act of His will is distinguished with respect to its diverse objects without any change or multiplication of the divine essence.

The decrees of God are considered: (a) Objectively, and in this way they are various and many because their objects are various. (b) Actively, and in this way they are not many and various because the decreeing will or substantial deciding act in God is not many but one.

The Scholastics say that three things in a free decree of God must be observed: (a) The essence of God as signified by the mode of vital action,69 which is simply necessary and is necessarily terminated in the uncreated goodness of God. (b) The termination of that essence upon creatures that are to be produced and governed, which is simply free. (c) The relation of reason70
resulting from that determination, which is partly necessary and partly free, for it results necessarily, given the determination. Nevertheless it has the capability of not resulting if the determination does not precede.

(2) Vorstius denies in his treatise De Deo that God’s decrees are simply eternal: “The free decrees of God were produced before the creation of the world” (p. 27). p. 207: “These same decrees are not simply eternal.” He provides this rational argument: “Every free cause precedes its effect in the order of time or of duration. For the free action of the will necessarily presupposes a deliberation in the intellect, for whoever freely decides to do anything first deliberates before deciding. But God is the free cause with respect to His free decrees. Therefore He precedes His decrees in time or duration, and as a consequence, they cannot be coeternal with God.”

We respond. Vorstius is confusing the divine understanding and will with the human understanding and will. God does not understand successively nor will deliberatively. Rather, He understands and wills with one utterly simple and undivided act of intellect and will without reasoning and deliberating. Consequently, He does not produce within Himself new actions of intellect and will as do humans and angels, actions that would be accidents distinct from His essence. Rather, the act of intellect and will is the very essence of God. Therefore it is false to say that every free cause precedes its effect in the order of time or of duration if this is applied to the eternal and infinite cause, because eternity and infinity exclude every succession of time and duration. Therefore to think that a free eternal cause precedes its immanent effects in the order of time is to claim a succession of time in eternity and in this way to deny the definition of eternity. And what of the fact that Vorstius himself writes (p. 66): “It is certain that a decree of God to arrange all things toward their end and to bring about good things while permitting evil ones was made already from eternity and remains the same forever. In this sense it is certain that such a decree never finds a beginning nor an end”? But if that decree could be simultaneously free and eternal, why should it not be possible to say the same thing about the rest of His decrees to the extent that they are considered as they exist in God Himself?

(3) He claims that the decrees of God are changeable. In his treatise De Deo (p. 112), he writes: “God’s will is the principle of a mutability in God.” p. 65: “God actually wills some things in time that He previously did not will.” However, this conflicts with the immutability of the divine essence, which we confirmed earlier. For because God wills through His own essence, if changeability is established in God’s will, a mutability shall also be established in God’s essence. The will or decree of God considered in and according to itself does not change, though the object or thing that is decided may change.

§ 278. (II) The Calvinists, who set the freedom to act, or God’s free will, against the rest of the divine attributes. That is, because of His freedom to act, they attribute to God the sort of things that conflict with His goodness, righteousness, and wisdom. They say, for example, that “God drives people to sin,” that “God has made an absolute decree of reprobation,” etc. But if we say that this conflicts with the righteousness and holiness of God, they flee for refuge to the idea that “God is a an utterly free agent and is subject to no laws.” Yet God acts freely in such a way that He still does not act contrary to His own natural righteousness and goodness.

Questions about the will of God.

§ 279. (I) The question arises: Does the divine will behave in the same way toward all its objects? The object of God’s will is good, but there are two “goods”: the uncreated, which is God Himself, and the created, which are His creatures. The divine will does not behave in the same way concerning these two objects, for God wills Himself as the end and His creatures as means. (See Prov. 16:4.) He wills Himself necessarily with the necessity of nature because He is the highest good. (They claim that necessity both as it concerns specification—for because God is the greatest good, He cannot hate Himself—and as it concerns its exercise—because He cannot cease from this act.) But He freely wills all other things.

Consequently, the will of God is borne to its own object either according to the mode of nature or according to the mode of freedom. According to the mode of nature, it extends to its first object, which is proper and exactly suited to nature. According to the mode of freedom, it extends to all other things. Nevertheless here they distinguish between two considerations of created goodness: (1) As regards possible being, and in this way it is loved by God necessarily with the love of simple complacency. (2) As regards actual being, and in this way it is loved freely with His effectual will.

§ 280. (II) The question arises: Does the immutability of the divine will conflict with its freedom? It seems so to Vorstius, because immutability is a necessity that seems to conflict with freedom. However, he is in error, for neither type of immutability—neither a priori
nor a posteriori immutability—conflicts with freedom of the will. God immutably wills Himself as the highest good with an a priori immutability, and He wills good in creatures immutably with an a posteriori immutability. For it was not simply necessary that this good be in creatures or that creatures exist, but it was necessary with the necessity of hypothesis, that is, presupposing the will of God, who decides that good for His creatures. This immutability does not conflict with freedom because it is not an extrinsic and violent necessity but a natural, intrinsic, and utterly voluntary one, which is not an imperfection but the highest perfection. In this way the angels, after their confirmation in good, and the blessed in eternal life unchangeably will the good. Yet they will the good freely. It is a far more perfect freedom to be unable to will evil than to be able to will good and evil.

§ 281. (III) The question arises: Is evil an object of the divine will? One must distinguish between the evil of punishment and the evil of fault. God wills the evil of punishment, that is, the punishment for sin, in the order of justice. However, that is properly and of itself not evil, because it is the work of divine justice punishing sins, and thus it is opposed to evil. Amos 3:6: “Will there be evil in a city that God has not caused?” God does not will the evil of fault, to the extent that it is such, because that is opposed to His righteousness and goodness. Ps. 5:[4]: “You are not a God who wills iniquity.”

(Dionysius, De div. nom., c. 4: “No one acts aiming at evil.” Thomas, [ST,] part 1, q. 19, art. 9: “It is impossible for a power to be carried, of itself and formally, to that which is opposed to the formal of its own object. But evil as evil is opposed to the formal consideration [ratio] of whatever object and to every appetitive power, and thus also to the divine will.” Therefore.)

I say “to the extent that it is such,” that is, as the evil of fault is considered formally, because it can also be considered materially or subjectively and consequently. The material or subject of sin is good, namely, the nature of man with respect to original sin or the action of man with respect to actual sin, for no evil exists except in a good. God sustains this subject of sin lest it be reduced to nothing, not because He delights in evil but so that the rational creature may be converted from evil to good in this life and so that it may become satisfactory to the righteousness of God in the next life. The consequence of sin is good (which God knows how to elicit from sin) and punishment (by which God punishes sin in the stubbornly wicked). God wills this good, but nevertheless He does not, for this reason, will the sin itself, because between sin as the means and that good as the end there is no essential link. And that good should not be attributed to sin but only to divine goodness.

§ 282. (IV) The question arises: Do all things occur necessarily because of the immutability of the divine will? We respond. God wills some things absolutely and some things conditionally. The things that God wills absolutely occur by necessity, but what He wills conditionally does not happen unless the condition is fulfilled. Therefore God’s will does not exclude man’s freedom of choice in external matters, because it does not exclude the lesser causes but includes them (among which is also freedom of choice), nor does it predetermine human will with a physical necessity toward one part, but it leaves to human will its naturally inherent freedom and does not provide the movement of human will with an antecedent and a priori necessity. Instead, with general concurrence for acting, it grants and preserves the power to act. Thomas, [ST,] p. 1, q. 19, art. 7: “Although on His part God immutably wills all things that He wills, nevertheless He objectively wills the variability and mutability of events, just as God’s knowledge of variable and changeable matters is invariable.”

§ 283. (V) The question arises: Does God will one thing for the sake of something else, or can a cause for the divine will be given? We respond. When we say that man wills one thing for the sake of another, this manner of speaking can signify something that is related to the imperfection of man or something that pertains to his perfection. Related to imperfection: By this manner of speaking one is indicating that one act of the human will is the cause of a second act of the human will toward another object, which has some respect to the object of the first act. In fact, this happens in the same way as one act of the intellect is also said to be the cause of the next, just as agreement with the premises is said to be the cause of agreement with the conclusions. Pertaining to perfection: By that way of speaking we are signifying that man wills what he wills not rashly nor without understanding, but with a definite reason and plan. (See Gregory of Valencia, disp. 1, In Thom., q. 19, point 5.)
  


According to the former meaning, God in no way wills one thing for the sake of another nor can any cause for the divine will be assigned, because in the eternal and utterly simple will there is no succession nor distinction of acts of the will. Augustine, De Genes. contra Manich., bk. 1, c. 2: “There is no cause for the divine will; rather, it is the cause of all things that exist.”

According to the latter meaning, it can be said that God wills one thing for the sake of another because Scripture asserts both things: that He generally wills all things that He wills outside Himself for the sake of Himself as the end of all other things, and that He wills each of those things for the sake of something else, just as each is the cause of the next willing. Therefore even if God wills whatever He wills with a single act, nevertheless because this act is equivalent to many distinct acts because of its infinite perfection, God wills everything wisely and fittingly by that one same act to the extent that each has a relation toward another. Therefore [He wills one thing] for the sake of another, just as we understand that man does this first by one act and then by another. Thomas, [ST,] p. 1, q. 19, art. 5:


The act of divine volition according to its own uncreated character of being [entitas] cannot have a true final cause because true final causality consists in this: that by a love and desire for itself it moves the will to choose means. From this, two distinct actions for final causality are required: one by which the will loves an end, the other by which the will is moved by love of the end to choose means. But there are no such distinct actions or volitions in God. Nevertheless, to our way of understanding, He does have a manner of willing by way of final cause. For because of the weakness of our understanding, we perceive God in this life through various inadequate concepts. Therefore we perceive Him willing means with one act, end with another.




 

(See Becanus, part 1, Theol. schol., c. 11, q. 9.)

The practical use of the doctrine of the freedom of the divine will.

§ 284. (I) Consoling: (1) In adversities and perils. God is an utterly free agent; therefore He is not bound to secondary causes that would prevent Him from bringing us aid. “God is not a deity locked in the prison of the Fates.” The author of nature is not bound by the laws of nature. Ps. 115:3: “Our God is in heaven,” that is, He is not subject to the laws of the nature of things under heaven. “He has done whatever He has willed.”

(2) In temptations because of the remnants of sin that still cling to the flesh. All the truly devout daily lament with the holy apostle: “Ah, wretch that I am! Who will free me from the body of this death?” (Rom. 7:24). However, here they should set this comfort before themselves: God is an utterly free agent. Therefore when He will renew us perfectly in eternal life after His own image, He will also set us free into a full and perfect liberty. “Therefore having the firstfruits of the Spirit, we groan within ourselves as we await the redemption of our bodies” (Rom. 8:23).

(II) Exhorting: (1) To restrain our rashness. God is an utterly free agent; therefore we should not reduce His works to the calculations of our reason nor rashly demand of Him an account of His actions. Matt. 20:15: “Am I not allowed to do as I will with what belongs to Me?” Jer. 18:6: “O house of Israel, can I not do with you as a potter? says the Lord. Behold, like clay in the potter’s hand, so are you in My hand.” Isa. 45:9: “Woe to him who strives with his Maker. Does the clay say to him who fashions it: ‘What are you going to make?’ ”

(2) To stir up true and serious humility. God is an utterly free agent; therefore let us subject ourselves in true and serious humility to His will. This is what holy men of God have done, such as Eli (1 Sam. 3:18: “It is the Lord. Let Him do what is good in His eyes”), Joab (2 Sam. 10:12: “May the Lord do what is good in His sight”), David (2 Sam. 15:26: “If the Lord says to me: ‘I have no pleasure in you,’ here I am. Let Him do to me what is good before Him”), Judas Maccabeus (1 Maccabees 3:60: “As His will is in heaven, so let it be done”), and Christ Himself (Matt. 26:42: “Not what I will but what You will”). Cyprian quotes these words in his treatise De orat. Dominic. and says: “If the Son has been obedient to do the will of His Father, how much more ought the servant be obedient to do the will of his master?” Let us be like hands to the Lord, that through us He may accomplish whatever He wills.

(3) To flee the slavery of sin. God does good freely and unchangeably. Therefore if we, as His children, desire to hear Him, let us reject the slavery of sin and cling to the good. (See Rom. 6:18.) True freedom is to serve God and to imitate Him. It is wretched slavery to want to be free to do evil.




SECTION XVI: ON THE TRUTH OF GOD
 

Thesis.

§ 285. God is truthful in His words, promises, and threats; in fact, He is truth itself. Some refer God’s truth to His righteousness because God reveals His righteousness when He faithfully fulfills His promises by forgiving the repentant their sins and by subjecting the impenitent to punishments. However, it is more correct to establish it as its own attribute of God, because not only does God’s truth reveal itself outwardly through fidelity and constancy in His words, but it is also inwardly an essential attribute of God.

God is true (1) in Himself and (2) outside Himself toward His creatures. In Himself He is true: (α) According as He is the highest being and hence also is the truest being, being itself, and accordingly truth itself, by which mark He is distinguished from the false and invented gods of the heathen. (β) He is true according as He is the first truth, the model of all true things that are said to be true to that extent and in that sense, insofar as they agree with their archetype in the divine mind. (γ) He is true according as all His properties, personal as well as essential, are true. Outside Himself toward creatures, God shows that He is true: (α) In His works, according as He produces true things and true beings, exercises true judgments, and provides true liberation. (β) In His words, according as He sets forth the truth without hypocrisy, pretense, or lying and fulfills His promises faithfully. He is true in promising, true in predicting, true in threatening, true in consoling.

The truth of God is proved.

§ 286. The truth of God is proved by: (I) Scripture: (1) Essentially, when it asserts that God is true in Himself. In Jer. 10:10 the God of Israel is called “the true God, the living God.” 1 Thess. 1:9: “You turned to God and abandoned idols to serve the true and living God.” 1 John 5:20: “That we may know Him who is truthful …. This is the true God and eternal life.”

(2) Effectively, when it asserts that God is truthful: (a) In His works. Deut. 32:4: “The Rock, His work is perfect, for all His ways are justice.” Ps. 25:10: “All the paths of the Lord are mercy and truth.” Rev. 15:3: “Great and wonderful are Your deeds, O Lord God, the Almighty! Just and true are Your ways!” Rev. 16:[7]: “Yea, Lord God, the Almighty, true and just are Your judgments.” (b) In His words, which are proved both affirmatively (John 17:17: “Your word is truth”; 2 Sam. 7:28: “Your words will be truth,” etc.) and negatively (Num. 23:19: “God is not like a man that he should lie”; 1 Sam. 15:29: “The Conqueror in Israel will not deceive”; Heb. 6:18: “It is impossible for God to lie,” etc.). (See our commonplace [1610 Loci Theologici, locus 3 (On the Nature of God)], § 171.)

(II) Reason: (1) By the way of eminence. Both ethical and metaphysical truth are perfections; therefore we must not deny them to God. (2) By the way of causality. God is the first truth and the cause of all truth. Formal truth is properly in the intellect, for it is the conformity of the intellect with a known thing. Fundamental truth is in things themselves and is nothing other than that the things themselves are precisely as the intellect judges them to be. Truth in words is the equalling of speech with the understanding mind and with the understood thing. Truth in the created intellect is the equaling of the understanding mind with the understood thing. Truth in things is the equaling of things to the divine mind, for things are not the cause of truth in God, but truth in God is the cause, norm, and rule of truth in things. (3) By the way of negation. Not truly to be or not to be truthful is a defect. Therefore this must be removed from God.

(III) The fathers. God is “truth without deceit, goodness without malice, felicity without misery.” Fulgentius, Ad Monim., bk. 1: “There is no falsehood in God’s promises, because there is no difficulty in fulfilling them.” Prosper, Sent.: “What God Almighty promises, He Himself completes. He does not fulfill His own work with external powers.” Philo said, “Every word of God is an oath,” something that is correctly concluded from Num. 14:23 compared with Ps. 95:11. The former simply mentions that “none of them will see the earth,” but the latter adds “because God has sworn in His wrath.”

Antithesis.

§ 287. (I) About AD 640, the Syrian Jacobites denied the truth of God, according to Nicephorus (bk. 18, c. 53).

(II) The Calvinists undermine it in various ways: (1) By distinguishing badly between the hidden and revealed will and between the will of the sign and the will of good pleasure. (2) By restricting the promises of the Gospel. (3) By attributing good trickery and holy pretense to God. (4) By defending various errors that conflict with the divine truth revealed in the Word. (See our De glor. Dei, disp. 6, § 1ff.)

(III) The Photinians likewise undermine it by supporting various errors and by accusing the evangelists, the secretaries [amanuenses] of the truthful God, of some memory lapses. (See our De glor. Dei, disp. 10, § 17.) Here we should mention that Socinus argues: “God made only temporal promises to the fathers of the Old Testament, but God gave them more than He had promised” (Misc., p. 20). But in this way God is being established as both changeable and lying, like someone who has become sorry about an earlier promise and decree, so that He had to change it for the better.

(IV) The Papists: (1) By supporting the dogma of doubt. 1 John 5:10: “Whoever does not believe God makes Him a liar.” (2) By embracing and stubbornly defending various errors that conflict with Holy Writ, the tables of divine truth. (3) By removing the distinction between canonical and apocryphal books. (4) By preferring old customs to the Word of God. (See our De glor. Dei, disp. 1, §§ 39–42.)

[Questions.]

§ 288. (I) The question arises: Is God’s truth eternal? The divine uncreated truth that is in God is distinguished from created truth in created things through, among other things, the fact that divine truth is eternal and always the same without any succession of time. But created truth is not eternal a priori, yet it can be eternal a posteriori. Ps. 118:2: “His mercy and truth is confirmed upon us forever.” Ps. 146:6: “He keeps faith forever.” Thomas teaches: “In both ways the truth of God is eternal. It must be taken either transcendentally (according as God is the object of a true intellect) or as the conformity of divine knowledge with the things He understands” ([ST,] p. 1, q. 16, art. 7).

§ 289. (II) The question arises: Is God’s truth immutable? Truth in God is God Himself. Because His essence is immutable, we must certainly claim that His truth is unmoving. Rom. 3:3: “The infidelity of men does not make the faith of God without effect.” 2 Tim. 2:13: “If we are faithless, He yet remains faithful; He cannot deny Himself.” Created truth, no matter how it is taken, is changeable. For though the truth of something transcendentally does not have an opposite transcendental falsehood (because every thing [res] is true transcendentally and thus cannot change into falsehood), nevertheless as the thing itself is created, so also the truth of the thing can cease to exist and thus change into “nontruth.” The truth of the intellect can change not only into nontruth but even into falsehood, namely, when the object changes and the former concept, which conformed to the object, ceases to exist and something inconsistent with it is elicited, or when the object changes and the former concept of it is still retained. Thus before Christ’s coming, this concept was true: “The Son of God will come down from heaven and assume our flesh.” But after the Son of God was manifested in the flesh, that concept in the minds of the Jews, that the Messiah was yet to come, was false.

(III) The question arises: Is God’s truth undermined by the fact that repentance is attributed to God and that He foretold the destruction of Nineveh, which did not occur? The answer is no.

(IV) The question arises: Does the assertion that the Church can pass away [deficere] undermine God’s truth? See our De glor. Dei, disp. 4, § 7.

(V) The question arises: Does it undermine God’s truth to claim that something is true in theology that is false in philosophy? See our De glor. Dei, disp. 10, § 42.

The practical use of the doctrine of the truthfulness of God.

§ 290. (I) Consoling. God is true in His words; therefore He will fulfill His promises faithfully. Ps. 89:[33]: “I shall not remove My kindness from him nor lie against My faithfulness.” Cyprian, De mort., sermon 4: “God is truthful. His Word is eternal and firm to those who believe. If an important and praiseworthy man were to promise you something, you certainly would have faith in the one promising, and you would not believe that you would be tricked or deceived by him who you know stands on his words and actions. Now God is speaking with you, and faithless as you are, you waver with your unbelieving mind.” God is true; therefore His truth ultimately will overcome and prevail.

(II) Exhorting: (1) To have firm faith in God’s words. God is true; therefore let us cleave to His Word with an unshaken faith. Heb. 10:23: “Let us hold fast the unswerving confession of our hope, for He who promised is faithful.” The truthfulness of humans is changeable but God’s truth is eternal and immutable; it neither deceives nor is deceived. Thus it is absolutely authentic.

(2) To raise our praise of God. Ps. 57:[9–10]: “I shall give thanks to You, O Lord, among the peoples. I shall sing praises to You among the nations. For Your kindness is great unto the heavens, Your truth to the higher clouds.” Ps. 71:22: “I shall praise You for Your faithfulness with the instrument of the psaltery; O God, I shall sing praises to You with the lyre.” We truly know, worship, and glorify God when we acknowledge and declare that He is truly just, truly good, truly wise, truly omnipotent and thus that all His attributes, all His works, and all His words are true.

(3) To pursue truth. Just as Christ exhorts us to be merciful after the example of the heavenly Father (Luke 6:36), so let us pursue truth after the example of our truthful God. Zech. 8:16: “Speak the truth to one another.” The devil “is a liar and the father of lies” (John 8:44). Therefore those who love to lie are not the sons of the heavenly Father but of the devil, whose works they do.




SECTION XVII: ON THE PERFECTION OF GOD
 

§ 291. Until now we have been discussing the first and second classes of attributes. We come now to the third, which includes: (1) God’s perfection. (2) Majesty. (3) Blessedness.

Therefore let our thesis be: As God is the supreme being, so also He is the utterly perfect being.

[God’s perfection is proved by: (I) Scripture.] Perfection is attributed to God: (1) Essentially, and in fact: (a) Affirmatively, because He is perfect in and through Himself and contains within Himself all perfections, not formally but eminently, not divided but jointly, not accidentally but essentially. Job 37:16: “Do you know the wondrous works of Him who is perfect in knowledge?” Matt. 5:48: “Be perfect, just as your Father is perfect.” As He is perfect, so His goodness is perfect, His wisdom is perfect, His power is perfect, because all these are nothing else but His very essence. As He did not begin to exist but is from eternity, so also He is perfect from eternity to eternity. As His essence is unchangeable, so also His perfection is unchangeable.

(b) Negatively, because He lacks nothing, because He needs nothing outside of Himself, because in acting He needs no advice nor aid nor wisdom nor power, and He does not depend on something else in being or working. Job 22:2–3: “Can a strong man be profitable to God? Can one who acts prudently be profitable to Him? Is it useful for Him if you perfect your ways?” Isa. 40:13: “Who has directed the Spirit of the Lord or who has made Him to know counsel?” Ps. 16:2: “You have no need of my goods.” (See Sirach 15:12; Acts 17:25; etc.)

(c) Effectively, because “all His works are perfect” (Deut. 32:4; James 1:17; Rom. 12:2), because those who have God kindly disposed to themselves lack nothing (Gen. 15:2; Ps. 23:1; 34:[9]; 73:25; 2 Cor. 6:10).

§ 292. In other respects, because perfection is attributed to God essentially, therefore it befits Him simply. Some things are called perfect comparatively, that is, with respect to their own nature, which they obtain from God’s will and arrangement, and with respect to the end because of which they were created. Elsewhere this is called perfection in its own kind. In this way a horse is perfect because it obtains the perfection that is owed to its own nature and that befits its end. As God alone has no finite and determined being but an infinite one and, in fact, is being itself and all being, therefore He alone is also absolutely and simply perfect. That second attribution is in harmony with this distinction.

When it is said that nothing is lacking in anything in which perfection consists, this can be understood in two ways: privatively and negatively. In the former sense that is said to be perfect which lacks nothing that is due it by its own nature for its integrity. In the latter sense that is said to be perfect which lacks absolutely nothing of perfection, and in this way God alone is perfect.

§ 293. (II) The rational arguments that prove the perfection of God are drawn: (1) From supreme entity. That which is the highest being and is independent is also supremely perfect. (2) From infinity. That which is infinite in its essence can lack nothing. (3) From simplicity. The more simple something is, the more perfect it is. (4) From the causality of every perfection. Whatever is the cause of all perfections—both natural and moral in the kingdom of nature, grace, and glory—is simply and absolutely perfect.

(III) The statements of the fathers. One of the ancients says: “God is splendor that never fades, unwearied life that does not die, an ever-flowing fountain, the seminal seedbed of life, the principal principle of wisdom, the initial beginning of goodness.” Justin, QQ. et resp. ad orth., q. 113: “Because God’s perfection lies in this, that He is the same, He consequently does not increase with that which is another’s. Just as that which is the principle of number71 gives nothing to unity for its perfection (for even if the perfect unity were not the principle of number, it would still exist, and if it would become the principle of number, nevertheless it has not increased), so also God was perfect before the creation and has not increased after the creation.”

Theophilus, Ad Autolyc., bk. 2: “As we always see the sun as full and it is never diminished, so God stands out as perpetually perfect, full of power, wisdom, immortality, and all other good things.”

Irenaeus, bk.4, c. 28, p. 254:


In the beginning God formed man not as if He needed him but to have someone on whom to place His benefits. And He who does not need our ministry commanded us to follow Him, but in order to give us salvation. To follow the Savior, you see, is to partake of salvation, and to follow the light is to partake of the light. Those who are in the light do not themselves illumine the light but are illumined and given light by it. Indeed, they provide it with nothing, but they experience its benefit and are illumined by the light. So also service to God provides God with nothing, nor does God need human obedience; but He gives incorruptible life and eternal glory to those who follow and serve Him. He bestows His benefit on those who serve Him but does not Himself receive a benefit from them. After all, He is perfectly rich and without need. He requires service from humans for this reason: so that (because He is good and merciful) He may do good to those who persevere in His service. To the extent that God needs no one, to that extent man needs communion with God.




 

C. 31, p. 258: “God did not need the love of man, but man was lacking the glory of God, which he could in no way perceive except through that obedience which is toward God.”

Augustine, De civ. Dei, bk. 10, c. 5: “We must believe that God has no need even of man’s righteousness and that whatever right worship is paid to God profits not Him but man. For no one would say he did a benefit to a fountain by drinking or to the light by seeing.”

The Damascene calls God not merely perfect but also “superperfect and anteperfect” (Orth. fid., bk. 1, c. 5).

Antithesis.

§ 294. God’s perfection is undermined by: (I) Servetus, who said: “God in a stone is truly and properly stone and in a log is log and so on in other things” (Epist. 6
ad Calv.). However, a creature is not properly that divine being which it has in the divine mind, but is that which it contains in itself, distinct from God.

(II) Vorstius, when he argues that “true hope, properly speaking, or expectation,” as well as “wishing and desire can be attributed to God” (Tract. de Deo, p. 441). But for what would He hope, what would He desire and expect to whom all things are present and who contains all things by the perfection of His essence?

(III) The Calvinists, when they argue: “It was necessary for man to fall so that God would have the opportunity to exercise His mercy and justice.” (See Beza, Colloq. Momp., p. 428; and Piscator, Resp. ad apol. Vorst., p. 483.) However, God is not perfected by external works, which are documents and traces of His essential and inner perfection. (See our De glor. Dei, disp. 6, § 8; and our commonplace On Original Sin [Commonplace XII], § 21.)

Questions regarding God’s perfection.

§ 295. (1) The question arises: If God is perfect, why is He said to have made all things because of Himself? (Prov. 16:4). We respond. He did that not because of a need of His own but for the purpose of communicating His goodness and manifesting His glory. Scaliger, Exerc. 250, sect. 1:


Everything that exists is because of something else, rather than because of itself, with the single exception of God alone. Therefore all things exist because of that One that does not exist because of something else. Therefore all things will exist because of God, who does not exist as God because of something else besides Himself. Furthermore, because we say that all things that exist because of something else are something good for that thing because of which they exist, all these things would seem to provide something good to God because they exist because of Him. But this is wrong. Wherefore that proposition is understood with an ambiguous meaning: “All things exist for the sake of man and man exists for the sake of God.” Because man needed these in order to be and to be well, but God is not like this. In fact, man needs God that he may be and be well.




 

§ 296. (II) The question arises: If God is perfect, why does He require obedience from man? We respond. Not so that something may be added to His goodness and perfection but so that we may acknowledge His goodness and that, through this acknowledgment joined with faith and love, salvation and life may be communicated to us. Essentially and immutably God has His own glory from eternity to eternity (John 17:5), even if His creatures do not acknowledge and praise it. Therefore the fact that He wants us to glorify Him, that is, to acknowledge and praise His glory, is done not for His convenience or increase but only for our advantage.

§ 297. (III) The question arises: If God is perfect, why does He employ the works of others? We respond. Not from necessity but from freedom. Even if all second causes are removed, the first cause can easily supply what is lacking because of its supreme perfection in being and acting. Therefore He uses second causes not because of an imperfection of His activity nor because of some need or necessity, but to honor them not only with regard to their existence but also with regard to their power to effect [efficientia].

§ 298. (IV) The question arises: How are the created perfections in God, because they do not name Him and because they are not only different but are even sometimes opposite, such as, to be spirit and to be body? The Scholastics respond that the created perfections are in God not formally but (1) eminently, as in an efficient cause; (2) objectively, as in one who understands; (3) representatively, as in an idea or model. They also distinguish between two considerations of created perfections. To the extent that created perfections are considered as accidents and as created and finite perfections, to that extent they are not in God formally. On the other hand, to the extent that they are considered as perfect abstract forms and as being in a common concept that includes no imperfection, to that extent they are in God formally, such as intellect, will, wisdom. These they call “simply simple perfections.” They argue that all created perfections are in God from Ps. 94:9: “He who planted the ear, does He not hear? He who formed the eye, does He not consider?” Ps. 50:11: “The beauty of the field is with Me.” (In Hebrew this reads “The beasts.”) Isa. 66:9: “Shall I, who cause others to produce, be sterile?” Rom. 11:36: “Of Him and in Him are all things.” They also argue it by reasoning: It cannot happen that any perfection is in an effect and that this perfection does not preexist in an efficient cause. But God is the efficient cause of all created perfections.

The practical use of the doctrine of the perfection of God.

§ 299. (I) Consoling. The perfect God will wipe out our imperfection to which we are subject in this life, will renew us perfectly according to His image, and will perfect us in eternal life (1 Cor. 13:10). 1 Cor. 15:28: “Then He will be all in all.” He will be perfect light to the intellect; perfect goodness to our will; perfect righteousness to our emotions; perfect joy to our heart; perfect healing, brightness, and immortality to our body; etc. “Whatever is loved shall be present, and whatever is not present shall not be desired” (Augustine, De Trinit., bk. 13, c. 7).

(II) Exhorting: (1) To love God. Whatever is loved and desired as good in creatures is imperfect and divided, for no creature has perfect goodness and “all goodness” (Exod. 33:19). Why, then, would we want to love the imperfectly good and ignore the perfect good? Love that supreme thing which is the perfect good and is sufficient to itself, and you will lack nothing.

(2) To glorify God. God is perfect and, in fact, He alone is perfect. Therefore we owe all glory to Him alone. The more perfect something is, the more worthy of honor and glory it is. God is utterly perfect and He alone is supremely perfect. Therefore we owe Him the greatest and, in fact, all glory. Ps. 18:[2]: “The Lord is my rock and my fortress and my stronghold, my liberator, my rock, my protector, my refuge, the horn of my salvation.”

(3) To acknowledge our own imperfection. We always appear perfect to ourselves, but if we turn our eyes to the supreme perfection of God, which should be the model and norm of our perfection, then we recognize our imperfection. Job 4:17–19: “Shall man be justified in comparison with God? … Behold, among His servants no faithful ones are left, and His angels are charged with foolishness. How much more shall they who live in mud huts.” Gregory on Job 7: “That righteousness of ours, as set before the examination of God’s righteousness, is unrighteousness. What shines in the estimation of the doer is filthy in the discernment of the Judge.”

(4) To imitate God’s perfection. Matt. 5:48: “Be perfect just as your Father in heaven is perfect.” To be sure, we cannot attain that supreme perfection of divine goodness and mercy in the weakness of this life. Meanwhile, however, we ought to imitate and follow it as our model and rule. As a pupil cannot copy precisely and to the exact line the pattern set before him but constantly looks at it in writing his letters and tries to direct his writing according to it, so God’s perfection is the rule for our lives and actions, though our conformity with it is only beginning here but ultimately will be complete and perfect in the future life.




SECTION XVIII: ON THE MAJESTY AND GLORY OF GOD
 

Thesis.

§ 300. As God is utterly perfect, so also is He the Most High, possessing supreme majesty. Like perfection, so also the essential majesty and glory of God include all the other attributes and, according to our way of thinking, stem from them. For because God is utterly simple, eternal, omnipotent, omnisapient, therefore He is also understood to be supremely perfect and possessing supreme majesty. Therefore when we recognize God the way He is and the way He has revealed Himself in the Word—that is, as the supreme being, uncreated, utterly simple, infinite, etc.—then we recognize His majesty and glory, which, of course, are nothing else but the essence of God and His essential properties. Thus when Moses asks to see the very essence of God within an external, created image, he is asking to see the glory of God (Exod. 33:18). However, God responds: “You cannot see My face,” that is, My bare essence within an external, visible symbol. Therefore the majesty and glory of God is the face of God, that is, God Himself and His very essence.

§ 301. Scripture proclaims the majesty and glory of God: (1) Essentially, when it calls God “great,” “the Most High,” “glorious,” etc. Acts 7:2: “The God of glory.” (2) Effectively, when it asserts “the whole earth is full of the glory of God” (Isa. 6:3) and sets forth for our consideration the glorious and wonderful works of God. (3) Exhortatively, when it bids us to glorify, praise, extol, and magnify God.

Thalassius, to Paulinus the presbyter: “As God is unknown to us according to His essence, so He is immense according to His majesty.” Ambrose, Hexaëm., bk. 2, c. 3: “God is venerable in nature, inestimable in magnitude, incomprehensible in works. In God there is length through eternity, height because of majesty, width because of mercy, depth because of wisdom.” Basil, De fide, homily 15: “We concede that the magnitude of the divine nature triumphs over every faculty of speech. You see, neither the tongues of angels, regardless of how great or [how] many they are, nor even those of archangels assembled with every rational nature, can fittingly express even the smallest portion of that divinity, much less be equal to explain the entire thing.”

Antithesis.

§ 302. The majesty and glory of God are undermined: (I) Theoretically: (1) By whoever does not acknowledge Him as He has revealed Himself in His Word. (2) By whoever restricts His power, mercy, and wisdom.

(II) Practically: (1) By those who, by the wickedness of their lives, provide the adversaries with an opportunity to blaspheme the name of God (Isa. 52:5). Rom. 2:24: “Because of you, the name of God is blasphemed among the heathen.” (2) By those who conceal the glory of God with their own carnal lusts and affections. (3) By those “who love the glory of men more than the glory of God” (John 12:43), etc.

Questions on the majesty of God.

§ 303. (I) The question arises: Is the glory of God something distinct from God’s essence? “The glory of God” is taken in two ways: (1) Essentially, as it indicates the essential properties of God, the virtue, majesty, and sublimity of God. (2) Relatively, as it marks the praise and recognition of that majesty which is subjectively in rational creatures that recognize and proclaim God. Taken in the first sense, the glory of God is nothing other than God’s very essence. Taken in the second sense, it is distinguished from His essence and properly is called “glorification.” It is also in this sense that glory is understood to be given to God in time and that we are commanded to extol, increase, and spread the glory of God.

§ 304. (II) The question arises: Is truly divine and infinite glory communicated to Christ according to His human nature? The Calvinists deny this and, to prove it, misuse the words of Isa. 42:8: “I shall not give My glory to another.” From this they distinguish between purely divine glory and mediating glory, which they say is “close to divine and more sublime than the glory of all created things” (Polanus, Syst., c. 31). We shall fully prove the contrary, however, in its own place. Here we merely note the clear words of John 17:5: “Father, glorify Me in Your own presence with the glory that I had with You before the world existed.” Here Christ is certainly asking that He be given the sort of glory that is not inferior to divine glory but which He had according to His divine nature with His Father from eternity. If this is not truly and purely divine, then Christ is not true God.

Polanus retorts: “Mediating glory is understood as that which Christ had before the world was, in predestination.” But from what source does he prove this gloss of his? Christ declares absolutely that He had this glory, and Polanus adds “which He had in predestination.” Christ said that He had this glory “with [[image: ]] the Father,” obviously because He was from eternity “the only-begotten from [[image: ]] the Father” (John 1:14). But Polanus says: “which He had in predestination not with the Father but in the Father, that is, in the decree of the Father.” In predestination, the creation of the world and the glorification of Christ are simultaneous. But Christ asks that He be given that glory which He had “before the world was.” If we accept Polanus’s response, all the foundations are undermined that we bring out to affirm the deity of Christ from His eternity.

I add the obvious argument: In whatever sense Christ asks that He be given glory in time, in that sense He is asserting that He had that glory with the Father before the world was. The logic is that we have in both cases the same words: “Glorify Me in Your own presence with the glory that I had with [[image: ]] You.” But Christ is asking that He be given glory through a real communication. Therefore He also had that glory from eternity through a real communication. The manner of the communication varies, because according to the divine nature the Father communicated glory to Christ through eternal begetting, but according to the human nature it was communicated through the hypostatic union and His exaltation to the right hand of the Father.

Polanus responds: (1) “Christ is asking for this glory a little before His sufferings, and He finally received it after His resurrection. Therefore we cannot take it to mean the essential properties of God, which He certainly had in actuality from eternity.” We respond. What is this logical conclusion? Christ asks that He be given it in time according to His human nature. Therefore He did not have it according to His divine nature from eternity?

(2) “Many absurdities follow; for example, the essence of the Deity is also really communicated to the humanity of Christ.” Also: “Those essential properties were not communicated through the personal union.” To the former we respond that nothing absurd follows from that, but rather because of his negation, he undermines the personal union of the two natures. To the latter we respond that there is a distinction between the communication of glory and the plenary use of that communicated glory.

(3) “Christ is asking that such glory be given to Himself, not to His flesh.” We respond. Whatever things are attributed to His person befit Christ either according to both natures or only according to one of them, namely, the divine or human nature. But the giving of glory in time does not befit Christ according to His divine nature; otherwise He would not be of the same essence and glory with the Father from eternity.

(4) “Christ is asking for that glory only as the consequence of and reward for His obedience.” We respond: with regard to plenary use. Moreover, we succeed in proving firmly from this that that glory was given to Christ in time not according to the divine but only according to the human nature in which, namely, He sustained suffering and death. Polanus asserts: “Mediating glory was given to Christ both through the grace of the personal union and through His exaltation above every name.” However, Christ was Mediator before His exaltation. Surely, then, He also had that mediating grace before it. If, while that hypothesis stands, it is still correct to say that He received that glory as the reward for and consequence of His obedience, why not also believe (while the same hypothesis stands) that He received truly infinite and divine glory through the personal union?

The practical use of the doctrine of God’s majesty.

§ 305. (I) Consoling: (1) In the contempt of the world. If humans hold us in contempt, it is enough for us that God, who is our supreme glory, honors us (1 Sam. 2:30). The apostle considers this and says: “With me it is a small thing that I should be judged by you or by any human court …. He who judges me is the Lord” (1 Cor. 4:3–4).

(2) In the shame of death. 1 Cor. 15:[43]: “Our body is sown in dishonor; it rises in glory.” God removes from us that shame to which our body is destined and subject—rot and worm—because of sin. Instead, He gloriously brings our bodies out of the grave and “will conform them to the glorious body of Christ” (Phil. 3:21) and “will glorify” us in eternal life (Rom. 8:30).

(II) Exhorting: (1) To glorify God (1 Chron. 16:24; Isa. 6:3). We owe all glory to God; therefore we must render it to Him alone through our glorification and thanksgiving. Whoever assumes glory for himself takes to himself that which belongs to God and commits idolatry.

(2) To suppress our arrogance. God’s glory and majesty are incomprehensible and indescribable. Therefore let us humble ourselves before Him seriously and sincerely. Gen. 18:27: “I have dared to speak with God, though I am dust and ashes.” Cyril of Jerusalem (Catech. 6.) comments on this passage as follows:


When he looks at God, he then says and confesses freely, “I am dust and ashes.” He did not say, “I am earth,” and fall silent, lest he appear to be calling himself that great element “earth,” but adds that he is ashes to show his worthlessness, frailty, and weakness. Is anything less significant than ashes, smaller than ashes? He took the comparison of ash to house, of house to city, of city to province, of province to the Roman Empire, of the Roman Empire to the whole earth; he took all the limits again of the earth to that surrounding heaven. The comparison of earth to heaven as like a point in a circle to its entire circumference, for so great is the comparison of heaven to earth.




 




SECTION XIX: ON THE BLESSEDNESS OF GOD
 

Thesis.

§ 306. As God is most perfect, so He is most blessed and, in fact, is blessedness [beatitudo] itself.72 Blessedness is defined as “a state of life perfected by every aggregation of good things.” Thomas, [ST,] p. 1, q. 26, art. 1: “Blessedness is nothing other than the perfect good of the intellectual nature.”

Therefore when God is called blessed, it is understood that: (1) He abounds with all good things. (2) Because the perfect overflowing of every good thing does not take place unless evil (which is the opposite of good) is completely removed, therefore by the word “blessedness” it is also understood that He is free from all evils. (3) Because no one is perfectly blessed unless he is always blessed, therefore by the word “blessedness” as attributed to God it is understood that He is unchangeably blessed. (4) Because no one is unchangeably blessed unless he is blessed essentially (because an accident is in its subject separably and changeably), therefore by the word “blessedness” it is also understood that He is blessed essentially and in His nature and, in fact, is blessedness itself. (5) Because no one is blessed essentially unless he is blessed of and by himself (because anyone dependent on another cannot be blessed essentially), therefore by the word “blessedness” as attributed to God it is also understood that He is blessed of and by Himself and does not have a participated blessedness from another. (6) Because no one can be called blessed unless he understands, recognizes, and wills the good things with which he abounds, therefore the word “blessedness” is also understood as that by which God fully recognizes His own perfection and blessedness through His intellect, loves them supremely through His will, and rests in it quietly and serenely. From this resting arises the joy by which God delights in Himself as the highest good because of all His good works and delights more than one can say or think. As a result, Thomas concludes: “God’s blessedness formally consists in operation, namely, in His understanding, which is an utterly perfect operation.” (7) Finally, because blessedness includes the abundance of every good thing, therefore when God is said to be blessed it is also understood that He is sufficient to Himself, desiring no external good and lacking no good.

God’s blessedness is proved.

§ 307. Blessedness is attributed to God by: (I) Scripture essentially, and that: (1) Affirmatively. 1 Tim. 1:11: “in accordance with the glorious Gospel of the blessed God.” 1 Tim. 6:15: “the blessed and only Sovereign.” (2) Negatively. Job 35:6–7: “If you have sinned, what harm will you do to Him? If you have acted righteously, what will you give Him?” Ps. 16:2: “My good does not extend to You,” that is, God neither needs nor is helped by my good. Ps. 50:[12]: “If I were hungry, I would not tell you, for the world and all its fullness is Mine.” (3) Metaphorically. 1 John 1:[5]: “God is light and there is no darkness in Him.” The word “light,” when attributed to God, denotes His simplicity, immutability, majesty, virtue, sincerity, omniscience, etc. (4) Effectively. Ps. 16:11: “In Your presence You will fill me with joy.” Ps. [27:13]: “I believe that I shall see the goodness of the Lord in the land of the living.” Ps. 36:[8]: “They will drink deeply of the richness of Your house,” etc.

§ 308. (II) Rational arguments: (1) From etymology. When the Hebrews want to say that someone is blessed, they attribute to him [image: ], “beatitudes” (which is a plural noun that is only in the construct state and can be translated either in the abstract, just as the Aramaic [Targum] always renders it as “blessedness”; or in the concrete, as “blessed”; or even adverbially, because adverbs in the form “it will be well” generally are derived from nouns), because for perfect blessedness not just one or two but many—in fact, all—good things are required, as is evident from the definition. But God alone abounds with all good things, not through a sort of aggregation (as there are many good things in one man) but through an utterly simple act. They derive the Greek [image: ] (“happy”) and [image: ] (“blessed”) from the negative particle [image: ] (which is the adverb of taking an oath and a particle for negating) and from [image: ] (by which death is signified, which is the greatest of evils). But God alone is immortal of and through Himself, completely free of death, change, and all evils. Aristotle thinks that the word [image: ] is like [image: ] from [image: ], “to rejoice” (Ethic. Nicom., bk. 7, c. 11). But the joy of God is perfect, untainted, unchangeable, and independent. Therefore also He alone is perfectly blessed.

(2) From supreme entity. God alone is self-existent, self-living, self-from-self. He alone, then, is blessed. Those things that are from another have their blessedness, just as they have their being, from and in another.

(3) From God’s perfect goodness. God is the highest good; in fact, He is the good itself. Therefore He is also supremely blessed and is, in fact, blessedness itself.

(4) From activity. Blessedness consists in act, not in habit, and for this reason the Philosopher defines it as “activity” [[image: ]] (Ethic., bk. 1, c. 12). But God is pure and sheer act [actus].

(5) From the communication of blessedness. Whatever is and is said to be blessed is said to be blessed by the communication of divine blessedness. Therefore God is eminently and effectively blessed, the fount of all blessedness. Aristotle, on the basis of the light of nature, acknowledges that God is utterly happy and blessed (Ethic., bk. 10, c. 8). (See Scaliger, Exerc. 307, sect. 26.)

§ 309. (III) The fathers. Gregory of Nyssa, De beatitud., orat. 1: “What must be considered truly blessed is the divinity itself.”

Augustine, De civ. Dei, bk. 9, c. 2: “With the true God alone and in Him alone the human soul (that is, the rational and intellectual soul) is blessed.” De civ. Dei, bk. 10, c. 4: “He is the fount of our blessedness, He is the goal of every appetite.” De civ. Dei, bk. 12, c. 1:


There is no good for the rational or intellectual creature by which it is blessed except God. Therefore, though not every creature can be blessed (for beasts, trees, stones, etc., do not attain nor grasp this gift), yet that creature which can be blessed cannot be blessed of itself—because it was created out of nothing—but only by Him who created it. For it is blessed by having that which, if lost, it is miserable. But He who is blessed not by another good but of Himself cannot be miserable, because He cannot lose Himself.




 

De nat. boni contra Manich., c. 40: “According to the catholic faith, sound doctrine, and the truth that is clear to the understanding, no one can harm God’s nature, nor does God’s nature permit anyone to do harm unjustly nor to do harm with impunity.”

Gregory, Moral., bk. 32, c. 5: “When God is enjoying Himself fully, He needs no praise to come to Him.”

Antithesis.

§ 310. God’s blessedness is undermined by anyone who claims either directly or indirectly that He is the author of sin. For as there is nothing evil in the supremely Blessed One, so also there is nothing evil from the supremely Blessed One.

Questions about God’s blessedness.

§ 311. (I) The question arises: Does the fact that humans do not always fulfill God’s will undermine God’s blessedness? We respond. Whatever God wills happens; and in whatever way He wills, in that way also it is done. Therefore nothing happens against His will [ipso invito]. Consequently, His blessedness is not undermined by the fact that humans do not fulfill His will, because such people run from His commanding will to His punishing will. (See our commonplace [1610 Loci Theologici, locus 3 (On the Nature of God)], § 184.)

(II) The question arises: Does God’s blessedness lose something from the fact that humans are said to inflict Him with sorrow (Isa. 63:10), to arouse Him to bitterness (Hosea 4:1), to provoke Him (Ps. 90:3), etc.? We respond. These should not be taken affectively but effectively. God does not become angry by receiving into Himself the passions of disturbances but by severely punishing the sinners who offend Him. For whatever things of this sort are predicated of God never signify that the Unchangeable has changed, that the Inviolable has been violated, that the Impassible has suffered something bad, that the Most Blessed has been affected with misery. Rather, they uniquely emphasize the atrocity of the sin that offends God, namely, that so great is the gravity and atrocity of sin that to the extent that it is in Him, through it the utterly blessed God is affected with grief, sadness, and reproach, and that God detests sin so much that it appears to injure Him, to stir Him to sorrow and bitterness, and to do violence to His honor.

(III) The question arises: How is God the blessedness of the blessed? The Scholastics reply, God is the objective rather than the formal blessedness of the blessed, because the operation by which they reach the highest good (which is God and the object of their blessedness) is something created. Scripture asserts that God “will be all in all” (1 Cor. 15:28). He Himself will be the beatific blessedness of the elect with regard to object and the accomplisher of the act of the person who reaches toward the object and rests in it.

The practical use of the doctrine of the blessedness of God.

§ 312. (I) Consoling. The blessed God will also make us blessed with eternal life, and that is why “the dead who die in the Lord” are pronounced “blessed” (Rev. 14:13), because through death they come to the Lord, that is, to blessedness, and begin to be truly blessed.

(II) Exhorting: To seek our blessedness in God. God alone is truly and perfectly blessed; therefore let us seek true blessedness in Him. No created thing obtains all good things cumulatively but only part of the good. God, on the other hand, is blessed with an abundance of every good thing. “With Him is the vein of life” (Ps. 36:[9]) and the fountain of blessedness that refreshes and does not fail. Our communion and union with God, then, is true blessedness. Ps. 144:12 explains the judgment of the world concerning blessedness, that it consists of: (1) The prosperity of sons. (2) The comeliness of daughters. (3) The richness of wealth. (4) Peaceful tranquillity. However, the royal prophet opposes to it the judgment of the devout and reborn man regarding true blessedness, that it consists in the recognition and full enjoyment of God. V. 15: “O, the beatitudes of the people,” or the blessed people, “whose God is the Lord!”

To this one true God, the only blessed and good God, namely, the Father, Son, and Holy Spirit, be blessing and honor and glory and power forever and ever. Amen.
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21
Est in potentia passiva, i.e., has the potential to be changed by something else. Cf. Scherzer, Vade mecum, 2.193.

22 That is, stated as belonging to God’s essence or quiddity. Schütz, Thomas-Lexikon, 626.

23
Primo et per se agens, that is, one who acts in the first place, not in reaction to something else; and one who acts by his own nature or power, not by the power of something else. For example, one who opens a window shade lights up a room, but not by his own power. However, the sun lights up the room by its own power. The sun acts per se, of itself. Schütz, Thomas-Lexikon, s.v. “agere.”

24
Voluntas signi, God’s will as it is revealed to humanity, as opposed to the voluntas beneplaciti, what God is well-pleased to do, which is not revealed to humanity.

25 That is, character of being.

26
Integritas. Cf. Vulg.: simplicitas.

27 Here we have followed Cotta’s text.

28 Or fallacy of the conclusion, committed by confusing the antecedent and consequent parts of a conditional sentence. For example, it is true that if Joe is a man, he is an animal. But it is a fallacy of the consequent to say that if Spot is an animal, he is a man. See Deferrari, s.v. “fallacia.”

29 That is, describing God as He is in Himself, not as He relates to the created world.

30 That is, in a relative sense.

31 That is, which constitute the distinguishing characteristics of the divine persons. Deferrari, s.v. “notio.”

32 That is, the measure of the duration of an unchangeable yet created being, such as an angel. Deferrari, s.v. “aevum.”

33 Personified, understood as God or as the Second or Third Person of the Trinity in particular.

34
Wenn Gott einmal etwas beschleust, so bedenket ers nicht erst hernach (WA DB 10.1:71).

35 See below, On the Nature of God, § 261.

36 Cf. Thomas Aquinas, Summa theologica, p. 1, art. 11, q. 3, ad 2.

37 Here we follow Cotta’s text. Preuss does not print these texts of Augustine as quotations.

38
Formale, i.e., that which makes something what it is.

39 Or “and because there is nothing more powerful than God.”

40 The opposite of “material.”

41 That is, it transforms it from a union of essence to a mere union of function.

42 “Confession Concerning Christ’s Supper, 1528,” AE 37:151–372; WA 26:261–509.

43 Cf. Thomas Aquinas, Summa theologica, p. 1, q. 52, a. 2. To be in a place “definitively” is to be there as angels are present—not in a way that can be measured but also not omnipresent.

44
That These Words of Christ, “This Is My Body,” Still Stand Firm Against the Fanatics, 1527, AE 37:3–150; WA 23:64–283.

45 That is, God’s power is active, producing effects on other things. He does not have “passive power” or the potential to be affected or changed by the acts of others.

46 Purely potential matter, without any form or actuality. When form and matter are combined, they produce actually existing beings. On the scale of beings, God is at the top, as pure actuality, and primary matter is at the bottom, as pure potentiality.

47 That is, the omnipotence of God limited only by His own nature.

48 Or “ordained power,” i.e., what God can do given the fact that He has created this world and wants to preserve it.

49 This quotation could not be located.

50 Or “character of being,” “that relation according to which it can be said of a thing that it is there or it exists.” Defarrari, s.v. “entitas.”

51 That is, character of being.

52 That is, something added to or connected with.

53 The “divided sense” is the meaning of a concept in itself, apart from its relation to other facts or concepts. Its opposite is the “composite sense,” in which a concept is considered together with 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, or taken in the divided sense, from sitting, the proposition is true because he who is now sitting can run later. Johann Adam Scherzer, Vade mecum, distinctiones, pp. 236–37.

54 That is, that God is the highest being, purely actual, without any potentiality.

55 Altenstaig’s Lexicon theologicum, a Roman Catholic theological encyclopedia published first in 1517, has a different understanding of “first grace.” For Altenstaig (pp. 366–67), it is understood as a gift given by God to humans, and thus as a created grace, not God’s uncreated essence as He is favorably disposed toward His creatures.

56 “Absolute” means “not having any relation to anything else, relationless,” “independant,” or “unconditional.”

57 Cotta’s reading.

58 That is, a durable, accidental quality in the nature of a thing, or a disposition or inclination toward something.

59 That is, God does not need to perceive external objects and have the images of them in His mind.

60 “Necessity of the consequence” indicates a necessity that is based on contingent circumstances. It is a necessity by which something is not necessary by its own nature but only on the supposition of something antecedent. For example, supposing that all the boys in Illinois own a ball, it is necessary that John, who lives in Chicago, owns a ball. In this way, supposing that God foreknew that Peter would sin, Peter will necessarily sin, yet he nevertheless sins freely.

61 That is, the evils that are constituted by deliberate fault or guilt. Deferarri, s.v. “malus” 3. m.

62 “Primary actuality” (actus primus) is the essence of a thing and its integrity, or the bare existence of a thing. “Secondary actuality” (actus secundus) is its function.

63 Cotta’s reading.

64 That is, things that distinguish the true God from others.

65 See Thomas Aquinas, Summa theologica, 1a2ae, q. 8, art. 1, reply to obj. 1; art. 2.

66 Here Gerhard also gives a Latin translation that varies slightly from the Damascene’s Greek: “The faculty of intelligence is divided among hypostases, the persons themselves [supposita], except in the holy, simple, uncompounded, indivisible deity. For there, nor is the will of the not altogether divided and differentiated hypostases separated, and there, because the nature is one, so also the natural will is one. Therefore, because the hypostases are inseparable, the will is one, and the motion of the three hypostases is one.”

67 Conjecture. Preuss and Cotta: quae in lege non mandat.

68 See Commonplaces XV and XVII, On the Law of God and On the Gospel.

69 Cf. Thomas Aquinas, Summa theologica, 1a, q. 18, art. 2, reply to obj. 1.

70 That is, a relation produced by the mind and existent only in the mind. Deferrari, s.v. “relatio.”

71 See Thomas Aquinas, Summa theologica, part 1, q. 11, art. 3 ad 2.

72
Beatitudo (blessedness or beatitude, being “blessèd”) should not be confused with benedictio (blessing, making someone “blest”). Beatitudo refers to a state of sacred happiness or bliss, while benedictio refers to the effectual speaking of a good thing upon someone else.



  



COMMONPLACE III (1625 EXEGESIS)
ON THE MOST HOLY MYSTERY
OF THE ALL-HALLOWED
AND INEFFABLE TRINITY
 

§ 1. We plan to explain the sacrosanct and august mystery of the Trinity from the writings of the eternal and unmoved truth that is revealed in the Word and to support it against the venomous tongues of the Photinians, the enemies of God. Longing with our deepest sighs for the strength of divine grace, we pray as follows from the hymn of Alcuin (p. 70, Konstanz edition of 1596):


Be present, true Light, Father, omnipotent God. Be present, Light of Light, Word and Son of God, omnipotent God. Be present, Holy Spirit, harmony of the Father and the Son, omnipotent God. Be present, one omnipotent God, Father, Son, and Holy Spirit. We confess this faith in You, through You, of You. We confess You, one in substance, three in persons. O Father, Son, and Holy Spirit, blessed Trinity, God, Lord, Paraclete; Love, Grace, Communication; Begetter, Begotten, Regenerator; true Light, true Light of Light, Illumination; the invisibly Invisible, the invisibly Visible, the visibly Invisible; Fountain, River, Watering; from whom, through whom, and in whom are all things; the living Life, the Life from the Living One, Life-Giver of the living; truthful Father, Son who is the Truth, the Spirit of Truth; one essence, one might, one goodness; God, above whom is nothing, outside of whom is nothing, and without whom is nothing; God, under whom is everything, in whom is everything, and with whom is everything: we invoke You, we worship You, we praise You. Teach us faith, stir up hope, pour in love. Amen.





 

Having now offered these prayers to God, we go on to the actual explanation of the article, which we shall accomplish in two parts. The first will contain an introductory preface regarding this mystery; the latter will present the actual substance of this article, dealing both with the nomenclature [[image: ]] and the factual content [[image: ]].


  


Chapter I: Containing the Introductory Preface
 

The necessity of this doctrine.

§ 2. We shall deal with the introductory preface in six theses, to each of which we shall add an exposition, an antithesis, and an answering of questions. Finally, when we have dealt with all these, we shall add a general statement of the profitable use of the article. (I) Let this, then, be our first thesis: All who are to be saved must know and believe the mystery of the Trinity.

The exposition: (a) We exclude not only denial but also ignorance of the Trinity from humans who are to be saved. Some things revealed in the Word are arranged in such a way that they can be unknown without affecting one’s salvation, though one cannot deny them without endangering the same. However, not only the denial but also the ignorance of the Trinity is damnable. (b) We do not require from all members of the Church an equal level of understanding, because the light of spiritual knowledge and of faith in some is quite bright and in others quite dim. (c) We do not require a perfect, full apprehension and intuitive knowledge of this mystery from those who are going to be saved, because we cannot be brought to that in this life (Exod. 33:20; 1 Cor. 13:9). In this sense Cyprian (De bapt. Christi, sermon 1) is correct when he states that the Trinity is known only to itself. However, we are asserting no more than this: that for the catholic faith, which is necessary for all who are to be saved, there must be not a confused and implicit but a distinct and explicit knowledge and confession of the three persons of the Godhead.

§ 3. We demonstrate this: (1) From the definition of God handed over in the Scriptures. Whoever does not know God as He has revealed Himself in His Word is straying away from the true God. Whoever does not know or denies the definition of God given in the Scriptures does not know or denies God Himself. But whoever does not know the mystery of the Trinity does not know God as He has revealed Himself in His Word nor does he know the definition of God given in the Scriptures. Therefore he is straying away from the true God and does not know God Himself. The major premise is one of obvious truth. For whoever does not know God as He has revealed Himself in His Word is making up for himself an idol in his heart. Scripture bears witness to this as it accuses as idolaters those who think up a method of divine worship besides and outside that which God Himself has prescribed in His Word. For one cannot deny that a person who denies the definition1 of a thing denies the thing itself, because a definition is a word of being. The truth of the minor premise will become clear from the following.

§ 4. (2) From the intimate and indissoluble union of the persons of the Trinity. There is no one of these persons outside another, nor can we know, worship, or call upon one of them without also at the same time knowing, worshiping, or invoking the others too. The reason is that the measure and norm of knowing is the measure and norm of the nature of each thing to be known. But now the persons of the Trinity are related to each other in such a way that one of them is not outside another because of the consubstantiality and mutual interpenetration of the persons. John 14:11: “I in the Father, and the Father in Me.” Therefore it is also true that we cannot know, worship, or invoke one of them without at the same time knowing, worshiping, and invoking the others.

§ 5. (3) From the clear, emphatic statement of the Savior: “No one knows the Son except the Father, and no one knows the Father except the Son and anyone to whom the Son chooses to reveal Him” (Matt. 11:[27]). Therefore no one can know the Father outside of the revelation of the Son given in the Word. John 5:23, however, is especially evident: “The Father works all things through the Son that all may honor the Son even as they honor the Father. He who does not honor the Son does not honor the Father who sent Him.” From this it is easy to conclude: Whoever does not honor the Son does not honor the Father. Whoever does not know the Son of God does not honor Him. Whoever denies that He is true God does not honor Him even as he honors the Father, that is, he does not attribute to Him the same and equal honor with the Father. Therefore whoever does not know the Son of God does not know the Father and consequently does not know, worship, invoke, honor the true God. From this foundation, John states: “No one who denies the Son has the Father” (1 John 2:23) and “Whoever does not abide in the doctrine of Christ does not have God” (2 John 9).

§ 6. (4) From the description of the heathen outside the Church. From the light of nature, the heathen could have known that God is one and the same, good, just, and an avenger of wickedness. However, because they could not have known through the light of nature—but only in the light of grace—the mystery of the Trinity revealed in the Word, therefore Scripture takes away from them the salutary knowledge of God and attributes to them only pure ignorance with respect to saving knowledge. Eph. 2:12: “At that time you were without God.” And the reason is given earlier: “you were without Christ,” without the knowledge of Christ. From this is born the following proposition: Whoever lacks a knowledge of Christ, the Son of God and our mediator, is without God—that is, he does not know the true God. (Cf. Acts 17:30; Rom. 10:14; Gal. 4:8.) From this foundation, 1 John 5:11–12 infers: “God has given us eternal life and this life is in His Son. … He who does not have the Son of God does not have life.” To sum up, whoever does not know the Son does not have the Son; therefore he does not have life and, as a consequence, does not have the salutary and saving knowledge of God, of which, in fact, eternal life consists (John 17:3).

§ 7. (5) From the condition of this mystery. If we are ignorant of or deny the mystery of the Trinity, we are ignorant of or deny the entire economy [[image: ] i.e., administration] of salvation. Surely, then, faith in and the confession of the Trinity are necessary. I prove the antecedent. After the fall of the first-formed, all humans are born under the yoke of sin and in slavery to the devil and are by nature the children of wrath (Eph. 2:3). No one can be freed from this wrath of God except through Christ, who is grasped by true faith. John 3:36: “Whoever does not believe in the Son, the wrath of God remains upon him.” The reason is in the light of day, because no one can provide sufficient satisfaction for his sins, placate the infinite wrath of God, and free himself from the control of Satan. Therefore unless he applies the obedient satisfaction of Christ to himself by faith, he is compelled to remain beneath the weight of sin, the wrath of God, and damnation (because the three follow each other mutually). Whoever does not know the Son, however, does not and cannot believe in the Son. Whoever denies the Son’s divinity cannot seek satisfaction for his sins with Him, since infinite virtue is required for this. Therefore. (Cf. Dr. Meisner, Consid. theol. Phot., p. 280.)

§ 8. (6) From the witness of the devout ancients. Athanasius, Symb.: “The catholic faith is this, that we worship the one God in Trinity and the Trinity in unity. Unless one keeps this faith whole and inviolate, he cannot be saved.” Nazianzen, toward the end of Orat. 2 de pace: “When all have known the Trinity, He is to some their illumination and to others their punishment.”

Antithesis.

§ 9. (I) The Photinians, who stand in the tracks of the heathen, the Turks, and the Jews, directly deny that the knowledge of this mystery is necessary for eternal salvation. In his book Quod evang. se Photin. adjungere debeant, p. 28, Socinus says that, like ignorance and denial, so also the confession of the Trinity is of itself not damnable, and consequently he places our opinion of the triune [unitrinus] God among those errors “that of themselves do not take away eternal salvation, though they readily hinder a person from knowing the way that leads thereto and from traveling upon it.” Socinus again, Ad Radec., epistle 2, p. 82: “God and Christ indeed are the foundation of our salvation, not according as we know their essence and substance but according as we hold to the will of God as it has been revealed through Christ.” Schmalz, Contra Ravensp., p. 25: “True faith in God and Christ can exist without the opinion of the Trinity.” The Catech. Racov., p. 25, on the question “What things related to the essence of God are entirely necessary for salvation?” responds: “That God exists, that He is only one, that He is eternal, that He is perfectly righteous, perfectly wise, and perfectly powerful.” Therefore it is denying that there are other necessary things; otherwise, it would have added more. Ostorodt writes: “In addition to these (six listed main points), we know of nothing else that must necessarily be known as far as the essence of God is concerned” (Instit., c. 3, p. 28).

§ 10. (II) Others deny that the knowledge of this mystery is necessary for eternal salvation indirectly: (1) The Papists, when some of them (a) deny that the mystery of the Trinity can be proved sufficiently from the Holy Scriptures, as we shall see later. Yet if one is unable to prove from the Scriptures the mystery of the Trinity, it will not be a fundamental article of faith that all must know for their salvation, since we have proved fully elsewhere that all things necessary for faith and morals are contained in the Scriptures.

(b) Some of them attribute salvation to the heathen—something we showed in our immediately preceding treatise in the chapter on the natural knowledge of God [1625 Exegesis, Commonplace II (On the Nature of God), § 81]. Yet if the more sound heathen have been saved, it is not necessary to know and believe the dogma of the Trinity for salvation, since from the light of nature the heathen have been unable to aspire to the knowledge thereof.

(c) They deny it when they approve of implicit faith, which is mere ignorance. Thomas ([ST,] 2a2ae, q. 7, art. 7) and Biel (3, Sent., dist. 25, q. 1) list only three things that all Christians, even the laity and the simple, are bound to believe “explicitly and in particular,” namely, “that God exists, that He is the Repayer, and that He is the Redeemer.” In other matters, they claim that “implicit faith” is sufficient for them. Although they add that “one must also believe explicitly the article of the Trinity, since the article of the incarnation presupposes it,” nevertheless what they have given with one hand they take away with the other when they add: “It is enough if they believe in the Trinity in a confused or general way but not distinctly, so that the personal property of each person is known.” What of the fact that that charcoal burner, whose faith they commend and set before the laity for their imitation, neither distinctly nor confusedly believed in the Trinity but simply professed that “he believed what the Church believed and the Church believed what he believed”? (See Pighius, Hierarch. eccles., c. 5; Hosius, De auctor. Script., bk. 3; Espence, on 2 Timothy 3; etc.)

(2) Some of the Calvinists, namely, those who attribute salvation to the more sound heathen, Zwingli and his disciples, as we have shown in its own place.

Questions concerning the necessity of this doctrine.

§ 11. (I) The question arises: Was it necessary for salvation, even in the Old Testament, to believe the mystery of the Trinity? We affirm this on the basis of the reasons we have provided, reasons that are clearly general and that regard all true believers, not only under the New Testament but also under the Old. Later, we shall provide the foundations for our confession concerning the Trinity not only from the New Testament but also from the Old. Meanwhile, we admit that there is a greater light and brilliance of this doctrine in the New Testament than in the Old. So here, too, that saying of Luther (which he was accustomed to say often) applies, that the New Testament seemed to him like the sun from which the Old Testament, like the moon, would borrow its light. Here we press the oracle of David, Ps. [81:9]: “You shall have no strange or foreign god.” The Greek and Vulgate editions have rendered this “a recent god.” Socinus attacks this explanation in vain (Defens. anim., p. 301), because a strange god is a recent god and a recent god is a strange god. In Judg. 5:8 alien gods are clearly called “new” or “recent gods.” However, the Photinians sin grievously against this precept in claiming that “Christ became God in the New Testament.” Socinus (Defens. anim., p. 302) writes as follows: “Warned as we have been by the oracles of the new covenant, we consider and worship Christ as our God. Nevertheless not only do we say that when the psalm was composed He was unknown to the people of God as the God who should be worshiped, but we also do not hesitate to say that He actually did not exist at that time.”

Therefore we condemn: (1) Those who, according to Dr. Chemnitz, blasphemously said that “the Trinity was first invented at the Councils of Nicaea and Constantinople, because before that time the Church devoutly believed that God is one” (part 1, Loc., c. 2, de Trin., p. 80). The Photinians already a long time ago blasphemously said these things, and as a result of this, they rage wildly and bitterly against the Nicene fathers. Pisecius writes: “All the architects of the Nicene faith were savages who lacked solid learning” (Cont. Camp., p. 63). Yet the repeated confession of the ancient faith and the assertion thereof against new foes are one thing, while the introduction of new articles of faith into the Church is something else.

(2) We condemn the Spirit-fighting [[image: ]] Anabaptists, who say that the doctrine of the divinity of the Holy Spirit was unknown in the church of the fathers under the Old Testament but was first revealed through the apostles after the ascension of Christ, something they try to establish from Acts 19:2. Yet the Holy Spirit is the third person of the Godhead, regarding whose true divinity we have clear and outstanding testimonies in the Old Testament no less than we have concerning the deity of the Son.

§ 12. (II) The question arises: Can the Photinians preserve their hypothesis and still assert, or do they actually assert from the heart, that our confession regarding the Trinity is not an error worthy of damnation? We respond negatively: (1) Because elsewhere they declare that dogma of ours not only a “severe error” (Socinus, Quod evangel., p. 28) but also a “blasphemous and horrible dogma” (Theodosius Schimberg, Praefat. refut. Carol. praefixa, folio 11; Socinus, Animadv. assert. 6) and an “anti-Christian lie” (Schmalz, Cont. Frantz., p. 10; Socinus, Animadv. assert. 1).

(2) Because they say that the Papists are not Christians because of the fact that “they claim that the person in Christ is not human but divine; because they believe that it is absurd that immortal God became man and died, that He is one essence in number and exists in three persons,” etc. (Schmalz, Refut. nov. monst. Smiglecii). However, we have these dogmas in common with the Papists.

(3) Idolatry is committed not only with regard to manner and means when one does not worship the true God divinely, that is, according to the manner divinely prescribed in the Word, but also and especially with regard to the object, when he who is not the true God is worshiped divinely. From all this, we draw the following conclusion: A dogma that is severely erroneous, blasphemous, anti-Christian, and idolatrous, such that one who embraces it ceases to be a Christian, is deservedly considered a damnable error. But according to the hypothesis of the Photinians, our dogma of the Trinity is of that sort. Therefore.

I add this too: (4) Whoever denies that Christ is a truly human person is shamefully and damnably in error in his knowledge of Christ the Savior. Our hypothesis of the Trinity denies that Christ is a human person [according to the Photinians]. Therefore. Both propositions do exist according to Schmalz (Contra Frantz., p. 281).

The second prefatory thesis.

§ 13. Prefatory thesis (II). We must not only teach the mystery of the Trinity thetically in the Church but also argue antithetically against those who attack it. The first part of this thesis follows freely from the first thesis, which we have just confirmed. For since faith in and confession of the Trinity are necessary for salvation and, on the other hand, are innate or inherent in no one by nature after the fall, therefore it is necessary that this doctrine be set forth in the Church from the Word of God and that it be carefully explained and taught to the uninstructed, so that they may be led to the true knowledge of the true God and through that to eternal life (Job 17:3; 20:29).

The second part of the thesis we should not take in this sense: (1) That all preachers in each and every sermon should censure the errors of the Photinians and list and teach their arguments, even to those who do not even know the name “Photinians.” (2) That one should discuss this mystery in detail and rashly by going beyond the limits. Instead, it should be discussed in our public writings, in Christian schools, and according to circumstances, if a special necessity of some church demands this, even in sermons against the very destructive errors of the Antitrinitarians who are directly subverting the very foundation of faith. For this is required by: (a) The highest necessity. Adversaries of the truth are attacking this Acropolis of Christian doctrine with great effort. Therefore we must go out to meet their frenzy and not permit ourselves to be found more slothful in affirming the truth than they are active in attacking it. Cassian, De incarn., bk. 1: “When the ailment begins anew, the medicine must never cease. Rather, the greater the illness, the more constant a cure is required.” (b) The authority of divine command. Those to whom is committed the responsibility of teaching in the churches and schools have been divinely commanded not only to teach but also “to refute those who contradict” (Titus 1:9), “to correct the opponents” (2 Tim. 2:25), and “to silence those who upset” (Titus 1:11). This is something that has been confirmed elsewhere by the example of those who rebuilt the temple at Jerusalem (Neh. 4:17) and by the example of shepherds, physicians, farmers, and gardeners. (c) Manifold usefulness. In this way, the teachers of the Church fulfill the parts of their responsibility, seducers become self-condemned (Titus 3:11), the misled are called back to the way of truth, and those who persist in the orthodox faith are strengthened therein and are fortified against errors that are plausible to their corrupt reason.

Antithesis.

§ 14. To some it seems best to treat these kinds of people not with debates but with proscriptions, prisons, book burnings, and mere condemnations, because their blasphemies already have been long condemned in the oldest councils of the early Church. Marcianus, Nemo 4, c. de summ. trinit. et fid. cathol.: “In the future no one, clergy or soldier or of some other condition, will try to treat the Christian faith publicly in crowds that gather together and listen as he seeks from this an opportunity for an uprising or treachery. For he does an injustice in the judgment of the respectable synod who hurries to repeat matters already judged and correctly disposed of and to debate them publicly.” The same ordinance is found in the Acta of the Council of Chalcedon (act. 3). We respond. We do not deny that that severity against the leaders of the heretics (whom our Luther calls “duxios” [“little generals”]) is sometimes not only applied by a Christian magistrate usefully but also should necessarily be exercised, namely, when they try to sprinkle the poison of their teachings on the orthodox churches committed to their care and trust. However, those means alone do not appear sufficient to uproot their heresy. Consequently, both to inform the seducers and to confirm ourselves and others in the truth, it is necessary that we set forth from the Word of God the foundations of our doctrine and add an explanation of the arguments against it. For faith is not an uncertain opinion that fluctuates in both directions but is an unchanging, definite, and unmoving knowledge through which the mind of a devout man is strengthened in the knowledge and confession of the truth in such a way that it does not refuse to approach the peril of death on its behalf.

As far as the ordinance of Marcianus is concerned, it was opposed to the rashness of revolutionaries and the seditious attempts of agitators, for it forbids “contending over the faith,” that is, arguing contentiously, and “seeking an opportunity for tumult and treachery from debate,” as is added clearly in the aforementioned passage. As a result, the gloss adds: “because this is always presumed, unless it takes place to learn in the schools or to convict the heretics,” for this is the best purpose. Consequently, from l. Quoniam 23, c. de episc. et cleric., the gloss concludes “that one may argue publicly about the catholic faith to reprove the corrupt opinion of heretics.” Therefore the emperor is forbidding debates of this sort not simply, but in a certain respect. To be sure, we would wish that the authority of those things that have been defined in orthodox fashion from the clear Scriptures in the councils of the early Church—especially the ecumenical councils—would be so great among all people that nothing in them would be called into doubt. However, since heretical depravity stubbornly rejects both the consensus of the Church catholic and the authority of even the most ancient councils, the heretics ought to be convicted completely from the Scriptures, which they say they accept.

The mystery of the Trinity should be proved from the Word of God.

§ 15. Thesis (III). The mystery of the Trinity should and also can be proved not from the streams of the fathers nor from the murky pools of the Scholastics but from the utterly clear springs of the Holy Scriptures. After confirming the “that” [[image: ]] in our former theses—that the mystery of the Trinity must be taught and believed—we come to the question of the “wherefore” [[image: ]]: from what source [principium] the doctrine of this mystery must be sought. Here we say clearly that it is solely and uniquely from the Word of God.

(1) We do not deny that the unanimous agreement of the early Catholic Church concerning this mystery—a consensus that the most ancient writers of the Church confirm, even those who lived before the Council of Nicaea—has and also should have great weight among the devout and wise, since anyone understands that that public and solemn confession of the Church closest to apostolic times has been preserved with a perpetual succession up to these times. And the condemnation of the Antitrinitarians, Samosatenes, Arians, etc., in the famous and old councils of the entire Christian world provide the greatest prejudice against the new refurbishers of the condemned heresies. Concerning this matter we have an outstanding passage in Basil, Cont. Eunomium, bk. 1, who says:


Why do you say that we should not attribute too much to those who have gone before; and that we should respect the multitude both of those who are Christians now and of those who were born from the time when the Gospel began to be proclaimed; that we should not reflect upon the dignity of those who shone with all kinds of spiritual gifts; but that with the eyes of our mind closed to everything and the memory of all the saints cast out of our mind, each of us must now subject his empty and purged heart to your inductions and sophisms?





 

Yet since those enemies of God [[image: ]] are indifferent toward that consensus (Schmalz, Cont. Frantz., disp. 1, p. 1: “The authority of the Church catholic to which Frantz appeals is arranged in such a way that no error from its testimony can be demonstrated.”) and especially since our faith should not ultimately be bound to the authority of the Church but to the immovable firmness of Holy Scripture, therefore the primary and chief foundation of our faith cannot be set on that consensus of the Church.

§ 16. (2) We also do not deny that the consensus of the early Church can and should be set against those insane cries of our adversaries who are not afraid to accuse us of novelty in our confession of the Trinity and even to declare that “it has been brought into the Church by the Roman Antichrist,” as we read in the German Racovian Catechism (Preface to the Wittenberg Academy, p. 2, fac. b). With the same impudence, the ministers of Transylvania (bk. 2, c. 6) confess that the fathers who lived before the Council of Nicaea—Ignatius, Justin, Irenaeus, Tertullian, Cyprian, etc.—belong to them. Although they admit that the rest are against them, they still cite the testimonies of Hilary, Chrysostom, Ambrose, Cyril, Jerome, and Augustine against us to show that the fathers contradicted themselves. At Alba Julia in 1568, the booklet De mediatoris Jesu Christi hominis divinitate
was printed, which includes, at the beginning of c. 8 (written by Origen), a list of the authors who agreed with the Photinian dogma on the article of the Trinity “either directly or indirectly, either totally or in part.” Schmalz, Contra Frantz., p. 10: “Soon that absolutely absurd and at the same time utterly false idea about the essence of God will be hissed off the stage, and that judgment about the dogma of the Trinity will be like it is today among the Evangelicals regarding the papist Mass, purgatory, and other nonsense of this sort—that these all have one author, the Antichrist.” Theodosius Schimberg, Prefat. refutat. Carolii praefixa, f. 11: “It is clear that the dogma of the Trinity and the divinity of the Son are not true articles of faith because they are impossible for the mind. Therefore they are, in reality, blasphemous dogmas from the depths of hell foisted upon the churches of the Gentiles through the son of perdition by the power of Satan.” On f. 12 he adds: “The Trinity is the idol of the Antichrist.” (See 2 Thessalonians 2.)

However, that utterly false blasphemy is curbed powerfully by the unanimous consensus of the most ancient writers of the Church in declaring the dogma of the Trinity, an agreement that is so obvious that not even Socinus himself has dared to hope for support from them. For he certainly writes with extreme uncertainty when he says (Adv. Bell. et Wiek., f. 477): “It will never be shown from the writings of our people that they say or think that the ante-Nicene authors who are still extant were of our opinion (If they did not believe with the Photinians and did not condemn the doctrine of the Trinity, surely they approved it.), though we are all of the persuasion that they were opposed no less—in fact, even more—to the opinion of our adversaries than they were to ours, unless we take the words ‘our opinion’ to mean simply that which we perceive regarding that one God, namely, that He is none other than the Father of Jesus Christ. For we believe firmly that this was the same opinion of those fathers—if not of them all, surely then the greatest part of them (See how the heretical tongue falters!), though otherwise they disagree with us insofar as they want Christ or the Son of God to have existed of the substance of the Father Himself before the creation of the world and to have appeared quite often to the fathers in the Old Testament. In fact, they want that one God, His Father, to have created the world itself and all other things thereafter through Him and through Him to have revealed to humans whatever He wanted them to know.” (The ante-Nicene fathers contradict not only the Photinians but also the Arians. That is, they not only bear witness that the Son existed in the Old Testament before His incarnation and that all things were created through Him, but they also assert that He was begotten from eternity of the essence of the Father and is one God with the Father, as we have shown by citing their testimonies in our treatise On God the Father and His Eternal Son [1610 Loci Theologici, locus 5], § 152, to which we can add more of the same from Ignatius, Epist. ad Trallian., ad Philipp., ad Smyrn.; Irenaeus, Adv. haeres., bk. 3, c. 16, p. 176; Justin, Apol. 2. pro Christ., pp. 43, 47, as also in Dial. cum Tryph., p. 207, and [image: ], p. 306; Severus, patriarch of Alexandria, De rit. bapt. et synaxeos, p. 80; Athenagoras, Apolog.; Clement of Alexandria, Protrept. ad gent.; Cyprian, De idol. vanit.; Origen, homily 8 on Exodus.)

Moreover, as Socinus does not dare to claim for himself the support of the fathers who lived before the Council of Nicaea, so all the less confident is he of obtaining anything from those who lived after that council, for he adds (p. 479): “About the fathers who lived after it we are not saying anything, since in some way we argue against them—though we can draw out many things from them, and especially from Hilary, that are not at all in harmony with today’s commonly accepted opinion regarding Christ and the persons of the Godhead, (He dares with intolerable shamelessness to claim for himself the support of Hilary, though Hilary openly wrote twelve books supporting the dogma of the Trinity. Socinus sees that this fact opposes him strongly, so he adds:) points that are by no means weakened by the testimonies that our adversaries cite from them. After all, nothing prevents them from contradicting themselves, as generally happens to those who defend false doctrines.” (But who will allow himself to be persuaded that the devout ancients wanted to subvert in other passages the very thing that they strove to confirm openly with entire books against their detractors?)

With even greater audacity—or should I say shamelessness?—he writes (Defens. animadv., p. 368): “Before the days of Constantine the Great, and even for some time earlier, there clearly was no agreement about the triune [trinus] God whom Christians everywhere worshiped and invoked. Rather, it is evident that such a God was at that time unknown to most Christians and to the most important of them, for this can be understood from the writings of all the Christians who lived before that time (provided they are not corrupted nor fictitious), in which the one God is everywhere said to be only the Father of our Lord Jesus Christ.” However, he soon loses confidence in this assertion of his and adds (p. 369): “We can concede to our adversary that all Christians worshiped the triune God since apostolic times. Nevertheless it does not necessarily follow that this causes that to be a mark of true Christians,” etc. In the same place he adds the unbearably false charge: “Most of the ancients were Tritheists.”

§ 17. (3) We also do not deny that with grateful minds we can and should use the labors of the fathers in correctly explaining the words of Scripture, in devoutly discussing them, and in urging them skillfully against the Antitrinitarians, because from the apostle’s precept, it is fitting for the devout “not to despise prophesying, but to test everything and to hold fast that which is good” (1 Thess. 5:20–21). The situation itself reveals that the Photinians today are using many arguments that the Arians and other heretics used formerly, but which, several centuries ago, Epiphanius, Athanasius, Cyril, Augustine, and other champions of Christ knocked down and hammered to pieces with the sledges of the heretics. Therefore who would want to deny that we can equip ourselves with the same weapons against our foes today and that we can have for ourselves the same hope of gaining victory with those weapons?

(4) The Scholastics also at times supply some powerful and useful distinctions. We do not deny that these can be used fruitfully in this debate. Meanwhile, it should be immediately obvious to anyone at first glance that they have added many curious and superfluous questions to the simplicity of faith, have sought the answers to them from the principles of philosophy, and quite often have left the subject more tangled than simplified, not to mention those mutual contradictions with which they oppose each other. (See Erasmus, Enchir. mil. Christ. and Annot. on 1 Timothy 1; Luis Vives, on Augustine’s De c. D., bk. 2, c. 13 and bk. 19, c. 12, and here and there elsewhere; Flacius, De diss., p. 103).

§ 18. The aim of our thesis, however, is this: that we must look for confirmation of this mystery from the only and proper principle of theology, that is, from the Word of God. This we prove: (a) From the perfection of Scripture. There is no dogma of the Chris-tian faith that all must know to be saved that cannot and ought not be proved sufficiently from Holy Scripture, as we have demonstrated elsewhere. But the dogma of the Trinity is such a dogma. Therefore.

(b) From the condition of this mystery. Whatever is discussed concerning this mystery from the fathers or from the Scholastics or from natural reason, these points do not yet provide a firm, stable, unmoved foundation for faith. However, when we add the voice of God as it sounds in the Scriptures, then finally do we submit to divine revelation. Chemnitz says (part 1, Loci, p. 79):


Because the things said about the trinity of persons in the holy Godhead are marvelous and are placed far beyond the grasp of any creature, we must seek out the testimonies of divine revelation, which are so firm, certain, and clear that the conscience can safely submit to them in this great mystery. For the human mind assents with great difficulty to those secret matters that are set so far beyond our ability to see and, in fact, are contrary to every judgment of reason. The mind readily begins to be carried about with speculations unless testimonies of this kind are always in view, testimonies that call our minds back within the just bounds and limits that God has prescribed.





 

(c) From the command of God. As in the other articles of faith, so also in this one, which concerns the foundation of salvation, we are sent back “to the Law and to the testimony” (Isa. 8:20; Luke 16:29; 2 Pet. 1:19). The heavenly Father sends us to listen to His Son, Christ (Deut. 18:18; Matt. 3:17; 17:5). Christ sends us back to the Scriptures (John 5:39) and bears witness through His apostle that Holy Writ “is able to instruct us sufficiently for salvation” (2 Tim. 3:15). Therefore it will also be able to instruct us about this mystery, which we must know for our salvation.

(d) From the constant observation of the Church. For just as in the doctrine of life and morals the constant voice of our spiritual mother, the Church, is “Whatever He says to you, do” (John 2:5); so also in the doctrine of faith her constant voice is “Whatever He says to you, believe this.” Justin, Cohort. ad Graec., p. 29: “It is in all ways proper to know that by no means can anything about God be learned otherwise and elsewhere than from the prophets alone.” Consequently, in the most ancient councils of the early Church, held in opposition to the enemies of the Trinity, they did not determine the articles of faith on the basis of their own choice (as later happened in anti-Christian councils), but they drew their conclusions from the Scriptures. Athanasius, Epistol. ad Epict.: “The faith that the fathers explained in the council from the Holy Scriptures is sufficient to destroy all wickedness.” Emperor Constantine said to the fathers assembled at the Council of Nicaea: “We have the books of the evangelists and apostles and the oracles of the early prophets that teach us clearly what decision we must reach on a divine subject and that we should take the answers to our questions from those divinely inspired words” (Gelasius of Cyzicus, Act. Conc. Nic., c. 5; Tripart., bk. 2, c. 5). Accordingly, Nicholas of Cusa writes: “They used to put the holy Gospels in the center of where they congregated, and formerly a council made decisions according to the testimonies of the Scriptures” (De concord. cath. verit., bk. 2, c. 6).

Antithesis.

§ 19. (I) The Photinians accuse us of being moved only by the authority of the Church, that is, by human authority, to believe the Trinity, though they think that dogma lacks divine authority, that is, the authority of Scripture. Socinus, Defens. animadv. contra Eutrop., c. 3, p. 51: “There is no divine witness at all concerning the dogma of the Trinity. In fact, countless divine testimonies oppose it very clearly.” Ostorodt, Contra Tradel., part 2, c. 1, p. 87: “Not even a single passage of Scripture can be shown from which the Trinity could be discerned even vaguely.” What we must think about this accusation, however, will become clear from the following.

(II) Some of the Papists allege that the mystery of the Trinity cannot be proved from the Holy Scriptures. Emanuel a Vega, Oppugnat. Dei Samosateniani, p. 10: “The Trinity does not stand unless tradition is admitted.” Also: “I believe that there are three persons of the same nature and majesty from no other source than that from which we have learned that this writing which we have is the Gospel of Matthew or of Mark,” that is, as he himself explains, from the Church. Eck, in his Loci, and Pistorius, in Epit. colloq. Emmerting., assert that “the Trinity cannot be proved from Holy Writ but is the tradition of the Church.” Possevino, Biblioth., bk. 8, p. 418: “If the Lutherans have published anything solid about the Trinity, they have been plowing with our heifer, that is, they have been taking from our councils and fathers (whom they first accused blasphemously) as they have been compelled to seek all their weapons from trustworthy armorers.” Lindanus, Panopl., bk. 3, c. 5, p. 104: “There are some kinds of dogmas that either are not included in Scripture or, if they are included, are hidden there so secretly and, in fact, are so concealed that they could not be exposed and uncovered except by people of the keenest talent and of sharp judgment. An example of the latter is that the Spirit proceeds from the Son, that the Son is of the same substance with the Father, that St. James mentioned the sacrament of extreme unction,” etc. In Contra Tradel., part 2, c. 1, p. 86, Ostorodt appeals to this confession of the Papists: “The Papists in their public writings have frankly confessed that the plurality of persons in God cannot be demonstrated from the Word.” Schmalz, Contra Frantz., disp. 1, p. 1: “The Papists themselves, Cardinal Hosius and the Jesuit Wiekus, have admitted that the dogma of the Trinity cannot be proved from Holy Writ alone.”

Against this thoughtlessness of some Papists, however, we set forth the judgment of other, more sound Papists. Campianus, Rat., 9: “Was the ‘Trinity of persons’ not in the Bible just because those words do not exist?” In De Christo, bk. 1, from c. 4 to c. 9 inclusively, Bellarmine labors to affirm the divinity of Christ from Holy Writ. In bk. 2, c. 6, he cites six classes of arguments from Scripture in favor of the Trinity of persons in the Godhead. In De concil., bk. 2, c. 12, § Sic etiam, he writes: “When the Council of Nicaea defined that Christ is of the same substance with the Father, it drew that conclusion from the Scriptures, in which the content clearly indicates that God is one, that the Father is God, and that the Son is God, from which it necessarily follows that the Father and the Son are of the same substance and divinity.” Gregory of Valencia, Becanus, etc., make the same claim.

The mystery of the Trinity can be proved also from the Old Testament.

§ 20. Thesis (IV). The mystery of the Trinity can and should be confirmed not only from the New Testament but also from the Old. (1) We are not saying that the testimonies of the Trinity in the Old and New Testaments have the same clarity and distinctness, because the clearer revelation of this mystery was reserved for the New Testament. Paul Weidner says (Loc. fid. praecip., p. 82): “The Jewish people were especially prone to idolatry. Therefore, lest they fall into the error of those who worshiped many gods, divine Providence cautiously caused the secret of the divine Trinity to be given to them not explicitly but implicitly. On the other hand, because the Messiah had to explode idolatry completely and bring the whole world back to the worship of the one God, the mystery of the Trinity (which was going to have its coverings removed and be revealed explicitly and openly) was reserved for the day of the Messiah, so that the shadows might vanish under the rising light. This is something that every school of the Kabbalists also testifies plainly, asserting that the secrets of the divine Trinity had to lay hidden until the time of the Messiah,” etc.

(2) We also do not mean that in a dispute against a stubborn adversary one should begin with the more obscure words of the Old Testament. Instead, we are only stating that one can and should provide testimonies from the Old Testament to support the doctrine of the Trinity, because from the beginning God has always revealed Himself in such a way—and the Church at all times has known, invoked, and praised God in such a way—that in one undivided essence there are three distinct persons.

§ 21. We prove this thesis: (1) From our first thesis. For if all who intend to be saved must know and believe the doctrine of the Trinity, surely traces thereof must exist in the sacred writings of the Old Testament; otherwise the perfection of Scripture will be undermined. (2) From the evidence of the matter. We shall show in its own place that the doctrine of the Trinity has definite and clear testimonies not only in the New Testament but also in the Old. (3) From divine prohibition. Ps. 81:[9]: “There will be no strange god (the Vulgate renders this “recent god”) among you nor will you bow down to a foreign god.” Yet if the mystery of the Trinity had been completely unknown in the Old Testament, surely a “recent god” would be introduced in the New Testament through the worship of the Son and of the Holy Spirit. Isa. 43:10: “Before Me no god was formed nor will there be any after Me.” Yet if the Son of God became God in the New Testament, as the Photinians would have it, and if He began to receive divine worship in the New Testament, then surely another god was formed after God the Father.

Antithesis.

§ 22. The Photinians deny this shamelessly. Socinus, Defens. anim. contra Eutropium, c. 7, p. 216: “Our adversaries themselves confess in many places that the mystery of several persons in God was unknown among the common folk of Israel before the coming of Christ.” He is confusing the difference between more obscure knowledge and ignorance of every kind. We attribute the former to the people of Israel with respect to the revelation of the New Testament; the latter we remove from them. Johann Sommer, Refutat. Petri Carolini, bk. 1, c. 2: “Those who do not doubt that they can find silver in flint think that they must search for the doctrine of the Trinity in the books of the Old Testament. For in that entire doctrine, not one point will be discovered to show that even a suspicion of this opinion existed among the Jews before Christ.” Schmalz, preface to the reader of his Refutat. doct. Frantz.:


Who will show to an intelligent person the dogma of the Trinity from the Old Testament? Who will show the pre-eternity of the Son? Surely the ancient Jews exercised faith in all those Scriptures of theirs, and were they totally ignorant of those portents? Furthermore, not a few learned men—and these, outstanding theologians—have felt that the dogma of the Trinity and other matters were in no way revealed in the Old Testament but were reserved for the time of the new covenant.





 

[The mystery of the Trinity cannot be proved from natural reason.]

§ 23. Thesis (V). The mystery of the Trinity cannot and should not be proved from natural reason, especially a priori. (1) We must distinguish between the confirmation of a dogma and the illustration of a dogma that has already been confirmed and proved. Reasonings drawn from the light of nature and applied to the mystery of the Trinity must not be proposed as confirmations but as illustrations of whatever sort.

(2) The Scholastics differentiate between preceding and following rational arguments [rationes], or a priori and a posteriori. Thomas says: “We introduce rational argument to a subject in two ways: first, to prove a root sufficiently; and second, to show that consequent situations are in harmony with the root already posited. In this latter way, the Trinity is proved from rational arguments, for once the Trinity has been posited, the rational arguments agree with it” ([ST,] part 1, q. 32, art. 1). Luis Vives, De verit. fid. Christ., bk. 2, p. 101: “Before Christ disclosed this truth (concerning the Trinity) no truth or rational arguments would have come to the mind of any humans. However, after we received the truth from our heavenly Teacher, or rather, from God, the rational arguments began to show and open themselves to us.” However, these illustrations of rational arguments, regardless of their type, bear hardly any weight in this mystery, as shall become clear later.

§ 24. The first part of the thesis is confirmed: (1) By the condition of this mystery. Whatever dogma is set above the comprehension of human reason, human reason cannot be elevated to understand it on the basis of reason’s own principles; otherwise it would not be above reason. But the dogma of the Trinity is this kind of dogma, as is concluded from Matt. 11:[27]; 16:17; John 1:18; 1 Cor. 2:11; etc.

(2) By the removal of the way of knowing. From the light of nature, we are led to the knowledge of God through His creatures in no other way except according as God is the beginning and cause of those creatures. But He is not their beginning and cause except through His own divine might, which is common to all three persons. Therefore we cannot come to know Him through His creatures except by knowing those things that are common to Father, Son, and Holy Spirit. Therefore we cannot reach the point of understanding the distinction of persons through creatures from the light of nature. The question about the one and triune God is not whether God exists or what attributes belong to God with respect to creatures as He is the cause of them, but what God is according to Himself. But man cannot rise to this by the power of his reason. Basil, Contra Eunom., bk. 1: “Common notion suggests to us that God exists but not what God is.” Consequently, no one—even of the more sound heathen, even if he carefully cultivated his reason and carefully examined the book of nature—could have learned the mystery of the Trinity from principles born in us through innate knowledge nor from an inspection of creation through acquired knowledge.

(3) By clear inference from less to greater. If, through the fall of the first-formed, such darkness is brought into our minds that we cannot penetrate to a perfect knowledge even of natural and earthly things, all the less shall we be able to penetrate by the light and keenness of the natural mind to the knowledge of that greater mystery in divine matters: that God is one in essence and three in persons. However, consider Eccl. 8:17: “I have known that, of all the works of God, man can discover no reason for those things that occur under the sun and that the more he struggles to seek it out, the less he discovers.” Wisdom 9:16: “Hardly do we guess rightly at what is on earth, and with labor do we find the things that are before us, but the things that are in heaven, who has searched them out?”

(4) By a consideration of the reasonings that are reported. The more powerful reasonings formed by the ancients or by the more recent writers are these: First, from the perfection of God, which is urged by Scotus (1, Sent., 2) and Raimundus de Sabunda (Theol. nat., c. 46ff.): “Whatever speaks perfection must be attributed to the supremely Perfect. But begetting speaks perfection.” (See our locus On the Three Elohim [1610 Loci Theologici, locus 4], § 65.)

Second, from the understanding of God. John of Damascus, Orth. fid., bk. 1, c. 6: “God is not Wordless, but having a Word, He will not have Him impersonally,2 so that He may not have a beginning or end, for there was never a ‘when’ when God was Wordless.” C. 7: “It is necessary that the Word also have Spirit, for even our word does not lack spirit,” etc. Some more recent author amplifies this reasoning of the Damascene in this way:


God has the most excellent intellect; therefore its object must be most perfect. Nothing is more perfect than God; therefore nothing will be the object of God’s intellect other than God Himself. Therefore the intellect of God has been reflected in Himself from eternity. Furthermore, every intellect understands through the image of the object; therefore because God has understood Himself perfectly from eternity, He has conceived and borne in Himself the absolutely perfect image of Himself, which is His Son. However, because intellect is inherent in the essence of God, will shall also be inherent in it, and because that will is utterly perfect and thus requires an utterly perfect object, therefore it is reflected in itself and rests in God Himself as the infinite good. Hence it must produce the greatest pleasure and love. So, then, when the eternal Father conceives and with His absolutely perfect will desires His own image, namely, His Son, the most perfect love and fullest pleasure must proceed from the Father to the Son and from the Son to the Father as from an image to the archetype. Thus through the joined intellect and will of both, a third way of existing (or a third person) is posited in the divine essence, and we call it the Holy Spirit.





 

Third, from the communication of the good. “It belongs to the supreme and infinite good to communicate itself supremely and infinitely. But God is the supreme good. Therefore He communicates Himself supremely and infinitely. But in His production3 God has not revealed Himself infinitely and supremely, but particularly with respect to some good things.”

Fourth, from an analogical comparison. “One nature is found in one hypostasis, as in any angel; plural natures in plural hypostases, as in many angels; plural natures in one substance, as in man, where two natures, soul and flesh—one spiritual, one corporeal—come together into one human hypostasis. It seems true, then, that there is also one nature, namely, the divine, in plural hypostases in the Father, Son, and Holy Spirit.”

Fifth, from the constant operation of the pure, sheer act. “God is pure, sheer act; therefore He has acted from eternity, but He has not produced anything outside Himself through creation. Therefore He has done this within Himself through begetting the Son, through breathing the Holy Spirit.” Luis Vives, De verit. relig., bk. 2, p. 102: “All the schools of the wise have confirmed that God is pure act, for in whatever being power [potestas]4 may be, it indicates a sort of imperfection in it, which is far from the excellence of the divine essence. But if He is pure act, He has never ceased; therefore He has acted as long as He has existed (for in leisure and cessation power quickly finds a place). Accordingly, therefore, He has been doing something from all eternity, since He is indeed eternal. Moreover, in God there is nature—might and power, to be sure—and there is also a capability [facultas]. Through this nature, He acts according to His inner and proper might and power. There is also free will in the same God, through which He acts when and where He wills,” etc.

Sixth, by the impression of His traces in His creatures. “An effect reports the nature of its cause. Creatures are the effect of God the Creator. Therefore they report the nature of their Creator. But now they have stated that the likeness and image of the divine Trinity, or certainly some trace, can be noted in all created things.” We shall say more on this subject later. (For a more complete deduction of these rational arguments, see Scotus; Raimundus; Luis Vives, op. cit.; Mornaeus, De verit. relig. Christian., c. 5; Savonarola, De ver. fid., bk. 3, c. 3, p. 181; etc.)

§ 25. However, these rational arguments (1) could not be formed from the light of nature by the heathen, who are ignorant of the divine revelation made in the Word. Instead, they were devised by Christians, to whom the mystery of the Trinity has been revealed in the Word.

(2) If these rational arguments are considered separately and by themselves, they are weak, because they allow many objections, which the writings of the Photinians supply with a large hand.

(3) They are also imperfect because neither all taken simultaneously nor each taken individually proves clearly that which they were employed to prove, namely: (a) That the Son begotten by the Father is a person subsisting of Himself, really distinct from the Father. (b) That the Son is [image: ] with the Father, of one undivided essence with the Father. (c) That the begetting of the Son from the essence of the Father is most simply eternal. (d) That the production that they claim the Father has done from eternity is limited to the Son and the Holy Spirit, that is, that the Father has brought forth no more and no fewer persons than two. (e) That the Father produced the Son through begetting, the Spirit through breathing—that is, that the Father begot the Son from eternity and the Holy Spirit proceeded from the same Father and the Son from eternity.

[4] These mysteries taken at the same time (as they indeed should be taken in this doctrine) exceed every comprehension of human reason and, consequently, cannot be proved by natural reason.

Therefore we have thus shown with four arguments that the mystery of the Trinity cannot be proved from reason, which is also confirmed by the words of Athanasius in his Epist. ad Serap., toward the middle: “The Godhead is taught not by the demonstration of rational arguments but by faith and pious thinking along with religious devotion.”

§ 26. The second part of the thesis, namely, that the mystery of the Trinity should not be proved from natural reason, follows from the first. For if it cannot be proved from reason, we are just playing when we vainly undertake the effort of natural rational arguments. Thomas proves this very thing on the basis of an inconvenient consequence. He says: “Whoever tries to prove the Trinity with natural reason detracts from faith in two ways”: (1) Because “the dignity of faith is that it concerns invisible things that surpass human reason. (2) It detracts from faith as concerns the utility of drawing others to it, for the faithless believe that we employ rational arguments of this kind, though they nevertheless are not cogent arguments” ([ST,] p. 1, q. 32, art. 1).

Antithesis.

§ 27. (I) As in other articles, so in this article the Scholastics—about whom Scotus proclaims, “They have mixed philosophy with theology with great fruit” (Sent., bk. 3, dist. 24, q. 1)—indulge in reasonings of this sort more than is right. In fact, by stirring up and asking their curious, idle, and thorny questions about this mystery, they seriously undermine the simplicity of the Christian faith. Raymundus Lullus thought, “This mystery can be proved solely by the natural power of the intellect without revelation.” Some people support him: Gerson, Alphab. 13, letter H; Henricus, Quodlib., 8, q. 24; and Richard of St. Victor, De trinit., bk. 1, c. 4. Gregory of Valencia, De unit. et trin. proleg., c. 2: “Although reason cannot grasp the truth of this mystery because of its depth, yet it is not able to find any falsehood in it. Therefore all the arguments that are developed against it can be discarded as weak and fallacious—something that is quite clear.”

(II) Keckermann attributes more to reason than to Scripture in demonstrating this mystery, for he arranges his demonstration of the Trinity in this way: “We shall make it clear to the Antitrinitarians that the trinity of persons flows forth from the very essence of God and that God cannot be God without having three different modes of existing, or persons. When we have shown this, we shall also produce testimonies from Holy Writ” (Syst. theol., bk. 1, c. 3). So, then, he is placing a philosophical discourse taken from the properties of an intelligent nature ahead of the divine oracles of the Holy Spirit. Justin is all the more correct: “One must not rectify divine matters with human reasonings for those who are nourished by the Church, but exposition of the words must be made according to the desire of the teaching of the Spirit” ([image: ], p. 294).

Questions.

§ 28. (I) The question arises: What should be decided with respect to the traces [vestigia] of the Trinity that are demonstrated in creatures? Augustine writes (De civ. Dei, bk. 11, c. 28):


They would by no means exist or be contained in any species nor seek or hold an order unless they were made by Him who exists supremely, who is supremely wise and supremely good. Therefore running, as it were, through all things that He made with marvelous stability, let us collect some of His traces, impressed here more, there less. And in ourselves, gazing upon His image, let us recover our senses and rise up like that younger son in the Gospel.





 

Therefore Augustine is claiming that one sees in the intellectual and rational creature an “image” of the Trinity, but in the rest of the irrational creatures one sees some “trace” of the Trinity. This distinction and the reason for it we explained in greater detail in our locus On the Three Elohim [1610 Loci Theologici, locus 4], §§ 69–70. Many of these traces are reported by the ancients, most of which traces Augustine lists from bk. 9 to bk. 15 of De Trinit.

We employ a certain order in listing them: (1) Some traces are common to all creatures, while some are proper to certain creatures. These are the common ones: God made all things in number, weight, and measure. Every creature reveals in itself a unity and species and order. There are three dispositions of being common to all things: one, true, good. In all creatures there is a beginning, middle, and end; substance, power and operation; being, being able, acting. The entire universe consists of three kinds of creatures. One is of spiritual substances, that is, of angels; the second is of partly spiritual, partly corporeal substances, such as humans; the third is of completely corporeal substances, such as animals, trees, etc.

(2) Creatures are either rational or irrational. Rational ones are either angels or humans. In those rational creatures not only a trace but also an image of the Trinity occurs. The countless multitude of the angels is divided into three hierarchies, and to each hierarchy is assigned three ranks [ordines]. In this tripartite distinction they believe a trace of the Trinity is seen. However, in the individual angels (the intellectual essences) and in the souls of humans (which are endowed with the ability to reason), they have enough to do in pointing out an image of the Trinity. The mind remembers itself, understands itself, loves itself. The mind is like a parent, its knowledge is like its offspring, and love proceeds from the mind itself and from its knowledge. There are three faculties of the human soul: rational, sensitive, vegetative. There are three faculties of the rational soul: intelligence, will, and memory. We exist, we know we exist, and we love our existing and knowing.

(3) Irrational creatures are either animate or inanimate. In animate creatures endowed with a sensitive as well as a vegetative soul, these traces occur. There are three internal senses: common sense, fantasy, and memory. Herbs and flowers have form, odor or fragrance, and strength, might, and effects.

(4) Inanimate creatures are either heavenly or earthly. In most of these they point out a trace of the Trinity. In the sun, three things are considered: that it exists, that it shines, that it heats; that is, the substance of the sun, its rays, and its heat. In the rainbow three distinct colors are joined in such a way that you cannot see in what way they are put together or separated. In fire there is the species of fire, its glow, and its heat. Glow is born of the fire; heat is generated from the fire and its glow. A spring, stream, and river are three things of the same nature, etc. From the root of a tree rises its trunk; from both, a branch.

(5) They look for such traces not only in natural things but also in artificial ones and in disciplines. There are three things we look for in any craftsman for him to accomplish anything: nature, training, practice. We must judge his nature by his talent, his training by his knowledge, his practice by his product. Augustine (De civ. Dei, bk. 11, c. 25) reports here the three-part division of philosophy into physics, logic, and ethics. He says that “physics” denotes the Father, who is the author of all natures; “logic” denotes the Son, who gives intelligence; “ethics” denotes the Holy Spirit, who inspires the love by which one lives well and blessedly. Our Luther’s division is this: In God the Father is grammar; the Son, dialectic; and the Holy Spirit, rhetoric.5 Others observe that among the Hebrews there is a three-letter root, that the name “Jehovah” has three letters, that [in the Targum] it is written with three [image: ] and a – underneath, that the number three is sacred among all peoples.

But what should be decided about these traces and comparisons? We respond with the same thing we said about rational arguments taken from the light of nature: (a) They only illumine, they do not prove. (b) There is more dissimilarity than similarity in them. (c) They are taken a posteriori not a priori; they are not the parents but the offspring of acquiring knowledge; they do not lead to knowledge but are brought out to represent what is known. (See Meisner, Sobr. phil., part 1, sect. 4, c. 9, q. 2.) (d) They should be used soberly and cautiously. (e) They cannot be set against an adversary; they can delight the believer. I shall note a beautiful passage from Hilary about these similarities: “If in our treatment of the nature of God and the nativity we provide some examples of comparisons, no one should think that those contain within themselves an absolutely perfect explanation [ratio]. There is no comparison of earthly things to God, but the weakness of our understanding compels us to search for some spiritual tokens of more important matters from lesser matters, so that, being admonished by the experience of familiar matters, we may be led from the consciousness of our sense to the opinion of an unaccustomed sense. Therefore every comparison should be considered helpful to man rather than apt for God, because it” signifies rather “than explains our understanding. And we should not think it a presumptuous comparison when it equates the natures of flesh and spirit, or of invisible and palpable things, as it protests that it is necessary for the weakness of human understanding and is free of the burden of being an unsatisfactory example” (De trinit., bk. 1, p. 7).

§ 29. (II) The question arises: What should be judged concerning the allegories that are applied to this mystery? Also in these cases the learned men of the ancient Church, especially Origen, and of the more recent men, Berthorius, have spoken in quite great detail. For the sake of amusement, we shall list some of the allegories. In Genesis 15, God, wishing to initiate a covenant with Abraham and to confirm His promise about the blessed seed, ordered Abraham to bring Him in sacrifice “a heifer three years old, a she-goat three years old, and a ram three years old,” through which they think the mystery of the Trinity has been prefigured. (See Weidner, Loc. fid. Christ. praec., treatise 1, p. 147.)

In Genesis 18, Abraham meets three men and worships one. In seeing three men, he understood the mystery of the Trinity; by worshiping one, as it were, he recognized one God in three persons. Augustine, Serm. 70. de temp.: “When the three men were seen, no one of them was said to be greater in form or age or power than the others. Why should we not take this here to mean that the equality of the Trinity has been visibly insinuated through a visible creature and that there is one and the same substance in the three persons?” etc. (See also Augustine, De Trinit., bk. 2, c. 11. See our locus [1610 Loci Theologici, locus 4 (On the Three Elohim)], § 15.) Justin writes (Dial. cum Tryph., p. 213): “Moses, the blessed and faithful servant of God, indicates that God was seen by Abraham near the oaks of Mamre along with those who were with Him—the two angels sent for the judgment of the Sodomites by another who always remains above the heavens, who is seen by no one, and who speaks to no one through Himself, whom we know as the Maker and Father of all things.[”]

Three things were contained in the ark: the tables of the Decalogue, the sprouting staff of Aaron, and the golden urn holding the manna. These represent three attributes for God: In the staff is His power, the tables that contained the Law of great wisdom signify the wisdom of God, the sweetness of the manna indicates the goodness of God. Power is attributed to the Father, wisdom to the Son, and goodness to the Holy Spirit.

In his commentary on Isaiah 3, Basil applies to the Trinity the statement of Exod. 23:17, that the Israelites had to appear before God “three times a year,” namely, for three solemn feasts. He says: “God is requiring faith in the Holy Trinity, for as the gloss says, ‘The Son is sacrificed on Passover, the Holy Spirit is given on Pentecost, and the power of the Father, the Creator, is signified by the harvesting of crops.’ ”

In Numbers 15 the Israelites had tassels on the corners of their cloaks by which they would be reminded of God and of His Commandments. Those tassels were made of four threads but doubled, and they had three knots on their upper part and two on their lower. The three upper knots hint at the trinity of persons, the two lower ones at the two Testaments.

In Dan. 5:5 the Trinity is prefigured to Daniel. Three fingers of one hand write on the wall opposite the face of the feasting King Belshazzar, and those three fingers indicate the three persons of the Trinity, about whom it is said: “ ‘Who grasps the mass of the earth with three fingers?’ (Isa. 40:12). That is, He sustains the world by the power of the three persons who are one God, one hand in essence and divine power, which inscribes upon the human mind, stirs up new motions, and causes it to be weighed down with the burden of its sins,” etc.

What should be decided about these allegories? We respond the same way we did concerning comparisons, for as the comparisons are similarities taken from the book of nature, so these are pictures taken from the book of Scripture. (1) If they are congruent, they decorate and illumine things beautifully, but they do not prove. Luther, on Genesis 18, p. 216: “Let us defend our teachers who say that in a secret sense Abraham saw the Trinity—supposing that God appeared to him not in more or fewer persons than three—against the poisonous tongues. Therefore the fathers have dealt with this passage correctly. Yet it is one thing to prove, another to adorn.” (2) If, on the other hand, they are less appropriate and fitting, then the learned hold them in contempt, our adversaries laugh at them, and the weak are offended by them.

§ 30. (III) The question arises: What should be judged concerning the testimonies that are provided from heathen authors to support the mystery of the Trinity? In our locus [1610 Loci Theologici, locus 4 (On the Three Elohim)], § 73, we mentioned some of these from Luis Vives, Mornaeus, Pansa, Ficinus, Scaliger, Georgieviz, etc. There are more in Cyril (Contra Julianum, bk. 8) and in Steuco (De peren. phil., bk. 2), to which we can also add the following: Suidas on “Trismegistus”: Mercurius Trismegistus, that is, thrice greatest, “was a wise Egyptian. He lived earlier than the Pharaoh. He was called ‘thrice greatest’ because he uttered an oracle about the Trinity, saying in these words that in the Trinity is one divinity: ‘He was intellectual light before intellectual light and always existed as the illuminating mind of the mind. He was nothing other than the unity of these and the Spirit that contains all things. Outside of Him there is no God, no angel, nor any other substance. He is the Lord, Father, and God of all things, and all things are under Him and in Him. For His word is perfect and fruitful, and as Creator He put the fallen man in a fertile nature and with fruitful water created richly bearing water.’ ”

Plato followed the philosophy of Trismegistus in his letter to Dionysius, who had questioned him about the nature of God. Plato responds: “I must speak to you regarding the nature of the first cause in riddles,” etc. “This is how the situation is: All things revolve around the king of all things and exist for his sake. He is the cause of all good things, second in regard to the second cause, third in regard to the third cause.”

The Platonic philosopher Plotinus wrote the book [image: ] [On the Three Principal Hypostases], which Augustine mentions. The Platonist Damascius writes: “From earliest beginnings the Egyptians customarily praised the number three.”

Aristotle writes: “The Pythagoreans set the perfection of things in three as beginning, middle, and end” (De coelo et mundo, 1). And from these words of Maro, we conclude that in the sacred affairs of the gods this number was generally used: “God takes pleasure in an uneven number.”

Reuchlin, Annot. ad q. 1. Athanas.: “As pagans struggled over the unity of the deity, they grasped the idea of a plurality existing beyond all gods. For they say that Jupiter, the one most excellent god, produced by himself from his head, without any intercourse, Minerva, who certainly stands ahead of all gods. They say that Jupiter and Minerva later produced Boule, that is, counsel. These two (Minerva and Boule) have equal power with their father and are called by Hesiod in the Theogonia the ‘two prudent offspring of Jupiter.’ ”

Muhammad in the Qur’an, sura 24, introduces God as saying: “Nothing is hidden from us. We preserve a definite mode and measure everywhere. We command the winds and send down from heaven the rains to give life to things. We give life and bring on death. We created man out of dust and mud.” (So, then, whoever does not have an equal among the angels nor the rest of creation speaks about himself in the plural, but what plurality is that?) Sura 25: “For he himself, God and his blessed Spirit, have composed this most truthful book.” (You have a duality of persons, and in divine affairs the Word is added.) Sura 11: “Jesus, the son of Mary, the messenger of God, and his Spirit and the Word of Mary sent from heaven.” (Behold, then: One who sends, the Spirit, and the Word; but in sura 12 the opposite is quickly added.)

So what judgments should we pass about such testimonies? (1) In some of them there are things similar to, but not the same as, Christian doctrine. In their words they are in harmony with us, but they disagree with us in the explanation and meaning of those words. For this reason, Augustine declares concerning them that “in some way or another, and through the veil of vague imagination, they have seen that to which they must press onward” (De civ. Dei, bk. 10, c. 29).

(2) In those things that teach the same, they have drawn them: (a) Partly from their reading of Holy Scripture. Justin Martyr, Paraen. ad gentes; Eusebius, De praeparat. evang.; and Theodoret, De Graec. affect., prove that Plato transferred many things from the books of the Hebrews into his own books. As a result, the philosopher Numenius used to say: “Who is Plato but the Attic Moses?” According to Eusebius, bk. 1, the Jew Aristobulus says to Philometora: “Plato has followed our law in many things, for he clearly seems to have examined carefully individual points in many instances.” After all, the books of Moses had been translated before Alexander and the Persian empires, and from them the philosopher Pythagoras also took many things. In De civ. Dei, bk. 8, c. 11, Augustine points out that Plato learned the Hebrew writings through an interpreter not to write a translation thereof, as Ptolemy did, but to learn by conversation what they contained to the extent that he could grasp them. See Luis Vives, Comm. Aug. on this passage, and the scholia on Gregory of Nazianzen, letter to Nemesius: “Some heathen once objected to the Christians that many things were found in the divinely inspired books that were taken—snatched, in fact—from Plato and other authors. However, they have turned this false charge of ‘kidnapping’ back upon themselves and justly so, for many others and especially Clement of Alexandria, who cites countless passages of Scripture in the books of his Stromata, which passages heathen writers have transferred into their own volumes.” (b) Partly from conversation with the Hebrews. Plato traveled as far as Egypt. See Augustine, op. cit. See our locus [1610 Loci Theologici, locus 4 (On the Three Elohim)], § 74. (c) Partly from the revelation of oracles and sibyls.

(3) The testimonies of the unbelievers regarding the Trinity are more valuable to convince the heathen than to confirm Christians or to refute heretics. Augustine, Contra Faustum, bk. 13, c. 15:


If the Sibyl and Orpheus and some Hermes or other, or if any other seers or theologians or wise men or philosophers are said to have foretold or to have said true things about the Son of God or about God the Father, this certainly is something valuable for overcoming the vanity of pagans but not for embracing the authority of such people when we show that we worship the God about whom they have been unable to hold their tongues. For those were people who partly dared to teach their kinfolk how to worship idols and demons and partly dared not to keep them from doing so.





 

(4) The verity of the Christian faith of itself certainly does not need those testimonies. Augustine, De civ. Dei, bk. 18, c. 47:


If any foreigner, that is, anyone neither born of Israel nor accepted by that people into the canon of Holy Writ, is read to have prophesied anything about Christ, if it has come or will come to our notice, we can remember it as an addition—not that this is necessary, even if it be lacking, but because it is not out of harmony to believe that there are people in other nations to whom this mystery has been revealed and who were forced to proclaim it.





 

§ 31. (IV) The question arises: Was Thomas Aquinas correct in saying that one can, on the basis of natural reason, defend the statement that what the Christian faith says about the Trinity is not impossible ([ST,] p. 1, q. 32, art .1)? We respond. Among Christians established on the Word of God and embracing by faith the mystery of the Trinity, this can be obtained through natural reasonings. However, among unbelievers who are ignorant of the Trinity and heretics who stubbornly deny, this can scarcely be maintained. For since they push aside the light of the heavenly Word and presume to pass judgment on this mystery based on the principles of reason, it happens that they declare that mystery absurd and impossible.

The mystery of the Trinity should not be attacked on the basis of reason.

§ 32. Thesis (VI). The mystery of the Trinity should not be attacked, and cannot be overthrown, on the basis of natural reason. The blessed Luther (De votis monasticis, c. 5) argues about the light of reason and the nature thereof in divine matters: “Although nature does not by itself extend to the light and works of God, so that its judgment is fallacious in affirmative propositions [in affirmativis], as they say, nevertheless it is sure in negative propositions [in negativis]. For though reason does not grasp what God is, nevertheless it certainly grasps what God is not. Therefore though it does not see what is right and good in the presence of God—namely, faith—nevertheless it clearly knows that infidelity and murder are wrong, which Christ also employs when He says, ‘Every kingdom that is divided against itself is destroyed,’ and Paul, when he says, ‘Does not nature teach that a woman should prophesy with her head covered?’ Therefore whatever is clearly opposed to this reason, it is certain that it is much more opposed to God, for how will that which is opposed to terrestrial truth not be opposed to celestial truth?” etc. There are some who try to prove from this passage of Luther that in the greatest mysteries of faith one should consult the judgment of natural reason and that whatever one finds there that is opposed to reason should straightway be rejected as false. However, they are committing the fallacy of “in a certain manner and simply.”6 For we should not take Luther’s statement absolutely and simply to refer to all things that are taught in theology but only to those that are known by the light of nature, not those of revelation alone and, as they say, of pure faith.

This is clear: (1) From the examples given by Luther, all of which are arranged in such a way that they do not step beyond the sphere of logic. (2) From other passages of his in which he severely and seriously forbids us to pass judgment on the highest mysteries of faith on the basis of reason and forbids us to reject such things that our reason judges are absurd, false, and impossible. In his Disputat. de dicto “Verbum caro factum est,” he writes: “The Sorbonne, the mother of errors, defines badly that the same thing is true in both philosophy and theology, and it wickedly condemns those who have given a contrary definition” (Latin edition of Wittenberg, vol. 1, f. 413). (3) From the absurd consequences. For if we wish to extend this statement of Luther to the mysteries set beyond any grasp of reason, it will follow that we must commit to reason the judgment concerning those things of which it is completely ignorant, that reason is the teacher of our faith, that reason must not be held captive under the obedience of faith. In fact, all the mysteries of faith that are unknown to natural reason will have to be denied and rejected as absurd and impossible, something that will become more clear from the following.

§ 33. Therefore because the latter depends on the prior, we prove both parts of the thesis: (1) From the rules and requirements of a true proof [demonstratio]. A true and effectual proof should be taken not from foreign things but from its own things, lest one commit “a transference to another genus, for it is necessary for the extreme and middle terms to be from the same genus” (Aristotle, [Posterior] Analyt., 1., c. 7, cont. 59). Yet when refuting arguments are provided from natural reason in the highest articles of faith (which transcend every grasp of human reason), these are not taken from their own things nor is there any kinship of terms therein. Therefore the mode of instruction and the rules of true proof are being violated. Those who draw arguments from nature for mysteries—from sense to faith, from eye to oracle—commit a stupidity.

(2) From the imperfection of reason. Our intellect labors under such imperfection and weakness that it is often deceived and errs in matters subjected to its judgment, something that is witnessed by the complaints of the finest philosophers: Aristotle, Metaph., bk. 2, c. 1; and Scaliger, Exerc., exer. 1, sect. 1; exerc. 31, sect. 1; exerc. 307, sect. 12. Therefore it will be all the more dangerous to commit matters of faith to its judgment, so as to deny the truth of the articles of faith as revealed in the Scriptures, because reason cannot rise high enough to understand them.

(3) From the corruption of reason. Human reason labors not only under weakness but also under blindness, darkness, and errors when it judges matters of faith. (Cf. Rom. 1:21; 1 Cor. 1:19; Eph. 4:17.) Not only does it lack the divine power to know completely and perfectly, but it is also corrupted with the opposite inclination to pursue errors and faults. 1 Cor. 2:14: “The natural [animalis] man does not receive the things of the Spirit of God, for they are folly to him, and he is not able to understand them because they are spiritually discerned.” The apostle’s inference is this: Spiritual matters should be judged in a spiritual way. That is, to perceive and to judge spiritual mysteries, one must have an intellect brightened by the light of the Holy Spirit and standing on Holy Scripture, which contains the voice and judgment of the Holy Spirit, as the one and only norm of judgment. But the natural [[image: ]] man, who has nothing excellent in himself except a rational soul and who takes pleasure in his own reasonings, has not yet been brightened by the light of the Holy Spirit but is still cleaving to the darkness innate in his intellect and is not following the norm according to which, alone, he should pass judgment on spiritual matters and mysteries. Therefore he is obviously unsuited to judge spiritual matters. In Rom. 8:6 the “mind of the flesh” [[image: ]] (which expression means not only the sensitive affections and appetites but also the most excellent thoughts and reasonings in the unregenerate) not only is not praiseworthy but also is “hostile toward God.” In this expression there is great emphasis, since the substantive placed there is understood as an adjective.

(4) From a comparison of things intelligible and things of faith. Just as the intelligible things must not be judged according to sense perception, so also things of faith must not be judged according to the intellect. One cannot and should not urge the judgment of the senses against the judgment of reason. Therefore one also should not urge the judgment of reason against the judgment of faith. Let us entrust to the artist the things of art, to nature the things of nature, to God the things of God.

(5) From the condition of philosophical axioms. When human reasonings are set forth against the mystery of the Trinity, then the philosophical axioms are being taken as general, though they are specific and contain the truth only in their own sphere. Thus the axiom that “there are as many essences as there are persons” is valid in the whole universe of things but should not be extended to the very Lord of the universe. It is valid in the case of finite essence but should not be applied to the infinite essence of God. It is valid in the sublunary sphere but must not be drawn out to the supercelestial sphere. But it is wretched folly and sophistic deceit to construe a particular as a universal, a determinate as an indeterminate. All arguments that are formed from reason against the mystery of the Trinity assume in the major premise some axiom that is valid in the nature of created things only and hence is particular, and this they apply to the uncreated, infinite essence of God. That is, they assume that axiom as absolutely and simply useful, contrary to the laws of logic itself. For example, “An essence one in number cannot be in distinct hypostases three in number.” The divine nature is an essence one in number. Therefore. The major premise cannot be proved without the introduction of finite created things, but from this it is not yet proved that the uncreated infinite essence is constituted the same way [quod eadem sit ratio]. Therefore the usefulness of the axiom cannot be proved.

(6) From the nature and structure [ratio] of mysteries. It is the nature and structure of the mystery of the Trinity and of all the other mysteries, properly speaking, that they transcend the comprehension of reason, that is, that reason without the revelation of the Word cannot reach to an understanding of them and that, given the revelation of the Word, reason nonetheless cannot and should not decide on those mysteries on the basis of its own principles. (See Eph. 3:8; 1 Cor. 2:7; 1 Tim. 6:16; etc.) Therefore reason ought not oppose its own reasonings to the heavenly truth in those mysteries.

(7) From a comparison of the power and essence of God. As reason cannot and should not pronounce what God can and cannot do—because “God can do more than we understand” (Eph. 3:20)—so also it cannot and should not pronounce what God is and is not, but should follow only the light of the Word in defining these matters. Our intellect is finite; therefore it ought not assume for itself the judgment of how far the infinite power of God reaches and what persons are or are not in the divine essence.

(8) From the apostle’s command: “taking reason captive under the obedience of faith” (2 Cor. 10:5). If we had to listen to reason arguing from its own principles against the mysteries revealed in the Scriptures, surely there would be no need to take it captive, for that which is given the freedom to run about as it wishes in its own reasonings is not to be thrown into the bonds of captivity. However, the apostle requires the latter. The statement of Solomon agrees with it: “Trust in the Lord with all your heart, and do not rely on your own understanding” (Prov. 3:5).

(9) From many deductions to the absurd. If we must listen to reason arguing from its own principles against the mystery of the Trinity, the consequence will be that: (a) The ultimate resolution of our faith should be not in Holy Scripture but in the judgment of our reason, which, in fact, is being allowed judgment on the assertions of Scripture. (b) More will be attributed to the judgment of reason than to the judgment of the Holy Spirit that is revealed and published in Scripture. (c) Different classes of disciplines and bad principles will be confused in a mixture. (d) Human reason will be given such and so great a prerogative that it will be elevated above the intellect of the angels, who themselves desire to peek into the mysteries of the Gospel (1 Pet. [1]:12). (e) All the mysteries of faith will be undermined with one fell swoop, because the structure [ratio] of all of them is the same and equal in that they transcend the comprehension of the human intellect, etc. (See Dr. Meisner, Consid. theol. Photin., p. 311.)

§ 34. (10) From the unanimous witness of the fathers. We have cited many statements in favor of this opinion from the fathers in our locus On the Interpretation of Scripture [1610 Loci Theologici, locus 2], § 170, and to those we add just a few here.

Tatian, Contra gentes: “The matters of our instruction [[image: ]] are higher than worldly comprehension.”

Justin, Confut. Graecor. quaest., p. 163: “We must not measure the works of God with our reasonings [[image: ]], for the works of God are beyond mind, perception, and reason.” [image: ] p. 304: “Whenever I raise a new doubt while inquiring, then I shout the wonder of the Christians’ mystery, because our affairs are beyond mind, beyond reason, beyond the comprehension of created nature. And whenever some difficulty may occur to you while inquiring about such things, present faith as a ready solution to the things being sought.” p. 297: “How the Trinity exists in unity and unity in the Trinity I would not wish to inquire from others, nor would I be able to convince myself of the explanation of hidden and ineffable things, so that I would dare to express them in muddy language and in the filthy flesh.”

Gregory Nazianzen, Orat. in laudem Neronis:


The Father, Son, and Holy Spirit have this in common: that they were not created and that they are joined together by their divinity. They are differentiated from each other by this property: that the Father is not begotten, the Son is begotten, and the Holy Spirit proceeds. However, if you go on to ask how, what will you leave to those who, according to Scripture, are the only ones who know each other mutually and are mutually known by each other or even to those of us to whom this will be divinely revealed in the next life?





 

Orat. de fide: “This is the cause of error, this is the origin of the Arian heresy, when they do not understand the power of God and do not recognize the disposition of so great a mystery, that they consider God with human conditions.”

In his Serm. de fide ad Armenios, p. 31, Archbishop Proclus of Alexandria calls “the rational syllogisms that the heretics oppose to the articles of faith” “weak spiderwebs” and adds: “The bleary eye does not glimpse the rays of the sun clearly nor does a weak understanding come to the loftiness of faith.” Homil. in transfig. Dom., p. 86: “Why do you defame divine things with human reasonings?”

Chrysostom, homily 5 on 1 Timothy: “Human reason has nothing in common, when compared, with divine matters. Therefore it is blasphemy to want to investigate divine matters with reasonings.”

Augustine, De civ. Dei, bk. 12, c. 17: “Even if reason were unable to refute these arguments, faith would have to laugh at them.” Enchir., c. 4: “We must defend with reason those things that the corporeal senses initiated or that the intelligence of the mind discovered. But what we have not experienced with a corporeal sense and could not or cannot achieve with the mind, we must believe without any doubt through the witnesses by whom that which deserves to be called ‘Holy Scripture’ was composed.”

Bernard, epistle 190: “What is more contrary to reason than to try to transcend reason with reason? And what is more contrary to faith than to be unwilling to believe what you cannot attain by reason?”

§ 35. (11) From the confession of our adversaries themselves. For though they do not cease to attack the mystery of the Trinity with arguments drawn from reason, yet their philosophical speculation in many ways is opposed to this practice of theirs: (a) Because they teach that Holy Scripture alone is the norm and rule of faith. Schmalz, Contra Scopper., p. 3: “Scripture alone is the norm of faith, and concerning things to be believed, one must stand only on its divine authority.” Schmalz again, in the preface to Contra Frantz.: “The religion of Christ depends upon its own peculiar foundations; it desires not the work of another nor requires anything on our part.” Pisecius, preface to Resp. ad rationes Campiani Alii: “The verity of divine matters depends not on nature nor on sense nor on natural [physicis] theorems but on God, on the divine laws and oracles.” And later: “In the Christian religion we weigh whatever is of a controversial nature by the firm and solid authority of the divine laws.” Yet if Scripture alone is the rule of things we must believe, if we must stand only on its divine authority in divine matters, then why do they follow the judgment of reason in the divine mysteries?

(b) They say that one must not examine the judgments of God with reason. Socinus, Solut. scrupul., resp. ad 11, p. 40: “The inscrutable judgments of God are not to be measured with the measuring rod of human reason.” Socinus again, Adv. Mennonitas, p. 77:


On its own, human nature is frail and weak in accomplishing those things that are good and acceptable to God. In fact, not only is appetite, which is very powerful in man, often opposed to these things but also partly reason itself. We have a very clear witness of this in the case of Adam and his wife. Before they had sinned, and thus before they had contracted some stain from sin, they still were so frail and weak that they scorned the clear warning of God and, partly driven by the appetite to eat from the tree forbidden to them and partly persuaded by reason, they ate and sinned very grievously.





 

Socinus, Ad object. Cutteni, p. 92: “In divine matters we attribute little to our natural powers because we know from the apostle’s witness that the natural man does not perceive the things that are of the Spirit of God.” Sommer, Refut. P. Carolini, p. 50 b: “The acts of God must not be examined according to the rules of men.” Yet if we should not examine the acts and judgments of God according to the rules of reason, all the less should we measure the essence of God with the measuring rod of reason.

(c) In religious matters they sometimes remove judgment from reason. Eniedinus, Loc. Script., p. 178: “No one should bring foreign and philosophical contemplations to the simple words and doctrine of the apostles.” The preface-writer to Eniedinus: “In such a difficult subject, we have no need of the reasonings of man but rather of the expressed word, according to the passage: ‘To the Law and the prophets’ and ‘What is written in the Law?’ ” The same, Defens. animadv. contra Eutropium: “The Christian has to believe these things about God, though they may not quite be consistent with reason, for these things are not just considered to have been revealed by God but actually were revealed by Him.” Ostorodt, Instit., c. 29, p. 196: “It would be too dangerous to entrust to human reason and judgment a matter of such great importance (which the heretics believe should be worthy of capital punishment), that concerns a man’s life, in fact, his eternal salvation.” Ostorodt again, Contra Tradel., part 1, c. 7, p. 53: “In his final argument, the good doctor allowed himself to be misled by reason, but here he ought to have postponed natural considerations [physica].” Schmalz, De Christi divinit., pp. 91–92: “In matters of this sort they must stop inquiring into the means that God has employed and must decide that God wanted us to be ignorant of them not without a cause. They must learn to submit to the manifest testimonies of Holy Writ.” Schmalz again, Contra Frantz., p. 165: “Let Frantz show us his opinions from Holy Writ, then we shall accept them as certain, even if they surpass our reason.” Johan. Lycinius Namisloviensis Polonus, in his Paraenes. Polonica et Latina ad ministros evangel. pro ineunda concordia, published in 1597, writes: “I admit that we must restrain our reason with all our might, that is, in those instances when Scripture says in clear words something that is beyond or contrary to our reason. There reason must stop, submit humbly to the words, and not ask how this could have happened.” In the same work he declares this with the example of the creation of all things out of nothing. Yet if we must believe those things that can be demonstrated from Holy Writ, though reason is not be able to comprehend them, surely the mystery of the Trinity, which we are prepared to demonstrate from Holy Writ, must not be attacked with arguments drawn from reason.

(d) Some of them deny the natural knowledge of God, for example, Socinus (Praelect, c. 2, p. 3; Resp. ad object. Cuteni, p. 86) and Ostorodt (Instit., c. 1, p. 10). Yet if reason cannot by its own powers rise to any knowledge of God, why should we wish to attribute judgment to it in the highest mysteries of faith?

(e) They deny that an argument can be drawn from the natural to the supernatural, from the human to the divine. Schmalz, Examen 157 errorum, error 91, p. 27:


Smiglecki urges the idea that Christ cannot be called the Son of God according to the flesh—that is, because of His conception—because to be established as Son, He is required to be of the substance of the Father. I admit this is true in everyday life when someone is the father of someone else naturally. Nevertheless I say that a man can be called the son of someone else if he is begotten of him, and in turn a man can be called someone’s father if he contributes something to his begetting, though what he contributes to the other’s begetting is not of his own substance.





 

All these things can never be reconciled with that hypothesis to which they hold tightly in this controversy on the mystery of the Trinity.

Antithesis.

§ 36. We correctly and deservedly say about the Photinians the same thing that Tertullian once said about all heretics: “Take away from them whatever they know in common with the heathen so that they must support their questions from the Scriptures alone, and they cannot stand” (De resurr. carnis, c. 3, p. 315). Take away from them what they know in common with the heathen, arrows they draw from the quiver of reason against the mystery of the Trinity, so that they must confirm their assertions from the Scriptures, and they will be unable to stand. After all, what war machines, what battering rams will they use to undermine the doctrine of the Trinity? In a word, the judgment of corrupt reason. In Quod evangelici, p. 28, before he assails the Trinity, Socinus places this argument on the front line: that this dogma conflicts with reason. He says, “As far as common sense is concerned, no one is so dull that he does not see that these ideas conflict with each other: that our God, the Creator of heaven and earth, is only one in number and yet is three, each of which is that God of ours.” p. 29: “The Papists as well as the Evangelicals are forced to admit that the ‘mystery of the Trinity,’ as they call it—that is, the mystery of three persons in one God—surpasses all human comprehension. However, they would speak more accurately if, as some of them perhaps do speak, they were to confess that not only is it beyond but it also is contrary to all human comprehension.” De auctor. Script., p. 54: “Whatever reason and common sense conflict with completely cannot in any way be true.” Catech. Racov., p. 37: “The dogma of the Trinity is opposed to reason.” Theodosius Schimberg, Praefat. refutationi P. Carolini a Joh. Sommero adornatae (published at Ingolstadt in 1582, as the title page indicates): “Third, faith never embraces things impossible for the mind. Consequently, it is obvious that the Trinity and the divinity of the Son are not true articles of faith because they are impossible for the mind. Therefore they actually are blasphemous and terrible dogmas.” Similar statements occur in Schmalz (Refut. Frantz., pp. 60, 137, 165, 372, 471) and in Goslavius (preface to his treatise Contra Kecker.).

In our lectures De Photinianis, we examined the arguments they provide. In De glor. Dei, disp. 10, §§ 13–15, we showed how their extremely familiar theorem, that “mysteries of faith are not contrary to but beyond reason,” should be understood and explained. Here we shall examine the distinction of Socinus in his Defens. animad. adversus Eutropium, c. 3, p. 50, by which he tries to satisfy all the arguments produced in defense of our thesis. He says:


These things are far different: not to grasp something with the mind and to grasp with the mind that something cannot be, or to deny something because you cannot grasp it and to deny something because you grasp that it cannot be. The one is utterly foolish when a nonobscure testimony of God is provided regarding that subject. But the other has so much force that it permits and compels those testimonies of God, though at first glance clear, to be interpreted differently than how the words sound.





 

We respond. (1) The mysteries of faith are beyond reason not only in the sense and respect that reason without the revelation of the Word cannot aspire to know them but also that even given the revelation of the Word reason nonetheless cannot comprehend them, for in 1 Cor. 2:14 not only the knowing but also even the receiving of spiritual things is denied to the natural man. And if reason should wish to pass judgment on them, it judges that they are foolish.

(2) This is clear from the nature of mysteries, for they are beyond reason, beyond the mind, beyond all comprehension. They are set forth in the light of grace, not in the light of nature. They are taught in the school of the Holy Spirit, not in the school of the wise men of this age. They proceed from the spring of God’s infinite wisdom, not from the little streams of human knowledge.

(3) Consequently, reason should not assume to itself the judgment about mysteries nor examine them according to the rule of its own principles. For if one is ignorant of something, he should neither affirm nor deny anything about it but should submit it to the higher school of the Holy Spirit, where it is taught.

(4) If it would assume to itself judgment about them and presume to pronounce something about them on the basis of its own principles, it would be acting in a perverse and preposterous order, for what is beyond reason must not be judged according to the laws of reason, and what is beyond nature must not be evaluated on the basis of the laws of nature.

(5) Therefore the parts of Socinus’s distinction are not diametrically opposed but rather subordinated. One follows from the other and, in fact, includes the other. Since the mysteries of faith must not be denied just because you cannot apprehend them with reason nor grasp them with the mind (as Socinus concedes), therefore they also must not be denied just because you perceive that they cannot be, that is, because they appear to be impossible when evaluated by the principles of reason. For what is paradoxical and impossible in the judgment of reason is not, without further ado, paradoxical and impossible with God. (See Gen. 18:14; Zech. 8:6; Matt. 19:26; Luke 1:[37]; 18:[27].)

(6) Briefly, if the mysteries are beyond reason, they cannot be grasped by the mind and reason, as Socinus concedes. If they cannot be grasped by reason, reason ought not assume judgment on them as to whether or not such things can be. But if it does assume judgment to itself, it forms the “contradictions of what is falsely called knowledge” (1 Tim. 6:20) and thus spins threads out of sand.

§ 37. The practical use is one of exhorting, that with devout zeal we should learn thoroughly the mystery of the Trinity from the proper principles of theology, that is, from Holy Scripture, and not allow ourselves to be moved away from the confession of the Trinity by plausible arguments of human reason.


[image: ]

1 Contra Preuss and Cotta, who read “defensionem.”

2
[image: ], “anhypostatic.”

3 That is, creation.

4 That is, passive potential.

5 The trivium of medieval and early modern schools.

6
Fallacia
[image: ] That is, taking something that was stated only in a certain manner or respect and applying it simply or absolutely. Cf. Scherzer, p. 83.



  


CHAPTER II: WHICH EXPLAINS THE NOMENCLATURE
 

§ 38. Up to this point we have been explaining the first part of this treatise, which includes the six introductory theses. We now come to the second part, which contains the actual elaboration of this article and which consists of both the nomenclature and the factual material. The nomenclature is either general or special. We shall cover the general with two theses, and the special will list the Hebrew, Greek, Latin, and German terms that the Church uses in this article.

On the general nomenclature.

Let this, then, be Section I of the first part of the nomenclature: on the general nomenclature. Thesis I: In explaining the mystery of the Trinity, we are permitted to use words that do not exist in the Holy Scriptures in express words. To this thesis we shall add an explanation.

§ 39. To be sure, the Church does not have an autocratic power to fashion new articles of faith, since she is bound by divine command to the voice of Christ, her Bridegroom, which is heard only in the Scriptures (Deut. 4:2; 12:32; Isa. 8:20; Matt. 17:5; John 10:27). However, the Church nevertheless can explain articles of faith declared in the Scriptures in words other than those that are in the Scriptures. This we prove: (1) From necessity. Although heretics teach things different and, in fact, contrary in meaning from the Church’s dogmas, nevertheless they imitate the phrasing of Scripture, “saying the same things but meaning different things,” as Irenaeus says about them (preface to bk. 1). They are like a hyena that comes at night to the sheep pen, imitates the sounds that it hears the shepherd speak, calls out the sheep, and rips them apart and eats them when they come out. Therefore necessity itself compels the Church when explaining the mystery of the Trinity to use the sort of words that would draw heretical trickery out of its dens and make an obvious distinction between the orthodoxy of the Church and the errors of heretics.

Thus when the Church teaches that there are three in whose name we are baptized, who give testimony in heaven, etc.—namely, the Father, Son, and Holy Spirit—Sabellius immediately twisted it in this way, saying that “these three are not distinct with a real difference but are one and the same person, now called the Father, now called the Son, now called the Spirit,” to which he accommodated the fact that the Church said, “There are three names.” Therefore to free the orthodoxy of this article from that Sabellian corruption, the Church began to call those three “three distinct persons.” When the Church taught that the Father and Son were one (John 10:30), soon Arius twisted this to indicate that they were one in agreement and will in the way that believers are said to be of one heart (Acts 4:32). Therefore, so that the orthodoxy of this article might be freed from that Arian corruption, the Church began to teach that the Son was of the same substance [[image: ]] with the Father. It is for this reason that Ambrose says (De fid., bk. 3, c. 7): “The Nicene fathers used the word [image: ], ‘of the same substance,’ in their treatment of the faith (because they saw it was a source of dread for their adversaries), in order to, as it were, unsheathe their swords and cut off the head of their terrible heresy.”

§ 40. (2) From usefulness. There are three practical functions of these words, for we use them partly for a richer explanation, partly for a better distinction, and partly for a more solid and complete refutation. When the Church asserts the three persons of the Godhead and defends their consubstantiality and, as concerns the matter, adds nothing to the Scriptures (since it is taught in them, if not in the same words, then with other words that mean the same thing), meanwhile the use of those terms is useful to the Church because the sound doctrine regarding this mystery is comprehended briefly and strongly in such terms, which the adversaries of heavenly truth cannot draw into a foreign and heretical meaning.

Here we cite the words of the devout ancients: Athanasius in his debate with Arius before Probus, the heathen judge (vol. 2, p. 374): “Whenever a new teaching of the heretics springs up, it is always the custom of ecclesiastical discipline (against the arrogant changes of questions) to change the terminology while the things remain unchanged and to express the natures of the things more distinctly. Nevertheless these new words are in harmony with the meanings of the existing cases and show that those cases were even older and are not a measure of the novelty of what has sprung up.” And later: “Against the arrogant and furtive corruptions of heretical understanding, some terms of the confession had been taken up not rashly, but being garnered from the natural reasoning of the faith, they were inserted into the authorities.7 Thus the religious intellect made as many improvements with new words as there were treacherous occasions demanded or supplied, despite the fact that the words are not read in Holy Writ in so many letters and syllables.”

Gregory Nazianzen, Orat. in sancta lumin.: “We must not contend in hateful struggle over words so long as their syllables bring us to the same meaning. Let us confess that these words were born out of a need to speak when there was a need for an ample organization against the snares of heretics. Let us confess,” etc.

Augustine, De Trinit., bk. 5, c. 9: “Human language labors under a great poverty. Nevertheless we say ‘three persons’ not so that that would be said but so as not to be completely silent. For this expression can explain the importance of something indescribable.” De
Trinit., bk. 7, c. 4: “It is a wickedness if someone would disapprove of words that explain nothing else but what is explained and taught by the Scriptures.” See more of Augustine, treatise 97 on John. The apostle in 2 Timothy 2 does not say “ ‘avoid new words,’ but he adds ‘profane,’ for the new words are in harmony with religious doctrine, just as the very name ‘Christians’ was written when people began to say it (Acts 11, etc.). The things that are called by new names in the Church also existed before their names and are confirmed by the truth of religion, by which they are also defended against the wicked. However, if everything new were profane, the Lord would not say, ‘A new commandment I give to you,’ nor would the Testament be called ‘New’ nor would a new song be sung in all the world.”

Thomas, [ST,] p. 1, q. 29, art. 3: “The necessity of disputing with heretics forces us to find new names that signify the ancient faith concerning God.”

Antithesis.

§ 41. (I) The Arians, Sabellians, and other Antitrinitarians pressed this point against the orthodox: that the words [image: ] [“essence” or “substance”], [image: ] [“consubstantiality”], and [image: ] [“person”] do not exist in Holy Writ. Dr. Chemnitz writes (Loci, vol. 1, p. 86): “The orthodox fathers were oppressed with great envy by the heretics under this specious pretext, that the Church ought to think about that inaccessible light of Divinity in no other way than as that Divinity, coming forth from the arcane throne of its majesty, has revealed itself. And she should speak no differently, but rather should imitate the language of the Holy Spirit and thus should also express the same words in precisely the same letters and syllables.”

Arius, debate with Athanasius, p. 373: “Why do they add to the apostolic faith a word that neither the prophets nor the apostles mention?”

§ 42. (II) The Neophotinians walk in the footsteps of those ancestors of theirs. In his Theses, Nicolaus Paruta urges in the first place that “never in the Scriptures does it literally say that there are three persons of the same divine essence.” This statement of Paruta is explained by Socinus as follows (Animadv. ad 16. assert. Posnan., no. 1): “At times our people have said that the word ‘Trinity’ does not exist in Holy Writ as an indication of the falsehood of the opinion of our adversaries, but they would not say that as a solid argument to refute them.” Socinus again, Defens. animad., p. 42: “The terms that our adversaries have employed out of necessity to explain their dogmas are never read in the holy writers. This can be an indication of the falsehood of their dogmas.” p. 450: “We have sometimes mentioned that the words ‘essence’ and ‘Trinity’ are not found in Holy Writ, not as a solid argument for refuting our adversaries but as an indication of how false their opinion is.”

Yet (1) how can they consider that from which they dare not take an argument as an indication of falsehood? (2) They should grant to us that the Father, Son, and Holy Spirit are God, and yet are only one God, and we shall not compel them to use those ecclesiastical words. (3) The Photinians themselves use some words that we do not find in the Scriptures because they teach that Christ “became” God and “twice” ascended into heaven, neither of which are found in the Scriptures literally or materially. Socinus, Defens. animad., p. 191: “It can be said that Christ became God, though we do not expressly find this in Holy Writ.” (Cf. our Disp. 2. ex dicto 1 Joh. 5, § 1.)

§ 43. (III) One cannot simply and without adding an explanation approve what Calvin writes in Instit., bk. 1, c. 13, sect. 5: “O that those words (“Trinity,” “consubstantiality,” etc.) were buried! This faith would now be evident among all, that Father, Son, and Holy Spirit are one God.” Surely we shall have to understand this as referring to the occasion for and origin of these expressions, which was heretical perversity, but not to the actual use of those expressions.

§ 44. Here the question arises: Do words taken from the common way of speaking and applied to this mystery retain the same meaning in every respect? We respond. Of course not! Rather, the Church grants them the legal right of her own citizenship and employs them in a special sense. Therefore the heretics look in vain for arguments from the properties of a finite essence and a finite person with which to assail that sublime mystery of three distinct persons in one undivided essence of the Godhead. They also urge in vain a common way of speaking because they go some distance away from what the Church uses for any kind of explanation of this mystery. If we confess the three persons of the Godhead to whom the divine essence is predicated as something common to them, that predication of essence to the three persons is constituted far differently than how the common humanity would be predicated to Peter, Paul, and John, as will become clear from the following. Athanasius writes (Epist. de synod. Nicen. decret.):


Although we find in the Scriptures the same words in reference to God and humans (and to other created things), nevertheless it is the responsibility of intelligent humans to pay attention to the reading in order to discern the matter with judgment and to understand the words for the nature of the matters without any confusion of understanding, lest they understand the things that are of God in a human way, for this is mixing wine with water and bringing strange fire to the altar.





 

§ 45. Thesis II: One should not approve the rashness of those who, in explaining this mystery, use new words that are not yet accepted by the Church. We take our explanation from: (1) The apostle’s command in 1 Tim. 6:20: “Guard the deposit entrusted to you, avoiding profane novelties of words [[image: ]].” (Some read [image: ] “vain chatter.” There is a close kinship between both these words and what they signify, for “new” often is “vain.” See Acts 17:21.)

(2) The troublesome complexity that follows such rashness, for our adversaries are given the opportunity to bring false charges, seeds of dissent are sown in the Church, the suspicion of singularity arises, etc. And on the other hand, it is the mark of a moderate mind not only to think reverently with the Church but also to speak reverently with the Church, and it is the mark of obedient children not to hold the voice of their mother in disdain. Augustine, De civ. Dei, bk. 10, c. 23: “Philosophers speak freely and are not afraid to offend religious ears in understanding the most difficult matters. But we are bound to speak according to a definite rule lest our license with words produce a wicked opinion regarding the things themselves. Thus when we speak about God, we do not speak of two or three principles, just as we are not permitted to speak of two or three Gods.” (Cf. Basil, Contra Eunom., bk. 2, not far from the beginning; Jerome, Epistola ad Damasum de verbo hypost.; the Damascene, [Orth. fid.,] bk. 1, c. 2—all of whom teach as carefully as possible the precept to avoid using new words in divine matters.)

§ 46. There are two practical uses: (1) That we should explain those things the ancients said improperly according to the analogy of faith but should not imitate their words. In Dial. cum Tryph., pp. 209 and 213, Justin calls the Son “another and a different God,” but observe that he is introducing the words of the Jew Trypho, who is not speaking carefully about this mystery, and after his words, Justin himself later speaks. Tertullian, Adv. Prax.: “They are three, not in status but in level; not in subsistence but in form; not in power but in species of the one subsistence, of one status, of one power, because [they are] one God.” (In De Christo, bk. 1, c. 10, Bellarmine makes excuses for them by saying that they take “level” to mean the ranking of the persons. The author of the letter to the reader prefixed to Tertullian writes: “The word ‘status’ is what the Scholastics call ‘substance,’ ‘level’ is what they call ‘conception,’ ‘form’ is what they call ‘properties,’ ‘species’ is what they call ‘mode of having.’ ”) By misapplication Hilary said “three substances” because, as Thomas teaches (7, Sent., dist. 24, art. 1), he took substances to mean “persons,” not “essence.”

(2) That we should abstain from the lust to innovate and from the rashness of manufacturing new terms. Thus one cannot approve of the fact that some have begun to argue that “there is one essence of the Godhead but three existences”; that some say that the persons of the Trinity “differ”—since “difference” is the characteristic of things that differ essentially; that the three persons are said to subsist in one divine essence—since, on the contrary, one should say that the essence subsists in the three persons. John of Damascus, bk. 3, c. 6: “Essence does not subsist of itself but is preserved in the hypostases themselves.” (See our treatise On the Three Elohim [1610 Loci Theologici, locus 4], § 64, where we listed more poorly expressed statements.)

The Hebrew terms.

§ 47. Having explained the general nomenclature, we go on to the special, which will explain (1) the Hebrew, (2) Greek, (3) Latin, and (4) German terms used in the explanation of this mystery.

Therefore let this be the first article, concerning the Hebrew terms. The Hebrews generally express the mystery of the Trinity with the triple repetition of the name “Jehovah” and [image: ] [“holy”], as will become evident in the factual material. The divinity common to the three persons is called [image: ], “dwelling,” either because “the glory of the Lord dwelt” or remained ([image: ] in Hebrew) upon Mount Sinai (Exod. 24:16); or because He “dwelt upon the ark of the covenant between the two cherubim” (Exod. [25:22]); or because He dwells in the hearts of believers, “comes to them and makes His home with them” (John 14:23). “Essence” is called [image: ] from the root [image: ], “was” or “existed.” (In De arcan., bk. 2, c. 3, Galatino writes this as [image: ].) The name “Jehovah” also is derived from this root and is attributed equally to the three persons of the Godhead. Galatino, op. cit., also calls essence [image: ], which we find in Isa. 28:29 and Mic. 6:9 from the root [image: ], and by apocope [it becomes] [image: ], “he was, exists, is.” “Person” is called [image: ], “face,” from the root [image: ], “he turns,” to which those words of Deut. 4:37 can be referred: “and He brought you out of Egypt [image: ] with His own face in great power.” The Targum rendered this as [image: ], “with His Word,” which is the proper name of the Son, who is the Second Person of the Trinity. Exod. 33:14: “ [image: ] My face will go with you, and I shall give you rest.” The Targum has translated this as “ [image: ], My divinity, My presence will go,” but the Septuagint renders it [image: ], “I myself shall go,” because the Son who led the Israelites out of Egypt through the wilderness is the true God, of one and the same essence with the Father. Isa. 63:[9]: “And the Angel [image: ] of His face saved them.” We shall explain the meaning of this emphatic term in its own place. The ancient rabbinic scholars call the three persons of the Godhead [image: ], “properties,” from the root [image: ], “he measured.” You see, because the properties introduce the distinction of persons, they sometimes express the mystery of the Trinity through the three [image: ]. This manner of speaking is imitated by the Confessio Wirtenbergensis, c. de Deo: “We confess that in this one eternal Godhead there are three properties or persons subsisting of themselves.”

The word [image: ].

§ 48. (II) The Greek words are (1) [image: ], (2) [image: ], (3) [image: ], (4) [image: ], (5) [image: ]. (1) Concerning the word [image: ] [“essence” or “substance”], we must note: (a) Its etymology. [image: ] is said to be from [image: ], “being,” which is a proper name of God. Exod. 3:[13–15]: “They will ask me: What is [image: ] His name? What shall I say to them? And God said to Moses: [image: ] (in the Septuagint: [image: ]), I am who is. Say to the children of Israel: [image: ] ‘I shall be’ (in the Septuagint: [image: ]) has sent me to you. And He also said: ‘ [image: ] the Lord, the God of Abraham, the God of Isaac, the God of Jacob has sent me to you, that is [image: ] My name forever.’ ” John expressed this as follows: [image: ], “who is, who was, and who will be” (Rev. 1:4; 4:8). (Cf. Cyril, De Trinit., bk. 1.)

(b) Its origin. The word [image: ] certainly is found in the Scriptures. Tobit [14:13]: “He inherited the [image: ] [substance].” Luke 15:12: “Give me the share of the [image: ] [property] that falls to me.” V. 13: “He squandered the [image: ] [property].” In the doctrine of the Trinity, however, it is not taken in this sense. Consequently, Epiphanius is correct in writing: “We do not find the word ‘essence’ in a bare manner in the Old and New Testaments, but we find its sense and meaning everywhere” (Haeres. 73, p. 385). Basil, Epistle 43: “These two words—[image: ] and [image: ]—are not taken from the vocabulary of Scripture but from our common way of speaking.” (See Socrates, bk. 6, c. 21.) Some of the ancients, of course, have tried to look for this word in the Scriptures. Athanasius quotes from Jer. 23:22: “If they had stood in My substance, I would have turned them from their evil ways.” Nazianzen quotes from Wisdom 16:21: “You showed Your substance and sweetness that You have toward Your sons.” However, those testimonies clearly are foreign. Bellarmine also tries to accommodate the meaning that it has in Scripture to this article. He says (De Christo, bk. 2, c. 3): “[image: ] (in Luke 15) refers to the possessions of the Father, but what are the possessions of God except His divinity, which is the greatest and infinite good?” Because this is quite forced and subject to the false accusations of our adversaries, it is more simple to claim that in Holy Writ this word is not found expressly in the sense with which we use it in the mystery of the Trinity.

Nevertheless the Antitrinitarians should not on that account reject it: First, because the matter itself is treated in Scripture. For when Scripture makes the name “Jehovah” and the divine attributes, works, and glory common to the Father, Son, and Holy Spirit, surely it is teaching that the essence of God is common to these three. For the name “Jehovah” is indicative of the essence and is formed from the verb [image: ], “he was, he existed,” and from the letter [image: ], which is used to form proper names. The attributes and works bear witness of the divine essence because the essential attributes in God are the very essence of God, and the divine works are performed through the divine power, which is the very essence of God. Finally, divine glory has to do with the divine essence as foundation is related to place.

Second, because the concrete noun of this word, “being,” and its root are found in the Scriptures, as we have shown in Exodus 3 and Revelation 1. Socinus writes: “They make a serious error who affirm that the word ‘essence’ is drawn from the fact that God is called ‘who will be.’ For since essence either signifies or at least always indicates something that already exists, how will one be able to deduce the word ‘essence’ from the verb ‘will be,’ which in every respect indicates something future?” (Animadv. Posn., assert. 17, no. 2). We respond. The Hebrew word [image: ] can be translated in the past, present, and future, as is evident from the Hebrew manner of speaking. For this reason the Septuagint translators rendered it as [image: ], which translation John approves in Rev. 1:4. With God, times do not come nor pass, but with respect to us, eternity is expressed with words signifying a continuation of time.

Third, because there are synonyms of it in the Scriptures: [image: ] [“the divine nature”] (2 Pet. 1:4; Gal. 4:8), [image: ] [“deity”] (Col. 2:9), [image: ] [“divinity”] (Rom. 1:20; Wisdom 18:9). But what else are the nature of God, the deity, the divinity than the divine essence or the essence of God? To this some refer the word [image: ] [“form”] (Phil. 2:6), because Christ was “in the form of God.” As a consequence Tilenus writes: “[image: ], [image: ], and [image: ] in God are all the same” (Not. ad Bellarmin.
de Christo, bk. 2, c. 3). However, here [image: ] [“form”] does not signify first and foremost the divine essence and nature considered in itself, absolutely, and according to its being, but according as it advances outwardly with its actions and reveals itself as something to be perceived by human senses. For opposed to it is “the form of a servant,” which does not primarily and immediately signify the nature and effectiveness of a slave but the servant status that is temporarily assumed, something we shall treat elsewhere in greater detail.8

(c) Its meaning. The word [image: ], used to refer to God, means an essence one in number and undivided, common to the three persons of the Godhead. This is not in the three persons partially, as if part of it were in the Father, part in the Son, and part in the Holy Spirit, but the entire essence is in the Father, the entire essence is in the Son, and the entire essence is in the Holy Spirit because of infinity and immateriality. The orthodox man in Athanasius, Dial. 1, says, “Essence [[image: ]] means what is shared.” Athanasius again, Definitiones: “Nature, essence, genus, and form are one.” John of Damascus, Isagog., c. 1: “Essence, nature, and form are the same according to the holy fathers.” Nicetas, Thesaurus, bk. 3, c. 14: “Nature, essence, genus, and form are taken to mean one and the same thing in the dogmas of the Church.” John of Damascus, Dial., c. 39: “Essence is something self-subsistent that does not require another for its support.” Idem.: “Being is not another thing nor does it have its beginning in another, but in itself.” In De duab. naturis, Boethius translates it with the Latin essentia, “essence.” According to Quintilian (bk. 3, c. 7; bk. 8, c. 3), Servius Flavius also translated that Greek word in this way.

Antithesis.

§ 49. In the Councils of Sirmium and of Ariminum the Arians judged that one should abstain no less from the word [image: ] than from [image: ] [“person”]. The Photinians say that we cannot call God [image: ], “essence.” The Transylvanians say: “The word [image: ] was taken from Mercurius Trismegistus, who philosophized many things about the [image: ] of God in Pymander, and was incorrectly applied to the doctrines of the Christian faith.” Nicholas Paruta, Thes. 5:


Is not the essence of God far different from the existing God, because essence, if one speaks truly and literally, is not God Himself but God’s attribute? For the word “essence” signifies nothing living or intelligent, no more than the words “nature” or “divinity” do, but instead it signifies the state or disposition of some thing. Also, as we do not say that nature and divinity are God, so also we do not say that essence is God. We can correctly say that there is one divine essence just as there is one existing God, but by no means that the one God is essence, for this would be not only to confuse the state of a thing with the thing itself but also to say something different from what Scripture says.





 

Socinus cites those words of Paruta and says: “From these words it is quite clear that he does not reject the expression ‘essence of God’ and also that this is what he denies: that it is said or contained in the Holy Scriptures that essence is God or that the one God is essence, but not the term ‘essence of God’ ” (Defense. animadv. Posn., p. 42).

We respond. (a) Here the most important question is not whether God can be called His own essence or [image: ], but whether the words [image: ] and “essence” can be used in this mystery or whether we must completely reject them as absurd and foreign to the Scriptures.

(b) Here the most important question concerns whether it is correct to predicate one common divine essence to the three distinct persons of the Trinity. If our adversaries concede this, the matter is safe; but if they do not, let them present the arguments for their negation.

(c) In our treatise on the divine attributes, we showed that not only concrete but also abstract terms are predicated of God because of His supreme simplicity. Therefore just as God not only is wise but is wisdom itself, is not only truthful but is truth itself, is not only [good] but is good[ness] itself, so also not only is He a being but also essence.

(d) Therefore we find a great and, in fact, infinite distinction in these predications: when I predicate humanity or human nature to three human individuals and when I predicate the divine nature or essence to the three persons of the Godhead. Consequently, Augustine is correct when he says (De Trinit., bk. 7): “Essence is predicated to the Father, Son, and Holy Spirit not as a genus to species nor as species to individuals nor as a whole to its parts but in another, ineffable, and incomprehensible manner.” A comparison shows that this statement of Augustine is utterly true. Essence with regard to humans is a universal noun that actually does not exist of itself but is only concluded by thought and comprehended by the intellect. But essence in God is not something imaginary, like genus or species, but actually exists, though it is communicable. This distinction is noted by Chemnitz (part 1, Loci, p. 93).

With respect to the divine persons: (α) It is not a species, because the persons of the Trinity do not share essence in the same way as individual things share a common nature, and nothing is diffused outside of it of which there would be like a part, such as man is a species of animal or Peter is an individual of the human species. (β) It is not said of many individuals different in essence according to number in the way that three men are said to differ according to number. (γ) It is not predicated of individuals in plural form, for the three persons are not three gods nor three divine essences in the way that Peter, Paul, and John are three men. (δ) It belongs to neither more nor fewer persons than three, whereas the human essence is not restricted to a determined number of persons. I cannot say in reference to one man that all humanity is in him, but I can say correctly with reference to one person of the Godhead that “the whole fullness of the deity is in Him” (Col. 2:9). The reason for this depends on the infinity of the divine essence. In three human individuals there is not one essence in number but one in species. But in the three persons of the Deity there is one essence in number that is completely undivided. Human persons are distinguished by substance, time, will, accidents of mind and body, power, operation, status, dignity, etc. In this way the substance of Peter is different from that of Paul. Peter taught before Paul; Peter disagreed with Paul; Paul preached among the Gentiles, Peter among the Jews; etc. But in the Trinity the persons are not distinguished in this way, for the Son is consubstantial and coeternal with the Father. Both have one essence and power, one will, one operation, for “whatever the Father does, the Son also does likewise” (John 5:19). One cannot say about human persons that one is in another, but concerning Himself and the Father, Christ says: “I am in the Father and the Father is in Me” (John 14:10). One cannot say about human persons that because of a common nature, where one person is, there also is the other, because they are locally distinct. But concerning Himself and the Father, Christ states, “The Father has not left Me alone” (John 8:29). One cannot say about human persons that because of a common nature, whoever honors one honors also the other; in fact, one cannot be honored without the other being abased. But concerning Himself and the Father, Christ says: “Whoever does not honor the Son does not honor the Father” (John 5:23). (ε) Those statements of Paruta are wicked and blasphemous when he says that “the essence of God is far different from the existing God” (for this certainly is as if one were to intend to say that the wisdom of God differs from the wise God, that the goodness of God differs from the good God); that “the word ‘essence’ signifies nothing living or intelligent, no more than the words ‘nature’ or ‘divinity’ do” (yet the divine essence, the divine nature, and divinity are really nothing other than God Himself, and denying that He is an intelligent and living being is denying God Himself); that “we cannot say that His nature and divinity are God” (for as God is His own goodness, His own wisdom, so also He is His own nature, His own divinity, His own essence).

The word [image: ].

§ 50. (2) [image: ] [“of the same [image: ],” “consubstantial”]. Concerning this word we must note: (a) Its etymology. Ambrose teaches: “This word is not alien to the Scriptures,” because it is formed from [image: ] in almost the same way as [image: ] [“peculiar”] (Titus 2:14) and [image: ]9 (Matt. 6:11; Luke 11:3). It comes from [image: ] [“equally”] and [image: ] [“essence”], because the one undivided essence equally belongs to those persons who are said to be [image: ]. The Arians tried to overturn the force and efficacy of this word by inserting merely one letter and saying that the Son was not [image: ] [“of the same substance”] with the Father but was [image: ], of similar but not of the same essence.

(b) Its origin. The Arians brought the serious charge against the ancient Catholics of introducing a new word in the Council of Nicaea and called them “Homoousians.” The holy fathers responded to them in two ways. First, they tried to show them that the word was in use in the Church before the Council of Nicaea. In the Historia of Prochorus, who was one of the seven deacons (Acts 6:5) and the kin of Stephen, the first martyr (which is in the Orthodoxographa patrum, vol. 1, p. 85), we find the expression [image: ] [“the consubstantial Trinity”]. But that Historia of Prochorus is by a more recent author, for neither the phrasing nor the forcefulness of the narrative is in harmony with apostolic majesty. There are those who think that the story of Prochorus is that book which Athanasius lists in his Synopsis as being among the Apocrypha under the title Circuitus Johannis. It contains many fables, such as that “when John was assigned Asia by lot, he took it hard, mourned bitterly, and threw himself at the feet of Christ’s other disciples,” something unworthy of so great an apostle. Again: “After John had emerged unharmed from a great cask of boiling oil, the faithful who were present built a temple in his honor,” something the persecutor Domitian would never have allowed.

There is extant under the name of Justin, who lived in the second century after Christ, a book with the title [image: ] [A Faithful Explanation of the Consubstantial Trinity]. That Justin wrote it, however, is a matter of doubt to those whose opinion we approve: (a) Because of the manner of its style. According to Sylburg, the style in this book is brighter than in the Paraenetica and Apologetica ad Graecos and in the Agonistica ad Tryphonem. (b) Because it is not mentioned. Eusebius, Jerome, Photius, and Honorius certainly would have mentioned this book because in those days Justin’s authority could have contributed much to the controversies on the Trinity and because elsewhere they wrote a catalog of the writings that Justin left. In the sixth century, Leontius of Jerusalem and Euthymius Zigabenus mention this book, and from this arises the conjecture that it was written about AD 400. (c) Because of a consideration of its contents. The words [image: ] and [image: ] are quite often differentiated and explained in that book. But if Justin did write this book, it would quite deservedly seem strange to someone that Gregory of Nyssa did not have the admonition of his brother Basil the Great about this matter and that Basil did not mention this book when he wrote at length to his brother regarding this matter. The words [image: ] [“unity”], [image: ] [“trinity”], and others of this doctrine were not yet used in the Church in this way. Consequently, there is no mention of any of them in the genuine and undoubted writings of Justin, though he nevertheless deliberately treats the doctrine of the Father, Son, and Holy Spirit several times. Chemnitz says: “He discusses much more openly and clearly the mysteries of the Trinity and the incarnation than writers of his century generally do.” At the beginning of his [image: ]., Justin says that he learned about God “from the teachings of the fathers,” whereas in his Epist. ad Diogn. he calls himself “the disciple of the apostles.” At the end he explains in detail the indwelling of the Word in the flesh and His indwelling in other created things, from which we infer that this book was written after the Nestorian controversy had developed in the Church. (d) Because of the testimony of authors. Philipp [Melanchthon] (in his Epist. ad Camer.), Périon, Sylburg, Chemnitz (in his De lect. patr.), Bellarmine (De script. ecclesiast.), etc., have doubts about it. In his Epist. de sent. Dionysii Alexandrini, Athanasius relates that Dionysius of Alexandria used this title in his Apologia ad Dionys. Rom. In his book De decret. syn. Nicen., Athanasius cites the testimonies of both Dionysii, of Theognostus, and of Origen. In his book De synod. Arimin. et Seleuc., he says that the Council of Nicaea used the words that their ancestors had used.

Second: Some, on the other hand, admit that the fathers of the Council of Nicaea were the first to use this word but that the word cannot be rejected since Scripture contains the subject itself. Augustine, treatise 97 on John: “Against the wickedness of the Arian heretics the fathers coined a new word, homoousios, but they did not signify a new thing with such a name, for that is called homoousios which is: ‘I and the Father are one,’ that is, of one and the same substance.” In Contra Maxim., bk. 3, c. 14, he writes that “the word [image: ] was established against the Arian heretics by the authority of truth and by the truth of authority.”

Third: In De fide, bk. 3, c. 7, Ambrose teaches that the fathers of the Council of Nicaea took the opportunity to use this word from the words of the Arian heretic Eusebius of Nicomedia, who had written in some letter: “If we say that He is the true and uncreated Son of God, we are beginning to confess that He is consubstantial [homousios] with the Father.” Ambrose says: “When this letter had been read in the Council of Nicaea, the fathers put this word into their treatise on the faith because they saw it as a threat to their adversaries.”

§ 51. (c) Its meaning. Clearly it is with divine ingenuity that Christ expresses both the unity of essence and the personal distinction when He says about Himself and the Father: “I and the Father are one” (John 10:30). “By saying ‘one,’ He struck down Arius; by saying ‘are,’ He flattened Sabellius, because He would not say ‘are’ about one nor ‘one’ about something diverse” (Augustine, De quinque haeres., c. 7). In the same way, the word [image: ] includes both the fact that the Son is a person distinct from the Father and that He is of one and the same essence with the Father. Ambrose, De fide, bk. 3, c. 7: “We are correct in saying that the Son is consubstantial [homousios] with the Father because that word signifies both the distinction of persons and the unity of their natures.” Athanasius explains this point in greater detail in De decret. synodi Arim. et Seleuc., where he teaches: “One does not say ‘consubstantial’ about those things that have one essence in any way, but only about those of which one is from the other and receives the same essence from Him.”

Sabellius admitted that the Father and the Son had the same essence but denied that the Son was begotten from eternity by the Father and was distinct in person from Him. Arius admitted that the Son was from the Father and was personally distinct from Him but denied that He had received the same essence from the Father through begetting. Therefore the word [image: ] was set against both men by the Council of Nicaea.

Epiphanius teaches in the Ancoratus that [image: ]10 is one thing, [image: ] another. The former means unity without distinction, while the latter signifies unity with the distinction of one from another. Some of the ancient fathers teach that there is a distinction between [image: ] and [image: ] and also between [image: ] and [image: ], so that they take [image: ] to mean not only similar but also equal, and, in fact, the essence, power, eternity, will, operation, and majesty are understood to be the same in number.

§ 52. (d) Antithesis. (α) The Arians hated the word [image: ] so much that they tolerated all other words but that, obviously because they could not twist it to their heretical meaning. Athanasius (De decr. synod. Nicen.), Theodoret (Hist., bk. 2, c. 18–19), and [Socrates,] Tripart. (bk. 5, c. 21 and 33) teach: “The Arians asked the Catholics to omit just one word that occurred neither in Scripture nor in the apostolic symbol, or to [add] just one letter and say [image: ] instead of [image: ], and in this way they promised to promote peace with the Catholics.” The Catholics were correct to refuse this. However, because the Arians at the Council of Ariminum had deceived the more simple, so that these latter agreed that the word [image: ] should be removed, the Arians soon decreed throughout the world that the Catholics had gone off in their own direction. Thus in the course of time the Arians substituted [image: ] [“of a different substance”] for [image: ] [“of similar substance”]. (See Theodoret, op. cit., c. 21.) Certainly the fathers of the Council of Antioch—which was held in AD 266 against the Samosatene11—had clearly denied (and this before the Arian heresy) that the Son was consubstantial [homousios] with the Father, and for this reason this word seemed too unusual and dangerous, even to some of the orthodox and to those who accepted the Nicene Creed. However, Athanasius teaches (De decret. synod. Nicen.): “The Nicene fathers and the orthodox took it in one sense, and the fathers of Antioch rejected it in a different sense.” For the Samosatene said that the Son was consubstantial with the Father only according to species, not according to number, in the same way that Peter is consubstantial with Paul because of the same humanity of their species. However, the fathers of the Council of Nicaea call the Son consubstantial with the Father according to and because of the same divine essence in number. Accordingly, Hilary writes toward the end of De synod.: “The Samosatene confessed ‘consubstantial’ badly, but did the Arians deny it better? Eighty bishops once rejected it, but 318 recently accepted it. The former disapproved it against a heretic. Did the latter not approve it against a heretic? If both established one thing both by approving and by disapproving, why do we tear away what has been well-established?”

(β) The Papists say that Luther wrote: “My soul hates the word ‘consubstantial’ [[image: ]].” For this reason they declare him guilty of the charge of Arianism. (Cf. Bellarmine, Praefat. cont. de Christo, § Sed mittamus; Jud. de lib. concord., mend. 3; Possevino, De notis verbi Dei, bk. 3, p. 68; Campianus, Rat. 8; Gregory of Valencia, De unit. et trinit., c.7, p. 146, whose words we have quoted in our locus On the Nature of God [1610 Loci Theologici, locus 3], § [33], and De gloria Dei, disp. 4, § 1.) The Calvinist Johann Lampadius of Bremen trods the same path in Cens. ubiquit. (c. 6, p. 45) and writes: “We confess that Christ is not only similar [[image: ]] but also consubstantial [[image: ]], though this word displeases Luther since he says, ‘My soul hates the word “consubstantial.” ’ ”

We respond. (1) Bellarmine reports that the fathers of the Council of Antioch denied that the Son was consubstantial with the Father yet that it is correct to hold that they were not the kin of the Arian heretics (De Christo, bk. 2, c. 3). (2) Luther not only uses the word “consubstantial” in his explanation of this mystery but even fights energetically on behalf of it (De conc. et eccles., German edition of Jena, vol. 7, f. 243). (3) In Confut. rationum Latomi, he does not say categorically and absolutely but in a certain respect: “if my soul hates the word ‘consubstantiation’ ” (vol. 2 of his Latin works, f. 407). (4) In the same place he adds clearly that he is speaking not about the subject but about the actual word and says: “Provided that I maintain the subject defined in the council through the Scriptures, I shall not be a heretic.” (5) We justly set the support of the Englishman Thomas Morton (preface to Apol. Cathol., bk. 1, c. 51), which [deals with] Luther, against the false charge of Lampadius.

The word [image: ].

§ 53. (3) [image: ] [“person” or “subsistence”]. We must also note: (a) The etymology of this word. [image: ] is so called from [image: ], “to subsist, to stand firmly.” However, there is no need to list the various meanings of this word because they have no kinship with the meaning in which it is used in this place, unless one would relate it to Aristotle’s distinction between “emphatic uncertainties” and “subsistent uncertainties” (De mund.).

(b) Its origin. In the Holy Scriptures the word [image: ] certainly does occur, though it is used with reference to firm trust and unshaken confidence of the heart (2 Cor. 6:4; 11:[17]; Heb. 3:14; 11:1; etc.). However, the question here is whether it is used in that sense which it has in the mystery of the Trinity. But since no passage of Scripture can be produced that proves this with any appearance of truth except Heb. 1:3 (“The Son is the [image: ] [“character” or “imprint”] of the [image: ] of the Father”), the aim of the question, consequently, returns to whether [image: ] in that passage of the apostle is used in that sense in which the word “person” is taken in the explanation of this chief doctrine. Among the Papists it is affirmed by Bellarmine (De Christo, bk. 2, c. 4), Ribera (on Hebrews 1, p. 59), Salmerón (vol. 2, treatise 11, p. 103); and among the Calvinists, by Calvin (Instit., bk. 1, c. 13, sect. 1), Zanchi (De trib. Elohim, bk. 1, c. 2), Ursinus (Catech., p. 2, q. 25), and many others. The words of Calvin read as follows: “To take hypostasis in Heb. 1:3 as essence is not only strained but also absurd, for since the essence of God, who contains it entirely within Himself, is simple and undivided, without part or outflowing but of total perfection, it is improper and, in fact, inept to talk about its ‘character.’ ”

From these words of Calvin, the first refutation of this opinion can be deduced from the nature of the divine essence. For because it is utterly simple and completely undivided, therefore it seems that the Son cannot be called the “character” of His Father’s essence. The essence of the Son is not similar to the essence of the Father but is completely the same; therefore with respect to essence the Son cannot be called the “character” or “expressed” essence of the Father.

A second refutation can be taken from the consubstantiality of the Father and the Son. In whatever respect the Father and the Son are simply one, in that respect the Son cannot be called the “character” of the Father because one cannot say “character” and “image” with regard to itself. Yet in essence and with respect to essence, the Father and the Son are simply one. Therefore.

A third argument can be taken from the absurd. If the Son is said to be the image of His Father’s essence, then the Father’s essence will be the exemplar corresponding to its image, because it is not called an image with respect to itself, but it is distinguished from its exemplar as something produced is distinguished from its producer, and the essence of the Son will not be the very essence of the Father. But the latter is absurd, because the essence of the Father is not that exemplar to which the image of the Son corresponds reciprocally but is, rather, that third thing [tertium] or foundation in which the pattern and its image are alike.

The positive arguments are these: (1) From the proper meaning of this word. [image: ] literally and in its native significance marks something subsisting and is distinguished from [image: ], which designates a nature common to several individuals. Yet it is not likely that the apostle wanted to confuse the native meaning of the word.

(2) From a consideration of the apostle’s purpose. With an emphatic appellation the apostle calls Christ “the character,” that is, the expressed and perfect image. However, the word “image” draws us to consider the correlation, for an image is not an image of itself but of another. Augustine, De Trinit., bk. 7, c. 1: “ ‘Image’ is a personal name because it is not called an image with respect to itself but to another.” Therefore the Son is called the image of His Father because whatever property the Father has as His own is expressed in the Son, who, because He is begotten by the Father, is said to be the character of the person of the Father.

(3) From the sonship [filiatio] of Christ. Christ according to His deity, or the Word, is the image of Him whose Son He is, since for this reason He is the image of the Father, and as begotten by the Father from eternity, He expresses completely and fully Him by whom He was begotten. But now the Word is the Son not of the essence but of the person of the Father because, properly speaking, person, not essence, begets. Therefore He is also called the image of the person rather than of the essence.

(4) From a comparison of the apostle’s text. In whatever sense and manner the Son is said to be “the image of the invisible God” (Col. 1:15), in that sense and manner He is said to be the “character of the hypostasis.” But now the Son is said to be the image of the invisible God with respect to person because the person of the Father is that correlate to which the Son is said to be similar. Therefore.

(5) From the relationship connoted. Whatever is said relatively in God and signifies its origin or proceeding is personal and is used in relation to a person. “Image” is used relatively because it is referred to a person and signifies the “origin from which” or the “proceeding out of which.” Therefore.

(6) From the witness of the ancients. Chrysostom, Theodoret, Theophylact, and Oecumenius (in their commentaries on this passage); Gregory of Nyssa (De different. essentiae et suppositi); and Thomas ([ST,] p. 1, q. 35, art. 1) claim this. Some of our people also follow this opinion: Dr. Hutter (Loci, de Deo), Dr. Meisner (Sobr. phil., part. 2, p. 417), Grawer (Exam. sophistic., p. 20), etc.

§ 54. On the other hand, Dr. Chemnitz says, “The word [image: ] is indeed extant (Heb. 1:3), but it is employed in a different manner from that in which the Church uses it today, for what we now call [image: ] in the use of the Church is there called [image: ]” (part 1, Loci, p. 88). Dr. Mentzer claims the same thing (Disp. Gissens., vol. 3, disp. 4, thesis 58). In favor of this opinion the following arguments can be produced:

(1) From the actual meaning of the word. In 2 Cor. 9:4; Heb. 3:14; 11:1, it can be translated as “substance” or proof and support of boasting and of things hoped for, but it cannot be taken for “person.”

(2) From the connection of the apostolic text. In whatever way and sense the Son is said to be the “radiance of glory,” in that way and sense He is also called the “character of hypostasis.” But now “the glory of the Father” does not indicate His person as distinguished from the Father but His eternal and divine majesty and glory. Therefore hypostasis does not indicate the person of the Father as distinguished from His essence.

(3) From the condition of an image. The Son is the character of the Father in that by which He is as similar as possible, or rather equal, to the Father and is most simply one with the Father, not in that by which He is distinguished from the Father. For image and character are marks of likeness. But now the Son is similar, or rather equal, to the Father and, in fact, is most simply one with the Father in essence, glory, power, and majesty—which He has in common with the Father—but not in person, which He has truly and really distinct from the Father. For this reason the Son is called the image of the Father, because as the Father is true God, eternal, omnipotent, all-wise, so also the Son is true God, eternal, etc. Yet divinity, eternity, and omnipotence pertain to essence, not to the idea of person.

(4) From the manner of naming. The Son is called the image of the Father not only because He reveals to us the counsel of the Father concerning our salvation but also because “in Himself He shows the entire one who begot Him.” Basil, on John 1: “He expresses in Himself the complete essence of the Father.” We see the Father in Him, etc. (See our locus On God the Father and His Eternal Son [1610 Loci Theologici, locus 5], § 159.) However, these ideas are not related to the person, according to which He is distinguished from the Father, but to the common and, indeed, one nature of both.

(5) From the meaning used in the Church. The Son is called the essential, substantial, natural image, but not the personal image of the Father. Therefore He is called this with respect not to His person but to His nature.

(6) From the Vulgate version, which has translated that the Son is the image of the substance of the Father, not of the person or of the subsistence.12 Luther’s version: seines Wesens [“of His essence”].

(7) From the Syriac version, which has the word [image: ], “essence,” as does also the Arabic, which has the word [image: ], “splendor, light, radiance.”

(8) From the witness of the ancients. Epiphanius explains the hypostasis in the apostle’s text as essence (Haeres., bk. 2, vol. 2, haeres. 69). Basil (Epistle 43) and Cyril (dial. 1. De Trinit. trip., bk. 6, c. 21) assert that “this word is not taken from the phrasing of Scripture but from the common manner of speaking.”

§ 55. To decide the question, we repeat: (1) The distinction given in our locus On the Nature of God [1610 Loci Theologici, locus 3], § 34, between person and personality. The word hypostasis in Heb. 1:3 does not signify “personality” or a personal property taken formally, but “person,” that is, the essence of the Father distinguished by the hypostatic character, so that the sense is: The Son is the character of the hypostasis of the Father, that is, of the First Person, which is the Father. Moreover, He is called the image of the person of the Father not because He has the person of the Father communicated to Him but because He has the same essence (according to number) as the Father. Some people bring out the following distinction: The word “person” is taken either materially
and concretely for the person having the essence or formally and precisely when it is distinguished from essence and is the same as personality. The Son is called the image of the person of the Father in the prior sense but not in the latter.

(2) One must distinguish between the correlate and the foundation of an image. The correlate, because of which the Son is called the image and character of the Father, is the person of the Father, as the arguments of the prior opinion prove; but the foundation, by reason of which the Son is called the image of the Father, is the essence of the Father that has been communicated to the Son through His eternal begetting, as the arguments of the latter opinion prove. Consequently, in the Syriac letter of the Council of Ephesus to Nestorius it is written: “Because of one and the same substance, the Son is the image, imprint, and splendor of the glory of the Father.” Therefore as we have said about the word homoousios, that it expresses at the same time the unity of essence and the distinction of persons, so also the words “character” and “image” have to do with the person of the Father as their correlate and to the essence of the Father as their foundation and formal principle, as it were, of the likeness.

Nazianzen, Orat. 5. de Filio, vol. 1, p. 165: “The Son is called the image of the Father as being of the same essence with the Father, because the Son is from the Father, not the Father from the Son.” From this the Scholastics argue: “The concept of an image includes not only likeness but also origin, because a sheep is not called the image of another sheep, though there is some similarity there, because it is not expressed from the other.” Literally speaking, however, a likeness expressed from the other is not an image but merely the similarity that is expressed from the other according to species or according to its own accident. For if a likeness is expressed merely according to genus, it is not properly called an image. For example, a grub springs from man, but it is not called the image of man because its likeness is merely according to genus. Similarly, if the likeness is expressed according to a common accident, it is not properly called an image. For example, if something white is produced according to the image of some other white thing, we cannot literally say that that was produced according to the image of some other white thing because whiteness is a common accident not only of many individual things but also of many species.

Now the Son is correctly said to be the image of the Father because there the likeness is expressed according to species. Therefore because in God the Son is expressed as the likeness of the Father not only according to species but also according to the same essence according to number, it follows from this that the Son is the image of the Father in the most perfect and literal way.

(3) It is one thing to speak about a person but another to speak about the character of a person. The Son is not the person of the Father because the Father did not communicate His person to the Son, nor is the person of the Father and of the Son the same. However, He is the character of the person of the Father because He exactly represents the person of the Father, obviously because in His own person He has the same essence according to number as the Father has. “As the Father has life in Himself, so also the Son has life (that is, the life-giving essence) in Himself” (John 5:26). “Therefore He has all things that the Father has” (John 16:15).

(4) Immediately, image has to do with person, because image, to the extent that it is such, is a relative word. Mediately, it has to do with essence. For because the Son, according to divinity, is the substantial image of His Father not in just any way, not accidentally, not imperfectly, but in an utterly perfect way, therefore it is required that He have one and the same essence with the Father. It is enough for the definition of any image taken in general that there be some likeness between the exemplar and the image corresponding to it. But for the definition of that utterly perfect image, which Scripture places in the Son with respect to the Father, an identity of essence in the Father and the Son is required. Therefore mediately and consequently, the word “image” has to do with the essence of the Father. Thomas, [ST,] part 1, q. 35, art. 2: “The image of a thing may be found in something in two ways. In one way it is found in something of the same nature; in another way it is found in something of a different nature, such as, the image of a man in wood or the figure of a king on a coin. The former is perfect and essential; the latter, imperfect and accidental. The former requires consubstantiality, but not the latter.”

§ 56. In De Christo, bk. 2, c. 4, Bellarmine also applies to this those passages of Scripture in which the word [image: ] is used with reference to confidence and boasting, such as 2 Cor. 9:4; 11:16; Heb. 3:14; 11:1. He says:


In these passages the word hypostasis is explained in general to mean the foundation or basis that holds up other things and stands of itself. Faith is called a hypostasis
because it is the foundation of righteousness and not only exists of itself but also even gives subsistence to things that have been hoped for. For the things we hope for do not exist in themselves but appear now to exist somehow through faith. Hence this is also adapted to suppositum or to person, which is the foundation of nature and of all things that accompany nature, for all things exist in a person and it exists in itself.





 

One of our people approves of the same idea and says: “When the word hypostasis is attributed to inanimate substances or accidents, it signifies bare subsistence” (commentary on Hebrews 1, p. 21). For this reason he also says: “It signifies some subsistence, if faith indeed can be called subsistence in its own definite way” (commentary on Heb. 3:14; 11:1). However, since [image: ] in the cited passages is explained more accurately as firm trust and confidence, and because faith does not cause things to subsist of themselves and does not itself subsist of itself, therefore it is simpler to respond that the word [image: ] is taken in one way when it is used in reference to inanimate things or accidents, but it is taken in another way when it is predicated of an intelligent substance, as examples show also in secular authors.

With perhaps greater likelihood it could here be mentioned that in Wisdom 16:21 it says: “Your [image: ] showed sweetness toward Your children,” that is, “You Yourself were showing it.” And we read in Job 22:20: “… if [image: ] our subsistence has not been cut off.” The Septuagint translates that as [image: ], but there it appears to be taken in the same way as [image: ] in Luke 15:12, namely, as resources, in which manner it is also used in Judg. 6:[4]. Furthermore, in Scripture itself there are extant traces of the meaning of the word [image: ] as used in this article. The same use is accepted and found in the oldest and continued use in the Church. You see—to pass over the fact that Dionysius (De div. nom., c. 1) and Justin ([image: ]) said that the three persons of the Godhead are three hypostases, since there remains some doubt as to whether their books are genuine—Athanasius (Symbol.; Epist. de syn. Nic. decret.), Nazianzen (Orat. de Epiph.), and all the Greek fathers use this word in their explanation of this mystery. Therefore what Socrates (bk. 3, c. 5), Sozomen (bk. 5, c. 11), and Nicephorus (bk. 10, c. 13) write (“Hosius of Cordova was the first to mention this word in his disputation about the deity of the Son”), I say, what they write must be understood concerning an accurate distinction of [image: ] and [image: ]. What Socrates teaches must be understood in the same sense: “The word [image: ] was first received in the Greek Church at the time of Athanasius” (Tripart., bk. 1, c. 21).

§ 57. (c) Its meaning. In this place [image: ] is a subsisting individual, intelligent, incommunicable, not sustained by another. The Scholastics say that hypostasis signifies first substance,13 which we call in general suppositum, in an intelligent nature “person.” Consequently, they establish a dual distinction between “essence” and “person”: (α) A priori, that “essence” signifies a total form existing in another, but hypostasis signifies the entire thing that exists not in another but in and of itself. For we say that those things subsist that exist not in another but in themselves. From this they draw the further conclusion that hypostasis does not add to essence any grade of nature or any actuality, but only the mode of being. (β) A posteriori, that “essence” is communicable but hypostasis is incommunicable, because what is in itself or what subsists of itself cannot be in something else, since being in another is not being in itself. From this they conclude that hypostasis also adds a property to essence, that is, something or some mode, with reference to which it becomes incommunicable.

All this must be explained correctly, however, lest we take it exclusively, understanding hypostasis to be only a manner of subsisting. For hypostasis is one thing, the manner of hypostasis another, just as a person is one thing and a personal property another. Hypostasis, person, is the divine essence itself distinguished with a certain hypostatic character and distinct from the others by its own mode of subsisting. The manner of hypostasis, the property of the person, is its own manner of subsisting through which and by reason of which any person is distinguished from another. Some people express it in this way: that the word hypostasis is taken either materially and concretely, or formally, abstractly, and precisely, as we showed earlier. Of the ancients, Basil (epistle 43), Gregory of Nyssa (De differ. essent. et hypost.), and the Damascene (Orth. fid., bk. 3, c. 3) teach: “The distinction between ‘essence’ and hypostasis is like the distinction between a species and an individual or between human nature and an individual human,” Peter, for example. Theodoret says: “Essence and person differ as common and particular or as genus and species and individual” (Dial. 1, vol. 2, p. 297), which John of Damascus explains in greater detail in De duab. volunt. Christi, p. 470.

However, this, too, must be explained correctly and not extended beyond their intent, for they themselves teach that the divine essence or nature common to the three persons of the Deity is not only one in species—as there is one humanity in Peter, Paul, and John—but that it is also one in number and thus is, as Luther speaks in his commentary on Genesis 1, “the onest one” [unissime unam]. Thus the entire divine essence and not a part of the essence is in the Father and the entire essence is in the Son, the like of which does not occur in the entire universe of created things. John of Damascus, Dialect., c. 66: “Hypostasis is the unoriginate manner of eternal existence of each one” of the Holy Trinity. Suidas, bk. 3, c. 15, col. 964, defines hypostasis and says, “It is that which is proper beyond what is common.”

Antithesis.

§ 58. (d) Its antithesis. (α) The fathers of the Council of Sardica, held in AD 347, decreed the same as was decided by the Council of Nicaea: “It is heretical to assert that there are three hypostases and catholic to declare that there is only one.” We respond. As far as the Council of Sardica is concerned, there is still a question about whether it should be counted among the ecumenical and orthodox councils. Many depart from it because there were two Councils of Sardica, one legitimate that confirmed the Nicene faith, the other illegitimate, which subscribed to the faithlessness of the Arians. As to the rejection of the three hypostases that occurred in this council, this is concluded from no other source than from the synodical letter quoted by Theodoret in Hist., bk. 2, c. 8. However, Baronius (Ann. 347, nos. 38 and 41) and, from him, Severinus Binius (Not. ad conc. Sard., vol. 1, p. 447) mark as spurious the appendix added to the synodical epistle in which that rejection of the three hypostases is contained. They do so because in it Ursacius and Valens are claimed to be followers of the Sabellian heresy, but it is evident that they were infected with the Arian heresy. They also do so because on the basis of Athanasius’s letter from the Council of Alexandria to Euseb. and Lucifer. it is evident that in the Council of Sardica no rule of faith at all was published nor was the earlier Nicene Creed increased by so much as a dot. In addition, they use the word [image: ] for [image: ] because they say that they confess “one hypostasis, which the heretics call the [image: ] of the Father, Son, and Holy Spirit.”

(β) Jerome thought that “a poison is concealed in the word [image: ]” (Epist. 57 ad Damasum, vol. 2, p. 131, published at Basel in 1553). He concludes that letter in this way: “I beseech your Blessedness by the crucified Savior of the world, by the consubstantial Trinity, that your epistles give me authority to keep silent or to say ‘hypostasis.’ ” Also from Jerome’s Dial. adv. Luciferianos, p. 153, it is apparent that many in the Church were suspicious of it because it was new. In Sent., bk. 1, dist. 26, the Lombard takes the words of Jerome in a certain respect, as if he wrote to Damasus because of the snares of the heretics. In De concil., the blessed Luther asserts that what Jerome had written about the word [image: ], he [Luther] had written about the word [image: ], because of which word Bellarmine (preface to De Christo; Jud. de Form. Concor., mend. 3) and Gregory of Valencia (De unit. et trinit., bk. 1, c. 7, p. 146) ascribe to Luther the guilt of a great lie and even the crime of the Arian heresy. But the memorable fault did not have to be attacked so hatefully and transferred to the place of such a great lie. Finally, however, even Jerome himself used the word [image: ], because he writes in his Epist. ad August. et Alipium: “As we avoid the error of Sabellius, we distinguish three expressed persons under the property. For we confess not merely names but also the properties of names, that is, persons, or, as the Greeks express it, hypostases, that is, subsistencies.”

(γ) What Gregory Nazianzen mentions in Orat. de laud. Athanas., quest. 31, is worth noting: that the Greeks who said hypostases seemed to the Latins to have said three beings or essences along with Arius, because “the entire school of the secular Greeks was ignorant of the distinction between [image: ] and [image: ],” as Jerome speaks in his aforementioned letter to Damasus. On the other hand, however, Gregory mentions that the Latins who rejected the word hypostasis and said “three persons” [tres personas] seemed to the Greeks to have acknowledged not a real distinction but only a manner of duty or office among Father, Son, and Holy Spirit. In this respect they seemed to favor Sabellius because, in Latin authors, the word “person” was generally adapted to office and disposition. Therefore because the war of words had brought the situation to the point that peril seemed close, Athanasius called together both sides so that the Eastern and Western churches would not be torn from each other and burst apart along with their syllables. When he saw that they meant the same thing in what they were referring to, he began to encourage and persuade them that, because of their harmony, they should also agree in their ways of speaking. As a result, it happened that thereafter the Greeks used the word [image: ] [“person”] for hypostasis and the Latins also said hypostasis for persona [“person”].

(δ) Socrates (bk. 3, c. 5) and Nicephorus (bk. 10, c. 15) say that the word [image: ] is barbaric and nearly unknown to the philosophers. Nicephorus even calls the debates over the distinction between [image: ] and [image: ] “trifling things.” However, the opposite can be easily proved from sacred, ecclesiastical, and secular authors.

(ε) Nicolaus Taurellus argues: “The persons of the Trinity cannot be called hypostases” (Synops. metaph., p. 101).

(ζ) As the Antitrinitarians reject the word [image: ], so also they reject the word [image: ].

The word [image: ].

§ 59. (4) In this mystery [image: ] [“existence”], from [image: ], is the same as [image: ] [“person” or “subsistence”]. Thus Justin said: “There are three modes of existence” ([image: ].). Indeed, the Septuagint translators use this word not in the same sense in which it is used here, but instead for [image: ], and [image: ], for “good resources,” the “possession of riches,” which the Latins, too, call substantia [“substance”] (Prov. 13:11; Jer. 9:10; Dan. 11:13; etc.). It is taken in the same way in Acts 2:45 and Heb. 10:34.

The word [image: ].

(5) The Greeks began to use [image: ] [“person”] (from [image: ] and [image: ]) for [image: ] when they saw that the Latins were expressing hypostasis with the word persona [“person”]. Justin, QQ. et resp., q. 17, p. 313: “There is one God, of one undivided essence, and three persons [[image: ]] with a divisibility of hypostases.” (See also Athanasius, Orat. quod unus sit Christus; Nazianzen, Orat. in sanct. lum.; etc.) It is extant both in the Septuagint translation and in the New Testament, but in a different sense from the one used in this mystery.

Suidas, on the word [image: ], adapts Ps. 27:8 to this meaning: “I have sought out Your [image: ] [“face”]; Your [image: ], O Lord, do I seek. Hide not Your [image: ] from me.” Some of our people relate 2 Cor. 1:11 to this: “so that many [image: ] will give thanks on our behalf for the blessing granted us in answer to many prayers.” Here [image: ] means nothing other than “people” or “human faces.” 2 Cor. 3:13: “Moses put a veil over his [image: ]”; [2 Cor.] 4:6: “God has shone in our hearts to give the light of the knowledge of the glory of God [image: ] of Jesus Christ.” In the latter two passages, however, [image: ] is used as “face,” and it is not used in that sense in this commonplace. Therefore the apostle’s words in 2 Cor. 2:[10] could be referred more suitably to this: “If I have forgiven anything for your sake in the person of Christ.” ([Isidorus], Dial. 1: “We say that [image: ], [image: ], and [image: ] [“property”] mean the same thing.” In Thesaur., bk. 2, c. 14, Nicetas adds the words [image: ] [“character”] and [image: ] [“individual”].) 2 Thess. 1:9: “The wicked will suffer the punishment of eternal destruction from the [image: ] of the Lord.” That is, they will suffer the punishment they have been awarded by Christ the Lord, who will appear in His own person and demonstrate His glorious power. But it is better to call this word, taken in this sense, as it is used in the mystery of the Trinity, not scriptural but ecclesiastical.

The word [image: ].

(6) God is called [image: ] [“trihypostatic” or “of three persons”], a word formed from “three hypostases” by Dionysius (De div. nom., c. 2) and Basil. Gregory of Nyssa calls Him [image: ] [“the tripersonal Unity”], which the Photinians explain through a false accusation as “three-personed.” Socinus, Animadv. in assert. Posnan. 17, no. 1: “They introduce a three-personed God, though they never say clearly the word ‘three-personed.’ ” Defens. animadv., p. 454: “Although it is clearly unusual for anything to have three persons by nature and each person to be found to have one, nevertheless if God Himself naturally has three persons, He can justly be called ‘three-personed’ without any mockery in the same way as the poets call Geryon ‘the three-bodied.’ ”

The words [image: ] and [image: ].

(7) [image: ] [“unity”] and (8) [image: ] [“trinity” or “triad”] denote the unity of essence and the trinity of persons, and they occur in the earliest writers of the Church. Justin, [image: ].: “He is perceived as Unity in Trinity; He is known as Trinity in Unity.” Why, even the concrete [image: ], “three,” is found clearly in 1 John 5:7[–8]: “There are three who bear witness … and these three are one.”

The word essentia.

§ 60. (III) The Latin terms are (a) essentia, substantia, consubstantialis; (b) persona, subsistentia; (c) Trinitas.

(1) The Latins express the Greek word [image: ] with essentia [“essence”]. Hilary, De synodis, p. 305: “ ‘Essence’ is something that is or from which it is and that subsists in what remains.” Augustine, De Trinit., bk. 12, c. 2: “Just as sapientia [“wisdom”] is from sapere [“to understand”], so also essentia is from that which is esse [“to be”]. Indeed, this is a new word that the ancient writers of the Latin language did not use. Now, however, what the Greeks call [image: ] is being used in our days, lest it be lacking in our language, for this word is expressed from a word, so that we say essentia.”

They preferred to use “essence” rather than “substance”: (a) To indicate that God is an essence beyond essence [[image: ]], not contained in categories, among which the first is substance. The Damascene, bk. 1, c. 12: “God is a sea of infinite substance.” (See our locus On the Nature of God [1610 Loci Theologici, locus 3], § 32.) (b) Because God does not exist [substat] with accidents as do the essences of created things, but the attributes are His essence.14 (c) The word “substance” is ambiguous because sometimes it is used for [image: ], sometimes for [image: ]. Thus in De synod., Hilary says: “There are three substances in God,” that is, three persons. Some also understand the Latin translation of Heb. 1:3 in this sense, where the Son is called “the character of the substance of the Father.” Augustine, De Trinit., bk. 7, c. 4:


For the sake of speaking about unspeakable things, so that we may be able to say in some way what we can by no means say fully, our Greeks have spoken of one essence and three substances, that is, one [image: ], three [image: ]. For the Greeks take “substance” differently than the Latins do. However, the Latins speak of one essence or substance and three persons, because in our language, that is, in Latin, “essence” is generally not understood any differently from “substance.”





 

On the other hand, however, Tertullian (Contra Praxeam), Jerome (Ad Damas.), and Augustine (De trinit., bk. 5, c. 9) say that there is one substance in God and deny that there are three substances in Him.

Otherwise, the metaphysical philosophers take the word “essence” in two ways: First, when it signifies that which is a thing, then it is expressed through a concrete noun, for example, “Paul,” “Peter,” etc., because it signifies the essence of Peter and of Paul. Second, when it means that by which it is a thing, then it is expressed as an abstract noun, such as “humanity.” According to the first meaning, ens [“a being”] and essentia [“essence”] do not differ, not even in creatures. According to the second, they differ in creatures but not in God, for God is His own essence, since He is of and through Himself, something that belongs to no created thing.

§ 61. (2) Persona corresponds to the Greek word [image: ]. We should note: (a) The etymology of this word. It is derived from personare, “to give out a great sound” and “to cry out with a loud voice,” as we have it in Gellius (bk. 5, c. 7). But this etymology does not fit its current meaning. Bede, on Boethius’s De trinit., vol. 8, col. 1112: “ ‘Person’ [persona] is derived, as it were, from ‘through itself one’ [per se una].”

(b) Its origin. Because on the basis of Christ’s institution we are baptized “in the name of the Father, of the Son, and of the Holy Spirit” (Matt. 28:19), they accordingly said, “There are three names of the same essence,” as we know from the following words concerning the Trinity. However, because Sabellius corrupted this and said that there was only one person in the Godhead, but a three-named person, therefore they began to say that there were not only three names but also three properties of names. When Sabellius also corrupted this by saying that there were three properties just as there is only one soul that has three powers, they then said, compelled as they were by the need to speak, that there are three persons or hypostases. Nazianzen, Orat. in sanct. lum.: “When I speak of God, you must be illumined at once by one light and by three—three according to properties or, if any prefer to call them this, hypostases or persons. For we are not quarreling about words, provided that their syllables lead us to the same meaning: one in respect to the substance or the deity, for they are divided divisibly, so to speak, and they are united indivisibly.” We find this word in the most ancient teachers of the Latin Church. Tertullian, Adv. Prax.: “Nothing useless and without substance can come forth from God; therefore the Word [sermo] of God is a thing and person. Therefore whatever substance the Word had, I call that ‘person’ and vindicate the name ‘Son’ for it.” (See also Cyprian, Serm. de Christi nativ.; Hilary, De synod.; Jerome, Ad Damas.; Lactantius, Div. instit., bk. 4, c. 39; Ambrose, De inst. virg., c. 10; Augustine, De civ. Dei, bk. 11, c. 14; etc.)

There are some who insist that the word persona is extant in Scripture, such as when it says of God “that He is not a respecter of persons” (Acts 10:34; Rom. 2:11; etc.). In these passages they think that “person” signifies a human hypostasis. (See Bellarmine, De Christo, bk. 2, c. 5.) But even in those passages “person” means “quality” rather than hypostasis. For the Hebrew wording reads that one who does something as a kindness for another “accepts someone’s face or person,” considering his external features and qualities, which are seen with the eyes or observed with the mind and which make him commendable to us—for example, wealth, honor, kinship, dignity, power, etc.—so that meanwhile meritorious causes are not noticed.

§ 62. (c) Its meaning. Just as the meaning of “essence” is to be, so the meaning of hypostasis is to subsist of oneself. As [image: ] is something shared in common, so [image: ] is something distinctive.

** Three things are required for a persona: (α) That it subsist of itself, not in something else as in a subject. (β) That it be of an intelligent nature. (γ) That it be distinguished from another, not predicated of another person in the nominative case [in casu recto]. Augustine, De Trinit., bk. 5, c. 9:


Really, because the Father is not the Son, and the Son is not the Father, and the Holy Spirit (who is also called “the gift of God”) is neither the Father nor the Son, surely they are three. So it is said in the plural: “The Father and I are one.” … Yet when one asks, “What three?” human language struggles under a great poverty. Nevertheless we say “three persons,” not that it may be spoken but that it not be left silent.





 

Boethius defines persona as “the individual substance of a rational nature” (De duab. natur., c. 17). **

Richard of St. Victor adds the word “incommunicable” (De Trin., bk. 4, c. 18). Scholastics on both sides define it as “intelligent, individual, incommunicable substance.” More recent Scholastics add to this definition: “which is not part of another and which is not sustained by another,” because the human nature of Christ, which is an intelligent, individual, and incommunicable substance, is nevertheless not a persona because it does not subsist of itself but in the Word. Nevertheless the Scholastics teach that the definition of Boethius can be explained in such a way that it does not apply to the assumed nature of Christ, for they say that “individual” is taken in two ways: First, for that which is determined in itself and is singular, namely, as “singular” differs from “universal.” Second, for that which is absolutely and completely singular, that is, which not only is this singular determined thing but also subsists of itself and not in another and which has some ultimate limit of its own in the whole complex of substance. In the first way the assumed human nature is an individual substance, but not in the second way.

Hugo Eterianus, De process. Spiritus s. contra Graecos, bk. 1, c. 1: “Persona is substance that differs in number from things of the same nature on the basis of its properties.” Also: “Persona is rational substance that can be understood as singular through its properties.” Suidas: “Hypostasis is essence with characteristic properties.” Lombard, bk. 1, dist. 25, c. 11: “The noun persona is taken in three ways: (1) as essence, (2) as hypostasis, and (3) as property.” Alexander of Hales provides this definition, which he calls “masterly”: “Persona is hypostasis distinct by the property that pertains to its dignity”15 (p. 1, q. 56, memb. 3). Again, Alexander (p. 3, q. 4, memb. 6) says that the definition of persona brings in three distinctions: of singularity, of incommunicability, and of dignity, namely, by which one persona is distinguished from another on the basis of individual rationality, which is the most worthy [dignissima] characteristic.

In other respects, though persona may be said to be individual substance, nevertheless there occurs a difference between persona and “individual,” as the philosophers call it. Durand explains the difference in this way (Sent., bk. 2, dist. 3, q. 2; bk. 3, dist. 1, q. 1, no. 17):


Every persona is a suppositum and every suppositum is an individual, but not every individual is a suppositum nor is every suppositum a persona, because any singular nature, in whatever genus it may be, can be called individual, but it is not called a suppositum unless the singular nature is in the category of substance, and not of just any substance but only a complete one. The same is said of persona: [it exists] only in an intellectual nature, such as in angels, humans, and in God Himself.





 

The word “individual” is very broad and signifies any nature, substantial and accidental, singular and determined. But suppositum signifies a complete substantial nature, subsisting of itself, and persona means a complete substance subsisting in an intellectual nature.

Here, however, we must finally observe that there is a great—in fact, an infinite—distinction between human persons and divine persons. For every human person has its own incommunicable essence, but the persons of the Trinity have one and the same communicable essence. The unity of essence in the persons of the Trinity is numerical. The reason [for this distinction] depends on the finity of the human essence and on the infinity of the divine essence, as we have said earlier.

Some define persona as the “intelligent subsistence of an incommunicable nature,” in which definition persona is taken formally and abstractly, while in the definition of Boethius the word is taken materially and concretely. We spoke earlier about this dual understanding of persona. In vol. 2, treatise 101, Salmerón (vol. 2, treatise 10) calls hypostasis “first substance,” but essence he calls “second substance.” However, this must be taken cautiously, because essence is neither genus nor species in the Godhead. Yet this statement is somewhat fitting, because essence is common to the three persons, but hypostasis is proper to each.

Antithesis.

§ 63. (d) Its antithesis. (α) Lorenzo Valla accuses Boethius of having dared to define persona as substance, whereas “it rather signifies an accident or quality” that, since it has no place in God, therefore it is no more in God than, as he says, persona is in a brute animal (Elegant., bk. 6, c. 34). However, one ought not pass judgment on an ecclesiastical word on the basis of secular writers. Furthermore, in proven authors of the Latin language, persona signifies not only quality but also substance. Cicero says (De invent. topic. et partit.): “Some things are attributes of things, while others are attributes of personae.” De orat., bk. 2: “There are countless personae of people.” Philipp. 6: “It was not unusual for you to recognize some personae, so that you can think silently of those with whom you waged war.” Valerius Maximus calls any people at all personae (bk. 2, c. 21). Lawyers establish three objects of law: “personae, things, and actions.”

(β) The Photinians, who deny a trinity of persons in the Godhead, provide a definition of persona from which they hope to be able to overthrow that mystery. Goslavius, Contra Keckerm., part 3, c. 1: “That serious error regarding the Trinity can be checked without any trouble by a true understanding of persona, so I am surprised that otherwise learned men permit themselves to be convinced that three persons can exist in a single essence, though they certainly are not unaware that any persona requires a singular essence.” (We respond. If one should take “singular essence” to mean a separate incommunicable essence, we deny that it is required or has a place in the divine persons, because the divine essence is infinite.)

Ibid., c. 2, he says that “incommunicable” must be removed from the definition of Boethius “because the same thing is contained in the word ‘individual.’ ” (Yet “individual” and “incommunicable” are not clearly reciprocal. “Individual” merely speaks of something subsisting singularly and relates to first substance, while “incommunicable” explains the formal principle of “individual” and relates to other personae of the same nature. In nature, something can be this, hence the prime substance and, consequently, an individual; but it still is not incommunicable, such as fire in heated iron. Jacob Martini, De trib. Eloh., c. 4: Many individual things retain their individuality but lose their incommunicability or the constitution [ratio] of their own suppositum [c. 6].)

Ibid., he defines persona as “intelligent first substance.” However, in that definition he omits the formal definition of persona, which is incommunicability.

The word trinitas.

§ 64. (3) Trinitas [“trinity”]. We should note: (a) The etymology of this word. They mean the word “trinity” as the unity of three, as the statement of the apostle expresses emphatically: “And these three are one” (1 John 5:[8]). (See Thomas, [ST,] p. 1, q. 31, art. 1, from Isidore, bk. 1, c. 4.)

Yet, first, the Latin trinitas corresponds to the Greek [image: ], which does not include the term for “oneness.” Second, Athanasius says in his creed: “We worship the Unity in Trinity and the Trinity in Unity.” But who speaks in such a way: that we worship the unity of three in unity? Third, the devout ancients acknowledge a unity, or [image: ], in essence and a trinity, [image: ], in persons; thus they distinguish trinity from unity. Fourth, if trinity were a unity of three persons, quaternity would be a unity of four persons. Fifth, Gentilis, in his Protheses, concludes from this that “essence is a fourth thing outside the three persons.” Therefore we say that the word trinitas indicates formally and precisely a threeness of persons but only consequently a oneness of essence, and therefore that the etymology of Thomas is only allusive and considers the sound of the word, just as we say that city [civitas] is a unity of citizens [civium unitas].

(b) Its origin. The concrete is extant in the Scriptures, and the abstract is in the oldest writers of the Church: Tertullian (Contra Prax.), Cyprian (Serm. de orat. Domin.), Ambrose, etc.

(c) Its meaning. “Trinity,” from the force and first application of the word, signifies the number of any three things, but when it is used absolutely in the ecclesiastical custom of speaking, where it denotes the unique and incomprehensible trio of divine persons, it does not mean anything composed of three but the three persons of the one essence. For this reason, trinity, or three persons taken together, does not differ from essence—otherwise quaternity would be introduced instead of trinity. Consequently, there is a great difference between trinus [“three”] and triplex [“triple”]. That which is trinus is one in essence and has three modes of subsisting; triplex is that which is composed of three. We say that God is trinus, but the Christian religion forbids us to say that He is triplex. God is said to be trinus not with respect to essence, which is one in number; nor with respect to essential idioms, which indeed with the essence are most simply the same thing; nor with respect to genus or species, because there is neither genus nor species in God; but rather with respect to the three modes of existence [[image: ]], which are “unbegotten” in the case of the Father, “begotten” in the case of the Son, and “proceeding” in the case of the Holy Spirit. (See our locus On the Three Elohim [1610 Loci Theologici, locus 4], §§ 1–2.)

Antithesis.

§ 65. (d) Its antithesis. (α) As the ancient heretics rejected the referent itself, so also they rejected the word “trinity” as they denied the mystery of “the Unity in Trinity and the Trinity in Unity.” The Photinians today follow in their footsteps, who are justly called “Antitrinitarians” because of this. Socinus, Defens. animadv., p. 311: “When the ancient theologians said ‘Trinity,’ they understood that to mean not, as it often happens today, the very essence of God consisting of three persons but simply the Father, Son, and Holy Spirit.” And a little earlier: “Jerome could have understood the words ‘Holy Trinity’ to mean not that there are three persons in God—Father, Son, and Holy Spirit—but that these three come together in the mystery of our salvation.”

(β) Calvin writes: “This prayer so commonly heard, ‘Holy Trinity, one God,’ does not please me” (Epist. ad Polon., in Opusc., p. 1972, published in 1566).

(γ) The Jesuits bring a serious accusation against Luther under the same charge. Bellarmine, Praefat. controv. de Christo and in Jud. de Form. Concord., mend. 3, col. 1539: “If the Catholic doctrine of the unity of essence and trinity of persons is proved to Luther, why has he removed that little imprecation from the common prayers of the Germans: ‘O Holy Trinity, one God, have mercy upon us’?” Gregory of Valencia, De unit. et trinit., bk. 1, c. 7. p. 146: “As the soul of Luther appears to have hated not the syllables of but the thing signified by the word ‘consubstantial,’ so also with the word ‘Trinity,’ which he caused to be removed in German prayers in 1543: ‘Holy Trinity, one God, have mercy upon us.’ ” Tanner, Disp. 3 in Thomam, c. 1, thesis 2, p. 137: “Luther hated the word ‘Trinity’ and removed it from the German litanies by expunging that form of prayer, ‘Holy Trinity, one God, have mercy upon us.’ He showed that he would consider the Trinity to be propitious just as little as he would be suppliant to the Trinity.” The Jesuit Sandaeus of Würzburg, Thema seculare de secta Protest. deserenda, thesis 232: “In order for Luther to take away the honor owed to God, he forced out of the orthodox litanies the customary form of prayer, ‘Holy Trinity, one God, have mercy upon us.’ He was accustomed to biting and gnawing away at the word ‘Trinity.’ ” This same tune is played by Paraeus in Iren. (c. 24, art. 14, p. 147) and Slade (appendix to Disp. 1 contra Vorstium, p. 61). But we freed Luther of this accusation in our locus On the Three Elohim [1610 Loci Theologici, locus 4], § 3, and in De gloria Dei, disp. 9, § 6.16

As for us, along with the ancients, we freely employ this formula of speaking. Nazianzen, Orat. 2. de pace: “O holy, patient Trinity, help us.” Augustine, epistle 67: “As the Father, as the Son, as the Holy Spirit, so the Trinity, one God.” De trinit., last bk., last c.: “O God, the Trinity, whatever I have said in these books that is of You, may Your people acknowledge it. If there is anything of mine in them, may it be forgiven by You and Your people.”

§ 66. These are the things we had to say about the Latin words used in this article. Besides these, the Scholastics use proprietas [“property”], notio [“concept”], relatio [“relationship”], and circumincessio [“interpenetration”], which corresponds to the [image: ] of the Greeks.

They list three properties: innascibility [inability to be born], the [image: ] of the Greeks, which is the property of the Father, which they also call “paternity”; filiation, [image: ], which is the property of the Son, which they also call “nativity”; and spiration [breathing], the [image: ] of the Greeks, which is the property of the Holy Spirit, which they also call “procession.”

They list four relationships: active generation and passive generation (terms taken not physically but grammatically) and active and passive spiration.

They list five concepts: innascibility, paternity, filiation, active spiration, and passive spiration. “Interpenetration,” they say, is that “intimate and perfect dwelling of one person in another,” about which Augustine writes: “Each is in each, all are in each, all are in all, and one is all” (De trinit., bk. 6, c. 10). The Greek [image: ], which the Damascene uses in bk. 3, c. 4, and elsewhere, is far more significant, a beautiful description of which he gives in bk. 1, c. 18. However, one will be able to pass judgment on these points more fully from the following paragraphs.

The German terms.

§ 67. (IV) In the German language, (1) “essence” is called Substanz or Wesen. (2) The word “person” is retained and Dr. Chemnitz gives the German its description in part 1 of his Loci, p. 95. (3) “Trinity” is called Dreifaltigkeit [“threefoldness”], but because that means “triplicity,” it must be explained correctly. Instead of it, the word Dreieinigkeit [“three-oneness”] should rather be used.


[image: ]

7 That is, the confession of Nicaea.

8 See 1625 Exegesis, Commonplace IV (On the Person and Office of Christ), § 294.

9 Sometimes translated as “daily.”

10 Literally, “consubstantial” or “coessential.”

11 Paul of Samosata, bishop of Antioch from AD 260/1–268, who taught that Father, Son, and Holy Spirit are but modes of the one God, not distinct persons, and that Jesus was a normal man inspired by the Spirit of God.

12 Cotta’s reading. Preuss here reads substantiae.

13 That is, substance that is concrete and individual. “Second substance,” on the other hand, is abstract and general. Cf. Deferrari s.v. substantia.

14
Substare, “to substand” or “exist among,” is a verb for existence used only of created substances, which carry accidents. It is the root of the noun substantia, “substance.”

15 Or “principle” (dignitas). Cf. Deferrari.

16 In his 1610 Loci Theologici, locus 4 (On the Three Elohim), § 3, Gerhard explains: “But we know that Dr. Luther used this word in his writings quite often. But I think that the occasion for this false charge arose from the fact that he himself taught that the German word is not exact enough, and therefore its meaning and sense must be correctly explained to the people.”



  


CHAPTER III: WHICH CONTAINS THE GENERAL ARGUMENT FOR AFFIRMING THE MYSTERY OF THE TRINITY
 

The proof of this mystery.

§ 68. Now that we have explained both the general and special nomenclature, we proceed immediately to the factual material [[image: ]]. However, this will be occupied with demonstrating the majestic mystery of the Trinity from the Holy Scriptures and in refuting the arguments of our adversaries opposed to it. Accordingly, it will be both didactic (confirming) and elenctic (refuting).

We shall establish two sections of this factual material. The first will be constructive, in which the mystery of the Trinity will be confirmed with suitable arguments. The latter will be destructive, and with it we shall attack the antithesis of the Antitrinitarians, especially of the Photinians, and destroy their arguments. As far as the first, constructive, section is concerned, therefore, we must repeat here what we taught earlier: that the sublime mystery of the Trinity no less than the other dogmas of the Christian religion must be proved from the only and proper principle of theology, namely, from the Holy Scriptures of the Old and New Testaments.

As concerns the order and method by which this should be done, the opinions of those who have attempted it seem to vary without any prejudice of the matter itself and of heavenly truth. (1) Some put all the arguments into two classes, namely, to the expressed notation of any person of the Godhead and to the mystic and symbolic record of the three hypostases in letters and in words.

(2) Some establish seven classes of arguments: (a) from the form of Baptism; (b) from the name of God expressed in the plural; (c) from the action of God expressed in the plural; (d) from the tripled name of God; (e) from His most proper name, which is Jehovah; (f) from the ritual of blessing in the Levitical priesthood; (g) from examples.

(3) Some count eight classes of arguments, as does Bonaventure in Sent., bk. 1, dist. 2, who says that a plurality of persons is hinted at in Scripture: (a) By signification. Matt. 28:19: “Baptizing in the name of the Father and of the Son and of the Holy Spirit.” (b) By consignification. Gen. 1:1: “In the beginning Elohim created.” (c) By supposition, as when God is said to have begotten the Son (Ps. 2:7; Prov. 8:22). (d) By appropriation. Ps. 33:6: “By the Word of the Lord were the heavens made.” John 1:3: “All things were made by Him.” (e) By repetition. Isa. 6:3: “Holy, holy, holy Lord.” (f) By word order. Ps. [67:6–7]: “May God bless us, our God; may God bless us.” (g) By connotation, in the act of sending. Gal. 4:4: “God sent His Son.” (h) By appearance. Gen 18:2: “Behold, three men were before him.” To these some add: (i) The condition of the construction, when the number of persons is shown by certain particles. Rom. 11:36: “Of Him, through Him, in Him are all things.”

§ 69. (4) Some establish these classes of arguments. They say that the Trinity can be proved: (a) From the perfect self-sufficiency of the Deity, which communicates itself to another either by means of begetting or by means of breathing. (However, we cannot prove the communication except a posteriori, namely, from the mystery of the Trinity first confirmed through Scripture. Consequently, it does not supply a special class of arguments. If we wish to draw an argument from communication considered in and of itself, we always come back to the question why the Father communicated Himself to no more and no less than two, that is, to the Son by begetting and to the Holy Spirit by breathing, so that in this way there are no more and no less than three persons.)

(b) From the revelation of the divine decree concerning the salvation of humanity, in which decree only three persons are found. For through the Son sent into the flesh and dead on the altar of the cross for the sins of humans, the Father reconciled humankind to Himself and wants to take into His grace those who believe in this Son of His and give them righteousness and eternal life, which will He reveals through the Holy Spirit in the word of the Gospel. (This argument also is not different from those that are taken from the Scriptures, because humans could have known nothing about this economy of our salvation outside of and beyond the Word. And if only this argument is assumed, it will hardly prove the subsistence of the Holy Spirit.)

(c) From the testimony of the holy words of the Old and New Testaments, implicit as well as explicit. (This alone is the proper, fitting, sufficient, and effective argument, as can be seen from what we said in our preface.)

(d) From the unanimous agreement of the Church set forth in uninterrupted succession in the ecumenical creeds and in the writings of the fathers. (This argument is secondary and draws no conclusion except by virtue of the third argument, for this consensus establishes the foundation of our faith for this reason: because in every detail it conforms with the Scriptures.)

(e) From the divine properties, which cannot be referred to any other than to the three persons of the one divine essence. (However, because nothing about those personal properties17 is evident except from the Holy Scriptures alone, therefore this must be referred to the third class of arguments.)

(f) From paradoxes that follow from the denial of this mystery. These are: a denial of God Himself, who has revealed Himself in this way; of Holy Scripture, which clearly proves the Trinity; of the angels, who daily sing their “Holy, holy, holy” to God; the contempt of the early and apostolic catholic Church, which confessed the Trinity; the removal of our firm consolation and the weakening of every article of faith; the recalling from hell of the heresies silently condemned by Christ and the apostles but clearly condemned by the Church; the violent twisting of Holy Scripture, which comes out of malicious arrogance; and, finally, the death and destruction of the soul. (However, these paradoxes have no place without this mystery first being demonstrated from the Scriptures. Rather, they are inferences and deductions, deduced from this mystery after it has been demonstrated rather than being the principal arguments of the thesis.)

(g) From the words “trinity, [image: ], [image: ], [image: ],” etc., which the Church has employed out of the need to speak against heretical insanities. (This argument belongs to the fourth nor can one shape an argument out of nonscriptural words unless the subject itself is first demonstrated from the Scriptures.)

(h) From similes. (However, these do not so much prove as illumine in some way or other a subject that has previously been demonstrated and proved, as we showed in the preface.)

Therefore only the third foundation, taken from Holy Writ, remains for affirming the mystery of the Trinity, and on this alone we also shall stand in this commonplace.

The general argument.

§ 70. Two kinds of arguments can be formed from Scripture to prove the Trinity. There is a general one that includes briefly all and everything the Scriptures have regarding this mystery. There are several specific ones that prove that mystery from distinct passages of Scripture. The general argument runs as follows: If there are three, each of whom the names “Jehovah” and “God” and the truly divine attributes, work, and glory befit, so that one of them is not another—yet there are not several gods but one true God—the consequence is that one divine essence subsists in three distinct persons or, what is the same, that there are three persons and one essence in God. However, there are three, each of whom the names “Jehovah” and “God,” as well as the truly divine attributes, work, and glory, befit—namely, the Father, the Son, and the Holy Spirit, one of which is not another, yet there are not several gods but one true God. Therefore one divine essence subsists in three distinct persons, or, what is the same, there are three persons and one essence in God.

The logical sequence of the major premise is clear, because when the Church teaches that there are three persons of one and the same divine essence, that is, when she confesses the Trinity, she intends nothing other than that there are three, any one of whom is the true God—but in such a way that there are not three gods but one true God—and also that each of these three is distinct from the others because of a certain personal character. If our Antitrinitarian adversaries confessed this, they would also confess the doctrine of the Trinity. Augustine, De trinit., bk. 7, c. 4: “The necessity of speaking and debating allowed us to say ‘three persons’ not because Scripture says it but because Scripture does not contradict it. But if we said ‘three Gods,’ Scripture would contradict it and say, ‘Hear, O Israel; the Lord, your God, is one God.’ Why, then, are we not also permitted to say ‘three essences’ because similarly Scripture neither says it nor contradicts it? Or if ‘three essences’ is not said but ‘one essence’ because of the unity of the Trinity, why do we not, because of the same unity, say not ‘three substances’ or ‘three persons’ but ‘one substance’ and ‘one person’? For as the word ‘essence’ is common to them, so that each individually is called ‘essence,’ so also the word ‘substance’ or ‘person’ is common to them. For what we have said about persons according to our custom must be understood concerning substances according to the custom of the Greeks. They say ‘three substances and one essence’ in the same way as we say ‘three persons and one essence or substance.’ What, then, remains except for us to confess that these words were born out of the need to speak when there was need for the tiresome debate against the snares and errors of heretics?” Later, he adds: “We must deny three essences, lest one understand any diversity in the highest equality, and we must assert three persons or three substances, according to the Greek way of speaking, in order to avoid the error of Sabellius.” C. 6: “Why, then, do we say that these three are not at the same time one person (as we say they are one essence and one God), but we say that they are three persons (though we do not say they are three Gods or three essences), except because we want some single word to serve that meaning by which the Trinity is understood, so that we may not remain absolutely silent when asked, ‘What three?’ when we confess that they are three?” From these words of Augustine, it can be concluded why we claim that there is one essence but three persons in the Godhead: obviously not to introduce into the Church some new doctrine with those words but to explain and strengthen against the corruptions of the heretics the true way of thinking about God as it is set forth in the Scriptures. On the other hand, when Augustine says, “We say that there are three persons in God lest we remain absolutely silent,” this should be taken in this sense: that no word can explain worthily and sufficiently enough what those three are, yet we call them “persons” so that we may in some way declare our thinking about them, which we have taken from divine revelation, which is given in the Word.

§ 71. The confirmation of the minor premise is to be taken from those statements of Scripture that testify: (1) Concerning the Father, that He is true eternal God and a person distinct from the Son and the Holy Spirit. (2) Concerning the Son, that He is true eternal God because the truly divine name, attributes, work, worship, and glory are attributed to Him and that He is a person distinct from the Father and the Holy Spirit. (3) Concerning the Holy Spirit, that He is true eternal God to whom the truly divine name, attributes, work, worship, and glory are attributed no less and that He is a person distinct from the Father and the Son. (4) Concerning the unity of God or of the divine essence, that though they are three to whom the name “God” and the divine nature truly belong, nevertheless there is only one true God. If these four ideas are confirmed in order and distinctly, the dogma of the Trinity will also be confirmed, which says nothing else with that one word but that of these three—Father, Son, and Holy Spirit—there is one undivided divine essence, though they are separate persons, each of whom is distinguished from another by His own personal character.

§ 72. The Photinians concede (1) that the true God is one; (2) that the Father is true God, a person separate from the Son; (3) that the Son is a distinct person; (4) that the Son is “true God”; (5) that He is “the natural Son of God”; (6) that the Holy Spirit can be called God in the same way as the other attributes are said to be God.

However, they deny (1) that the Father is the First Person of the Deity, who from eternity has begotten the Son consubstantial to Himself, and in this way they deny that He is the eternal Father. Schmalz, Contra Frantz., disp. 1, p. 2: “Where does Holy Writ mention the eternal Father? He who is the Father is eternal, but He is not an eternal Father.” Catech. Racov., p. 65: “You should know that begetting from the essence of God is impossible in every way.” Socinus, Tract. de Deo, Christo et Spiritu s., p. 14: “For God to beget anyone of His own essence cannot happen.” Schmalz, Exam. 157 error., error 37, p. 13: “It is absurd and just short of blasphemy to say that God begets of His own substance.” We have proved the contrary in our locus [1610 Loci Theologici, locus 5 (On God the Father and His Eternal Son)], § 153.

(2) They deny that the Son is eternal God and of one essence with the Father. Catech. Racov., p. 64: “Although Christ may be true God, nevertheless He is not of Himself the one God who is God through Himself and in the most perfect way, because only the Father is this God.” Ostorodt, Instit., p. 132: “We confess that the essence of Christ, namely, of Him as true man, is nothing else but a human essence.” Socinus, Defens. animadv., p. 407: “Although Christ may be true God, nevertheless He is not equally true God as His Father is.” We demonstrated the opposite in our locus [1610 Loci Theologici, locus 5 (On God the Father and His Eternal Son)], § 14ff.

(3) They deny that the Son existed before He was born of Mary. Ostorodt, Cont. Tradelium, part 2, c. 6, p. 117: “Christ has not existed from eternity nor did He exist before He was born of Mary.” Schmalz, Contra Frantz., p. 65: “It has never been proved that He who was born of Mary existed before Abraham nor can it be proved. Nowhere is it written that the Word was made flesh.” Socinus, Animadv. assert. 1. Posn., p. 31, blasphemes in this way: “Who would have doubted that Christ never existed before the Virgin Mary, because He was born of that virgin and because that virgin was His mother! Would not He who hesitated on which of the two—He or His mother—was older be imitating Homer’s foolish Margites?” We asserted the contrary in our locus [1610 Loci Theologici, locus 5 (On God the Father and His Eternal Son)], § 40ff.

(4) They deny that the Holy Spirit is God in such a way that He is also a person distinct from the Father and the Son. Socinus, Tract. de Deo, Christo et Spiritu s., p. 4: “Scripture never clearly and literally calls the Holy Spirit ‘God’ because He is not a divine person.” Schmalz, Exam. 157 error., p. 36: “We admit that the Holy Spirit can be called God in the same way as the other attributes are said to be God, but we deny that the Holy Spirit, accurately and properly speaking, is God because, whatever God may be, He must also be a divine person.” We showed the opposite in our locus On the Holy Spirit [1610 Loci Theologici, locus 6], namely, His true deity (§ 23ff.) and His personality (§ 99).

Therefore while those hypotheses [§§ 70–71] stand and are correctly established, the mystery of the Trinity will also stand and be confirmed. For this reason also, Socinus, in the aforementioned Tract. de Deo, Christo et Spiritu s., as he prepares to refute that argument in favor of our opinion, acknowledges that our confession of the Trinity can be proved firmly on the basis of those hypotheses, if those hypotheses stand upon the firm and unmoving foundation of divine truth.

§ 73. However, because we have provided the proof of those hypotheses elsewhere, we shall here omit a more detailed confirmation of this argument and merely point out that what Ostorodt argues here is in vain (Contra Tradel., part 2, disp. 1, p. 86):


If the dogma of the Trinity were in harmony with the truth, it would be completely necessary (because reason by no means concedes that there are three persons of one undivided essence) that, to produce confidence in it, it be written with express words—and indeed not in one place but in many—since this is done in other matters that are difficult to believe: for example, that God created heaven and earth, that He takes care of all things and especially of humans, that the resurrection of the dead and life eternal are going to be given to those who believe in Christ and obey Him.





 

We respond. (1) Matters that are taught once in the Scriptures are of equal truth and firmness with those that are repeated more often in it, because their truth and strength do not depend on more frequent repetition but on divine revelation. (See our Commonplace [XIX] On Justification through Faith, § 241, where we respond to a similar sophism of Bellarmine, to whom it seems strange “that it is said in Scripture only once, literally, that Christ was made sin for us,” though we nevertheless claim that the imputation of the righteousness of Christ is a fundamental article of faith.)

(2) Even if it were written a thousand times in Holy Scripture that God is one in essence and three in persons, our adversaries would still subvert the latter on the basis of the former. You see, because logic cannot reconcile these two, therefore they claim that one must depart from the literal sense of the words in some statements of Scripture that seem to be opposed to the unity established in other statements. Socinus, in the aforementioned Tract. de Deo, p. 5:


Even from this alone—that God clearly is taught to be one—it can justly be concluded that He is not three, because being one and being three are opposed to each other. For that distinction “one in essence, three in persons” is nowhere extant in Holy Writ and clearly conflicts with certain reason and truth. After all, it is quite certain that undivided essences are not fewer than persons, since “person” is nothing other than an undivided, intelligent essence.





 

So, then, Socinus infers from reason’s teaching that “there are as many essences as there are persons” that the statements of Scripture which are cited to affirm the Trinity must be explained otherwise than the literal sense of the words requires. He explains his thought more clearly in his Defens. animadv., p. 50. He says:


It is one thing not to grasp something with the mind and another thing to grasp with the mind that it cannot be; or to deny something because you cannot apprehend it and for this reason to deny something: because you recognize that it cannot be. The latter claims to have such power that it allows and compels the divine testimonies themselves to be interpreted in a way different from how they seem on the surface, however the words themselves sound.





 

We explained earlier what should be decided about that disgusting distinction. Here we note that the source and spring of the entire faith—or, rather, faithlessness—of the Photinians is disclosed to us in it. Because they have once convinced themselves that the judgment of reason is to be sought concerning whatever is to be considered contradictory in the mysteries of faith, therefore even if the trinity of persons were taught in express words a thousand times in Holy Writ, they would still twist all those passages of Scripture into a different sense after removing the literal meaning far from their eyes because reason judges that it militates against the unity of the divine essence. Thus Socinus argues (p. 136) against the begetting of the Son of God from the essence of the Father because he thinks such begetting is clearly impossible: “Begetting from the nature of God is from the genus of those things that cannot occur except either as divisible in some way (as the actual essence of God, which is wicked) or as totally communicable (which cannot happen without introducing more persons [supposita] than one, as they call them, any one of which is by nature God Almighty, something that implies an obvious contradiction).” From what source, however, does Socinus prove that this implies a contradiction? Surely only from reason. Therefore because of something absurd, he runs to the judgment of reason and departs from the clear letter of Scripture, which calls the Son “the Only Begotten” [John 1:14].

(3) Just because in Holy Writ the unity of the divine essence and the trinity of persons are not expressed literally and in express words, the Photinians cannot infer that this dogma should not be considered an article of faith, because “that Christ became God, that Christ ascended into heaven twice, that Christ is a human person, that there is free choice, that there is no original sin,” etc., are articles of faith as far as they are concerned, yet they have not yet demonstrated that these are extant in the Scriptures in exactly those words nor can they prove it. We have discussed this in greater detail in our preface to De Phot. Ostorodt himself writes (op. cit.): “Although the consequences cannot simply be rejected and though it is not necessary for anyone to become excessively superstitious in the area, as if whatever is set forth to be believed should be in the Scriptures in the same words, nevertheless we must accept it to the extent that those conclusions have their beginnings [principia] and foundation in the Word of God. Otherwise, we can reject them freely as the inventions of man.” I sum up: The dogma of the Trinity has its beginnings in the Word of God, as our general argument shows. Therefore the conclusions that are developed to establish this dogma cannot be rejected.

(4) All those passages of Scripture are pertinent for demonstrating the mystery of the Trinity in which the divine name, attributes, work, worship, and glory of God are attributed to the Father, to the Son, and to the Holy Spirit; in which the consubstantiality of these three is confirmed; in which the unity of the divine essence is asserted; in which the personal property and hypostatic character of each person is revealed; in which the real distinction of one person from another is established. If someone should wish to consider the number of each and every one of these passages, he will see that Ostorodt vainly desires that the dogma of the Trinity should have been written in more passages of Scripture.

§ 74. Now that we have said these things about our general argument, we can cite several specific arguments, some of which are taken from the Old Testament, some from the New. Although with respect to time the books of the Old Testament are earlier than the books of the New, yet in listing the specific arguments for our opinion, we shall use this order: in the first place we shall provide the four principal arguments from the New Testament; in the second place we shall add the two classes into which the passages of the Old Testament can be divided that serve to confirm the doctrine of the Trinity; and in the third place we shall add the rest of the passages of the New Testament.

As the explanation for this order we quote the devout teaching of Dr. Chemnitz (part 1, Loci, article De Deo, p. 79): “Because the things said of the trinity of persons in the most holy Godhead are marvelous and set far beyond any comprehension of creatures, therefore we must seek the testimonies of divine revelation, which are so firm, certain, and clear that the conscience can rest safely in them in this great mystery. And the testimonies should not so much be counted as pondered.” But now it is evident that the light of the New Testament is brighter than that of the Old. Augustine says (De civ. Dei, bk. 16, c. 26): “What is that which is said in the Old Testament except the concealment of the New, and what else is that which is called the New except the revelation of the Old?” Our Luther used to say: “The New Testament seems to me like the sun from which the Old Testament, like the moon, borrows its light.” Therefore when God wished to reveal Himself to the Israelites with a new work, for example, by freeing them from their Egyptian bondage, he said to Moses: “I am Jehovah, and I have appeared to Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob as El Shaddai, but I did not make My name Jehovah known to them” (Exod. 6:3), because He had not yet given real being and fulfillment to His promises about their possession of the land of Canaan and because a clearer revelation soon came. In the same way also, concerning the marvelous work of incarnation and redemption which that bodily liberation prefigured, we can declare that the true Jehovah revealed Himself far more brightly and clearly in the Son, who is the Second Person of the Trinity and who was sent into the flesh, and in the Holy Spirit, who was poured out visibly on the day of Pentecost. The more clearly the name of Jehovah and the actual referent expressed by that name are revealed, the more deeply the divine benefits offered to mankind by the individual persons of the Godhead are sensed.

Therefore because God has revealed Himself far more clearly and visibly in the visible sending of the Son and of the Holy Spirit, in the work of redemption provided by the Son, and in the preaching of the Gospel (through which the Holy Spirit bears witness of the Father and the Son) than in the time of the Old Testament, because of this, I say, we must look chiefly and especially to statements of the New Testament in proving the mystery of the Trinity. You see, as the Israelites in their liberation from Egyptian bondage knew the name “Jehovah” more clearly under types and figures, so also in their spiritual liberation from the kingdom and bondage of the hellish Pharaoh this same name became more clear and better known to the people of the New Testament. Jeremiah sees this when he prophesies (16:14–15): “Behold the days will come, says the Lord, when it will no longer be said: ‘The Lord [image: ] lives who led your children out of the land of Egypt,’ but: ‘The Lord lives who led the children of Israel out of the land of the north and out of all lands,” namely, through the preaching of the Gospel and the beginning of the spiritual kingdom of the Messiah.


[image: ]

17 For example, unbegottenness, begetting, and breathing.



  


CHAPTER IV: WHICH CONTAINS THE FIRST ARGUMENT DRAWN FROM THE NEW TESTAMENT FOR AFFIRMING THE MYSTERY OF THE TRINITY
 

[The first argument from the New Testament: The Baptism of Christ.]

§ 75. Having now discussed the reason for the order, we draw our first principal argument from the theophany in the administration of the Baptism conferred on Christ (Matt. 3:16[–17]; Mark 1:10[–11]; Luke 3:22). The Father, the First Person of the Trinity, spoke these words from heaven: “This is My beloved Son in whom I am well-pleased.” The Son is baptized in the Jordan. The Holy Spirit comes down upon Christ in the corporeal form of a dove. Here, then, a very obvious trinity appeared: “The Father in the voice, the Son in the Man, the Holy Spirit in the dove” (Augustine, treatise 6 on John). To this theophany we join the account of Christ’s transfiguration described in Matt. 17:5; Mark 9:7; Luke 9:35, in which also the voice of the Father was heard from heaven: “This is My beloved Son; listen to Him.” The Son is transfigured so that His face shines like the sun. The Holy Spirit reveals Himself in the bright cloud.

§ 76. Before we shape an argument from this theophany at the Baptism of Christ, however, we bid the reader note that this occurred: (1) At the solemn inauguration of Jesus Christ into His office, an inauguration foretold several times in the Old Testament. Deut. 18:18: “I shall put My words in His mouth.” Ps. 2:[6]: “I have established My king upon Zion.” Isa. 42:1: “Behold My Chosen, in whom My soul delights; I have put My Spirit upon Him.” Isa. 61:1: “The Spirit of the Lord is upon Me, because He has anointed Me.”

(2) This occurred not in a hidden corner but publicly in the presence and sight of many people, something we see from what preceded, what happened, and also what followed. Immediately at the beginning of his ministry, when the Baptist was sent to baptize, he had received from God this response: that he would see the Holy Spirit descend upon the Messiah (John 1:33). However, he did not keep this revelation to himself nor did he hide it, but he shared it with his hearers as they came to be baptized by him, since he was “the voice crying” and since he repeated it after baptizing Christ (v. 32). Therefore this theophany occurred for all who were eagerly awaiting the appearance of the Messiah. Luke 3:21 notes clearly that this took place when “all the people were being baptized who had gone out to him from Jerusalem, from all of Judea and all the region about the Jordan” (Matt. 3:5). Therefore what is being described here did not happen after all the witnesses and spectators were removed and only between Christ and John, as if none of the people either saw or heard any of this, but it happened in the public view of all the people. For this reason Christ also appeals in John 5:37 to this testimony given Him from heaven: “And the Father who sent Me has Himself borne witness of Me.” Now what is added in the same place—“His voice you have never heard, His form you have never seen”—must be taken to refer either to the time of the promulgation of the Law (Deut. 4:12) or to those hearers with whom He was speaking, so that the meaning is: “You are not concerned about the testimony that the Father made of Me, because you were not present at that solemn spectacle connected with My Baptism. Consequently, you also did not hear His voice sound from heaven nor did you see the form of the dove visibly coming down from heaven.” Or it must be taken to refer to the inner hearing of faith, so that the meaning is: “You have indeed been called by God’s voice, but you have not heard it, that is, you have not received it in your heart nor have you wished to apply your faith to it.” But by no means in the sense that none of the people heard the voice of the heavenly Father except for John and Christ.

(3) This occurred when Christ was 30 years old and was about to begin His ministry of preaching in these lands, because it was at this age that the Levitical priests formerly would be admitted to the public ministries. Therefore this theophany was not merely the solemn confirmation of the ministry of the Messiah but also a brief summary of that doctrine which would be preached in the Church at the time of the New Testament.

(4) In this theophany, heaven was opened and split—not that there was only an opening in the air but that a miraculous and unique splitting or rending of heaven itself occurred in such a way that not all of heaven was opened nor was it opened over all the earth. Rather, only that part of heaven was opened where Christ was standing and praying on the bank of the Jordan, and not upon John as he baptized nor upon the others standing nearby but only upon Christ, as Dr. Chemnitz brilliantly concludes from the circumstances of the text (Harm., c. 17). This opening of heaven was a public warning not only regarding the heavenly origin of this person and of His teaching (that He would again join the things that are in heaven and on earth and would again open heaven to believers) but also regarding the solemnity and truth of this theophany (that the voice given from heaven and heard publicly is the voice of the Father in heaven and that the dove descending from that open part of heaven is the Spirit of God). To this the words of 1 John 5:7 can be applied: “There are three who give witness in heaven: the Father, the Word, and the Spirit.” That is, there are three witnesses, divine and heavenly in nature, who revealed themselves at the Baptism of Christ with external and visible symbols. For from that rending of heaven, John the Baptist saw a light shining more majestically and divinely than the manner [of light] in this world and reaching by its rays all the way from heaven to Christ, who was praying on the bank of the Jordan. By descending in that heavenly light in the corporeal form of a dove, the Holy Spirit gently set Himself down upon Christ, and out of that light a voice was brought down upon Christ, as Chemnitz shows (op. cit., p. 18) from a comparison of this account with the transfiguration of Christ.

§ 77. Having first noted these points, which can make that marvelous theophany (the like of which does not exist in all of Scripture) more distinguished and majestic to us, we form the following argument from it for affirming the doctrine of the Trinity: In however many distinct persons the one and true God revealed Himself in the solemn inauguration of the Messiah and in His Baptism, that many persons—no more, no less—must be acknowledged in the Godhead. But the one and true God revealed Himself in three distinct persons in that solemn inauguration of the Messiah. Therefore. The major premise is obvious, because the goal of that revelation was not only the confirmation of the ministry of Christ but also a clearer revelation of the Trinity, which was reserved especially for the New Testament. And no one can entertain doubts that we should acknowledge, invoke, and worship God in the same way as He revealed Himself to us and wanted that revelation to be recorded in His Word. To the confirmation of the minor premise these two points pertain: (1) He who revealed Himself at that inauguration of the Messiah was and is that one and true God. (2) That one and true God revealed Himself in three distinct persons.

§ 78. The former is confirmed: (1) From a consideration of the circumstances. Heaven is miraculously split and rent apart, and it was the sort of opening of heaven that we read occurred in other appearances of the Divine Majesty, such as Ezek. 1:1; Acts 7:55–56; Rev. 4:1, 3; 11:19. From the opening of heaven a light shines, majestic and divine, which was the symbol and warning sign that He was revealing Himself who “dwells in the unapproachable light” of heaven (1 Tim. 6:16). The same sort of light shone round about the angel who was the first herald of the birth of the Lord. This light is called “the glory of the Lord” (Luke [2]:9) and is what shone about Paul on the road to Damascus (Acts 9:3; 22:6; 26:13). (This is the same as in Exod. 16:10: “The glory of the Lord” was seen in the cloud, that is, an unusual light and splendor announcing the majesty of the presence of God was seen in the column of the cloud.) From that light the voice of the heavenly Father was heard, which no one doubted was the voice of the true God. In that same light the Holy Spirit in the corporeal form of a dove descended upon Christ, which itself argues the true divinity of the Spirit because He descends in the same heavenly light from which the Father’s voice sounds forth.

The Son, standing on the bank of the Jordan, is proclaimed the beloved Son of God in whom He is well-pleased. However, if He is the true and natural Son of God, surely He is of the same nature and essence with the Father, “for it is not right to suspect the Son of being the degenerate of the Father. Instead, it is necessary to confess that He is of equal loftiness and of the same dignity, power, and essence” (Bernard, sermon 1, De adv., col. 1). “The begetting of God would be vicious and monstrous if a different nature had come forth from His womb” (Augustine, Contra Maxim., bk. 3, c. 18).

The twofold repetition of the article is also not without emphasis. “This is [image: ] the Son, the beloved,” uniquely removed by lot from the other sons. The Father says that He is well-pleased with this Son, that is, all His good pleasure rests, resides, and, as it were, has been deposited in this Son in such a way that, because of Him, He considers believers also to be beloved (Eph. 1:5) and that it is also said of the Church: “You will be called My good pleasure” (Isa. 62:4). This expression embraces the entire mystery of redemption: that this Son would reconcile the whole human race, which is God’s enemy because of sin (2 Cor. 5:19; Col. 1:19; Eph. 1:5), and for this reconciliation and redemption the divine nature was required, as is shown elsewhere.

§ 79. (2) From a comparison with other passages of Scripture. No one in the Christian Church doubts that the Father, whose voice is heard from heaven, is the true God. This is confirmed from the fact that He who sent John to baptize said to him: “He upon whom you see the Spirit descend is the one who baptizes in the Spirit” (John 1:33). The same one also said, “This is My beloved Son,” and sent down the Holy Spirit upon Him. But He who sent John to baptize is the true God (John 1:6).

We also use this comparison. Whoever said at the Baptism of Christ, “This is My beloved Son,” is the same one who repeated these words at the transfiguration of Christ (Matt. 17:5). But He who said at the transfiguration of Christ, “This is My beloved Son,” was and is the true God: “We were eyewitnesses of His [Christ’s] greatness, for He received honor and glory from God the Father and a voice came down to Him” (2 Pet. 1:16–17). Therefore.

We prove in this way that the Son to whom the words of the Father “You are My Son” were addressed and upon whom the Holy Spirit descended is true God: (a) To whomever the heavenly Father says in this passage, “You are My beloved Son,” He is the same one who, according to Ps. 2:7, says, “I shall tell of the decree of the Lord: the Lord said unto Me, ‘You are My Son.’ ” But He who says this in Ps. 2:7 is true God. Therefore He, too, to whom the heavenly Father speaks in this passage, “You are My beloved Son,” is true God. The minor premise is proved because: (α) the Son of God is begotten of the Father “today,” that is, from eternity (v. 7). The points that they bring up from the literal meaning of the words against this interpretation are explained elsewhere. Here we urge the argument from Heb. 1:5–6: With respect to whatever begetting [from which] the Son surpasses by an extremely great measure the production of the angels prior to the creation of man [and] is the firstborn Son of God to whom the angels owe their adoration, concerning this begetting one cannot think or say that it is a begetting in time or a destination and calling to office or anything that would apply to any creature. But with respect to that begetting which is attributed to the Son in Ps. 2:7, He surpasses by an extremely great measure the production of the angels, etc. Therefore. (β) We must place the confidence of our heart in the Son (v. [12]). From this we draw the following conclusion: In whomever we should place the confidence of our heart, He is true and eternal God (Ps. 118:8; Jer. 17:7). Yet we should place the confidence of our heart in the Son. Therefore He is true and eternal God. (γ) The nations of the earth and the boundaries of the world are given to the Son as an inheritance (v. 8). From this we draw the following inference: Whoever possesses the rule of all the world and of all nations, He is true God (1 Tim. 1:17; 6:15). The Son possesses such a rule.

(b) To whomever the heavenly Father says here, “You are My beloved Son,” He is the one of whom it is said in Isa. 42:1: “Behold My Beloved in whom I am well-pleased.” But He of whom the heavenly Father speaks in Isa. 42:1 is true God, and we prove this as follows. He who is “given to be the light of the nations” is true God, because as the first creation of corporeal light is a work truly and purely of God, so also that spiritual illumination of the nations is also a work of God (2 Cor. 4:6). Yet He of whom it is said, “Behold My Beloved,” was given to be the light of the nations (Isa. 42:6). Therefore. Furthermore, whoever is given to be the salvation of the nations, He is “God’s salvation” or “the saving of God” or “[the saving] established by God and given to the ends of the earth” (Isa. 49:6). But now there is no such Savior outside of God (Isa. 43:11; 45:21). Hosea 1:7: “I shall save them in the Lord their God.”

(c) He who here is called the “beloved Son” is elsewhere called “the Only-Begotten” (John 1:14) and “God’s own Son” (Rom. 8:32). But now whoever is the Only-Begotten and God’s own Son is equal to His Father (John 5:18) and, as a consequence, is true God. Here we should mention the observation in Heb. 11:17 that Isaac is called the “only-begotten” and in Gen. 22:2 is called “the beloved.” Isaac was a type of Christ, about which more is said elsewhere.

(d) He upon whom the Holy Spirit here descends and upon whom He remains is said to be “anointed with the oil of gladness more than His fellows” (Ps. 45:[7]) and to have “received the Holy Spirit without measure” (John 3:34) in such a way that “of His fullness we can all receive grace for grace” (John 1:16). But now He to whom the Holy Spirit is given without measure in that clearly unique and singular way, so that He also can give Him to others, is true God.

§ 80. We gather that the Holy Spirit is true God from the fact that in that miraculous theophany He is united with the Father and the Son; and just as the Father reveals Himself in an audible voice and the Son reveals Himself to be seen in the assumed flesh, so the Holy Spirit descends in the form of a dove and, in fact, in that very light from which the voice of the heavenly Father was being heard.

The other passages of Scripture should also be compared. Isa. 61:1: “The Spirit of the Lord is upon Me because the Lord has anointed Me; He has sent Me to announce good news to the meek.” Christ Himself explains this in Luke 4:18 as follows: “The Spirit of the Lord is upon Me because He has anointed Me; He has sent Me to preach the good news to the poor,” where that which the prophet had said about Jehovah is applied to the Holy Spirit.

Also, lest anyone doubt that that work of sending truly belongs to the Holy Spirit, I compare the passage of Luke 4:1: “Jesus, full of the Holy Spirit, returned from the Jordan and was led by the Holy Spirit in the wilderness.” Therefore that Spirit who had descended upon Christ at the Jordan in the form of a dove led Christ into the wilderness and sent Him to carry out the parts of His office. The Holy Spirit would never have had this power toward Christ, as He is man, if He were not the true Jehovah, for our adversaries admit that nothing is more excellent than Christ the man in heaven and on earth except the true God alone.

I compare also the passage Isa. 48:16: “Now Jehovah sends Me, and His Spirit.” It is understood that these are the words of the Messiah from the context of the passage, for it adds immediately: “Thus says the Lord, your Redeemer, the Holy One of Israel” (v. 17). And in John 18:20 Christ applies to Himself what is said in Isaiah (v. 16): “I have not spoken in secret.” From this we draw the following conclusion: Whoever sent Christ to His office is true God. The Holy Spirit sent Christ to His office. Therefore. So, then, we have given the first section as confirmed, namely, that He who revealed Himself in this inauguration of the Messiah is true God.

§ 81. The second section—that the one true God has revealed Himself in three distinct persons—we prove in this way. (1) There are three distinct names, for He whose voice is heard from heaven is called Father (2 Pet. 1:17). He who stands on the bank of the Jordan is called the Son (Matt. 3:17; Mark 1:11; Luke 3:22). He who descends in the form of a dove is called the Spirit (Mark 1:10), the Spirit of God (Matt. [3]:16), the Holy Spirit (Luke 3:22).

(2) There are three external symbols in which these three reveal themselves: the Father in an audible voice, the Son in the assumed flesh, the Holy Spirit in the corporeal form of a dove. Ambrose, sermon 21:


When the Lord is baptized, God the Father is present and God the Holy Spirit is present. Because God cannot be seen, the Holy Spirit descends in a dove and the Father comes down in a voice, and what alone was necessary to establish faith in men exhibits the Savior. For except by hearing our faith does not stand, and by seeing. Therefore the Spirit in the dove subjects Himself to the eyes, and the Father in the voice gives Himself to their ears. For if this did not have to occur for the sake of our faith, the Father and the Holy Spirit, as the invisible God, could have come down in an invisible descent to the Word, the Son. Therefore for the sake of our faith, heaven being opened, the Spirit came down to Christ, the Father to the Son, the voice to the Word, for the Word is Christ. Yet the Father is well called the Voice, and the Son, the Word, because the Word does not proceed except from the Voice.





 

Augustine, De Trinit., bk. 2, c. 10:


The person of the Father is revealed in that voice, saying, “This is My Son,” etc., not that the voice could have occurred without the work of the Son and the Holy Spirit (in fact, the Trinity operates inseparably), but that voice occurred to reveal the person of the Father alone, just as the Trinity worked that human form from the Virgin Mary, but it is the person of the Son alone, for the invisible Trinity has worked the visible nature that belongs to the Son alone.





 

The Holy Spirit did not assume that visible form of the dove into the unity of His own person in the way that the Son did with the assumed flesh; nevertheless in that revelation the Spirit did want to reveal Himself to be seen in a special form assumed temporarily so that the distinction of persons might be shown more clearly.

(3) The distinct actions of the three are described. There is one who cries out from heaven, “This is My Son.” These words cannot be referred to the Son as if this voice were also His, otherwise He would be His own Son. Nor can they be referred to the Holy Spirit, otherwise He would be the Son of the Holy Spirit. There is another who prays on the bank of the Jordan after being baptized. There is another who comes down in the form of a dove and rests upon Christ. The one whose voice sounds from heaven is heard but not seen. He who descends in the form of a dove is seen but not heard. He who was baptized in the Jordan and stands on the bank is seen in the assumed flesh and heard in the words of His prayer.

(4) The benefits of the three distinct persons are described. The Father sent into this world His beloved Son through whom He spoke with the human race and through whom He reconciled the world to Himself. The Son assumed human nature into the unity of His person and received Baptism for our sake to fulfill all righteousness. The Holy Spirit descended upon Christ visibly and “anointed” Him invisibly “to proclaim pardon to the captives and opening to them that are bound” (Isa. 61:[1]). That is, through the ministry of the Gospel begun by Christ in His own person and entrusted to the apostles, the Holy Spirit distributes the benefits of Christ obtained by His suffering and merit. In prayer we should look to these distinct benefits of the three persons of the Godhead set before us in this wonderful theophany, and we should rejoice in this revelation with simplicity of faith against all the wiles of our adversaries, just as the devout ancients say: “If you do not believe the Trinity, accompany John to the Jordan and you will see it.”

§ 82. The Photinians make the exception: (I) “One cannot prove from this passage that those three are persons of one undivided essence” (Goslavius, Contra Keckerm., p. 42, part 1, c. 4). We respond. On the contrary. If, regarding the Father, Son, and Holy Spirit who reveal themselves in this theophany, we can truly affirm and firmly prove, on the one hand, that any one of these is true God and, on the other, from other passages of Scripture and even from the concession of our adversaries, that there is only one true God, we draw the immovable conclusion from this that there is one divine essence of these three persons. For the proof of their consubstantiality, we add also the other passages of Scripture listed in their places.

The Photinians concede that the Father is true God and separate from the person of the Son. They admit that the Son is a person distinct from the Father, but they deny that He is true and eternal God. They concede that the Holy Spirit is the power of God, but they deny that He is a person distinct from the Father and the Son. However, if it is demonstrated that the Son is true and eternal God and that the Holy Spirit is a divine person, the consubstantiality of these three is proved. We have demonstrated both points earlier from a comparison of this passage with other statements of Scripture (to which we are sent back in this theophany), as well as from a consideration of the circumstances.

(II) They make the exception that from this passage one cannot prove that the Holy Spirit is a person. Goslavius, op. cit.: “From this the Holy Spirit does not appear to be a person.” (However, to assume physical form and to appear and descend in it does not befit bare power, for who has ever read, heard, or seen the mercy, wisdom, etc., of God appearing in an external, assumed form? Instead, it befits a power that subsists of itself, that is, a certain person.)

Schmalz tries to prove the contrary with three rational arguments. The first is drawn from a simple negation: “The text does not teach nor does the verity of the situation show that the Holy Spirit appeared upon Christ under the peculiar form of a dove” (Contra Frantz., p. 35). But what is more clear than these words of the evangelists? “John saw the Spirit of God coming down as a dove and coming upon Him (Christ)” (Matt. 3:16; Mark 1:10). “The Holy Spirit came down upon Him in bodily form as a dove” (Luke 3:22).

The second is taken from the wording of the evangelist: “The Holy Spirit came down in such a way that He was resting upon Christ” (John 1:33). “How can He be a person when we nowhere read concerning persons such as are God and Christ that they rest or are upon anyone, though we read this about things: for example, concerning the wrath of God or His peace and mercy?” (Contra Schopp., de Trinit., p. 34). We respond. Not only regarding Christ in John 14:10 is it said that “the Father who dwells in Me does His works,” but Christ says also regarding the devout: “Whoever eats My flesh and drinks My blood, the same dwells in Me and I in him” (John 6:56); “The Holy Spirit will dwell with you”18 (John 14:16); “with you” (v. 17); “If anyone loves Me, he will keep My word, and My Father will love him, and We shall come to him and make Our home with him” (v. 23); “Abide in Me, and I in you” (John 15:4). Therefore just as that wording used of the Father—that He dwells in the Son or is in the Son (John 14:10)—marks the closest interpenetration by which “the Father is in the Son and the Son is in the Father” (John 10:30) because of the unity of essence, so also that wording used of the Holy Spirit—that He rests upon the Son—likewise marks that unique mode of indwelling by which the Holy Spirit dwelt in Christ or, as the prophet says, “rested” (Isa. 11:2), not in the way that He dwells in the rest of the saints. For this reason also it is not said about any of them that the Holy Spirit dwells upon Him in such a way that He rests upon Him and others receive of His fullness.

The third is from the particle of comparison. “The words ‘like a dove’ must not be referred to the essence of the thing, namely, so that the thing animated is the Holy Spirit, as it is a dove, but to the external form and manner and this not of the thing itself, but of its descent” (Contra Frantz., p. 35). “Because Scripture said ‘like a dove,’ it is apparent that the word ‘like’ or ‘as’ must be referred to the word ‘descending’ and also that it declares a likeness to the descent of the dove but not to the body of the dove.” Socinus teaches the same thing in the same words in Explic. loc. de Spirit. s., p. 103. We respond. The words of the evangelist are clear: “The Holy Spirit descended upon Him in bodily form as a dove” (Luke 3:22). It was, then, a true and real descent that is being attributed to the Holy Spirit, not absolutely and simply with respect to His invisible and divine essence, but relatively, that is, with respect to the bodily form temporarily assumed. The adverb “as” refers not to the word “descending” but clearly to “dove,” as the investigation of the text would have shown. The words “in bodily form” belong not so much to the verb “descend” as to the noun “Spirit,” so that the meaning is: the bodily form in which the Spirit appeared was a dove.

Socinus urges the word [image: ] [“form”] (op. cit., p. 109). We respond. [image: ] signifies outward form, under which the essence of a thing lies. Thus the dove was equipped with its own individuating properties. It is not necessary to search out in this place whether the form of dove in which the Holy Spirit appeared was a true animal, newly created without the aid of other doves, which immediately ceased to exist after its function, or, on the other hand, whether it was merely the likeness or image of a dove that was used simply to signify the presence of the Spirit. Instead, it is enough for us against our adversaries that the Holy Spirit revealed Himself in a peculiar and distinct form as a person distinct from the Father and the Son.

Therefore having removed the babbling of Schmalz, we draw this conclusion in favor of the personality of the Holy Spirit: He who produces the voice from heaven is a person, and He who stands on the bank of the Jordan is a person (as our adversaries admit). But with whatever arguments their own personality is demonstrated from this account, with the same arguments the personality of the Holy Spirit can also be demonstrated. If it cannot be inferred that the Holy Spirit is a person from the fact that He descended visibly in the form of a dove, surely it also cannot be inferred that the Father is a person distinct from the Son and that the Son is a person distinct from the Father from the fact that the Father produces the audible voice from heaven and that the Son is seen in the assumed flesh.

Goslavius objects: “Not everything that appears is something that subsists; in fact, even accidents appear” (Contra Keckerm., p. 80). We respond. Those accidents that meet the senses first, immediately, and of themselves bear witness of the substance that offers itself to the senses by means of those accidents. For since accidents subsist not of themselves but in their subject, therefore they also bear witness of it. So, then, that “bodily form of a dove” that John saw was not a pure and naked accident but something that truly subsists.

§ 83. (III) Schmalz says (Contra Frantz., p. 34): “Even if the Holy Spirit had appeared in the form of a dove, would that really cause the Holy Spirit to be eternal and immense and thus the Preserver of heaven and earth? For something can appear in the form of a dove that is not eternal, can it not? Is it not also necessary that that which appears in the form of a dove not be immense? Finally, is it not a great blasphemy to say that that which appears in the form of a dove is the Creator and Preserver of heaven and earth?” We respond. We do not draw so naked and crude a conclusion: that the Holy Spirit appeared in the form of a dove, and therefore He is eternal and immense and thus the Preserver of heaven and earth. Instead, from this theophany we conclude primarily and chiefly that in the Godhead there are three persons really distinct (because in this revelation God showed Himself in this way) and that the Holy Spirit is a person distinct from the Father and the Son (because He revealed Himself distinctly in the form of a dove, as did the Father in the audible voice and the Son in the assumed flesh).

As far as the actual matter is concerned, the Photinians concede that “the Holy Spirit is the might and power of God.” Yet they cannot deny that that power is eternal and that through it God created heaven and earth. Therefore they should not deny that the Holy Spirit is eternal and as He is the Creator, so also is He the Preserver of heaven and earth. As to the fact that Schmalz struggles to conclude from this theophany that the Holy Spirit is not immense, he errs in this with an obvious fallacy of the consequent. For the only thing that follows is that the physical form of a dove was not immense and is not the Preserver of heaven and earth. But it is extremely uneducated to infer from this that the Holy Spirit Himself, who appeared in the form of a dove, is not immense (though this is clearly affirmed in Ps. 139:[7] and Wisdom 1:7) and that the Holy Spirit is not the Creator of heaven and earth (though that work of creation is clearly attributed to Him in Gen. 1:3; Job 26:13; Ps. 33:6).

§ 84. (IV) Goslavius writes, op. cit.:


From this passage we conclude the contrary, rather than that there are three persons of one divine essence. For if the rule of Philipp is certain—that all things that can be separated from each other are distinguished really—it follows that the Father, Son, and Holy Spirit are distinguished really because they are separated from each other. For the Father does not come down from heaven and is not baptized in the Jordan, and the Holy Spirit does not address the Son and is not washed with the baptism of water. But whatever things are distinguished really, their essence cannot be singular.





 

We respond. External symbols as sign must be distinguished from persons of the Trinity as signified. Those external symbols—the voice of the Father, the assumed nature of the Son, the form of a dove in which the Holy Spirit revealed Himself—are distinguished and separated not only really but also essentially. But the persons of the Trinity who reveal themselves in these external symbols are indeed distinguished really, yet not essentially but only personally, as we gather from all the statements of Scripture that prove the unity of the divine essence. Consequently, as a comparison must not be extended otherwise beyond that point of comparison because of which the comparison is established, so also this symbolic manifestation of the Trinity through the three external symbols must not be extended further than to make manifest the true and real distinction of persons. But by no means should it be opposed to the unity of the divine essence. The rule that “those things that can be separated from each other are distinguished really” is not convertible, because those things that are distinguished really cannot immediately be separated from each other by natural virtue, as the example of things proper reveals, things that the philosophers call “the second components of nature” [secunda naturae momenta].19
Also, even if this is quite true when taken of the real instead of the essential distinction, it still could not and should not be applied to the mystery of the Trinity, in which we know from the Word of God that the three persons are really distinguished, nevertheless not essentially but personally.


[image: ]

18 Following Cotta’s ed. The Hamburg/Frankfurt and Preuss editions read “us.”

19 “ ‘Components’ for metaphysicians are non-complex principles, namely ‘essence’ and ‘existence.’ For essence is called ‘first component’ [momentum primum]; existence, ‘second component’ [momentum secundum].” First component is composed of matter and form; second component is composed of subject and accidents. Micraelius, s.v. “momentum.”



  


CHAPTER V: WHICH CONTAINS THE SECOND ARGUMENT DRAWN FROM THE NEW TESTAMENT FOR AFFIRMING THE MYSTERY OF THE TRINITY
 

[The second argument from the New Testament: The institution of our Baptism.]

§ 85. We take the second principal argument from the institution of our Baptism, Matt. 28:19: “Go and teach all nations, baptizing them in the name of the Father and of the Son and of the Holy Spirit.” Before we form our argument from this passage, however, we must note three things about it: (1) The comparison of Christ’s Baptism with the institution of our Baptism. Ambrose says (Sermon 21): “It is not strange that the mystery of the Trinity was not missing in the washing of the Lord because our washing completes the sacrament of the Trinity. For the Lord was not able not to exhibit first about Himself what He would later command the human race.” For just as in the Baptism of Christ the three persons of the Deity reveal themselves distinctly, so our Baptism is commanded to be administered in the name of the same three persons because Christ, representing us all and being baptized, wanted to show in the Baptism that He received in common with us what benefits we should expect from God in our Baptism.

(2) We must note the unseparated connection of Baptism and invocation. Basil, Epistle 78: “We must be baptized as we have received and believe as we are baptized and glorify as we have believed: the Father and the Son and the Holy Spirit.” As we are baptized, so we worship. As we worship, so we believe, namely, in one true God: Father, Son, and Holy Spirit. Therefore because Christ commanded Baptism to be administered in the name of the Father, Son, and Holy Spirit, thereby He instructs us to invoke the one God: Father, Son, and Holy Spirit.

(3) We should note the time of this institution. When Christ had now finished on earth the office for which His Father had sent Him and was now about to ascend into heaven, He prescribed to His disciples that solemn form for administering Baptism. Although the first institution of Baptism is not set forth in these words when John the Baptist three years earlier began that new ceremony of the sacrament of Baptism (Luke 3:3; John 1:32), and though the apostles administered Baptism before then in accord with the mandate of Christ (John 4:2), nevertheless the solemn form of Baptism to be observed in the permanent use of the Church is explained in these words and the command is added to baptize all nations without exception, lest, because up to then Baptism had been administered only in Judea, the apostles conclude that it was a ceremony merely of a certain place and time. Therefore that solemn institution of Baptism contains something like a testamentary disposition of Christ, which He commended with grave counsel to His apostles before His departure from this world. Thus departing from its tenor even in the least bit ought to be a religious offense to us.

(4) It should also be observed that in the New Testament, through the incarnation of the Son, the mystery of the Trinity was more clearly revealed, as we pointed out earlier, and, therefore, in that solemn promulgation of Baptism, which is the sacrament of initiation of the New Testament, Christ distinctly mentions the three persons.

§ 86. Having considered these points, we also demonstrate from this passage the two sections, as we did in the case of the first: (1) the true deity of the Father, Son, and Holy Spirit; (2) the personal distinction of these three. Once both sections have been established and confirmed, our confession of the Trinity will have been established, which actually contains nothing else but that the Father, Son, and Holy Spirit are the one true God, yet that we must acknowledge not one person but three in the Godhead.

We demonstrate the first section in this way. In whosever name we are baptized, He is the true and eternal God. But we are baptized in the name of the Father, Son, and Holy Spirit. Therefore the Father, Son, and Holy Spirit are the one true God. The minor premise is in the text. The major is proved from an explanation of the expression “to be baptized into someone’s name” or “in someone’s name” (Acts 2:38; 10:48). For this includes: (1) The divine command and institution of Baptism. “I baptize you in the name of the Father and of the Son and of the Holy Spirit.” That is, I am not administering some ceremony instituted out of human authority but a holy sacrament instituted by God Himself. I am not acting by private choice but in the place of God, by the mandate of God, and in the person of God Himself. (See our commonplace On Holy Baptism [Commonplace XXIII], § 80, and the Harmon., de resurrect., p. 461.)

From this we conclude: Whoever instituted Baptism is the one true God. The Father, Son, and Holy Spirit instituted Baptism. Therefore the Father, Son, and Holy Spirit are the one true God. The major premise is confirmed in this way. Instituting a sacrament is something that belongs to the true God alone, because establishing the means of grace belongs to Him who gives the grace. But now God alone gives the grace of justification; therefore it belongs to Him alone to establish the means of grace or the sacraments. (For a proof of this with more arguments, see our commonplace On the Sacraments [Commonplace XXI], § 26.) Baptism is properly called a sacrament because it has all the requirements for a sacrament, properly speaking. It has the external element, it has the word of command, it has the promise of grace that belongs to the Gospel. Furthermore, we cannot name anything that is required for a sacrament, properly speaking, that is not present in Baptism, as we teach elsewhere in greater detail. Therefore instituting Baptism is something proper to God alone. The truth of the minor premise—namely, that the Father, Son, and Holy Spirit instituted Baptism—is clear from the text.

In whosever name Baptism is administered, in His name also was Baptism instituted and commanded. But Baptism is administered in the name of the Father, the Son, and the Holy Spirit. Therefore. We have given the proof for the major premise in our commonplace On Holy Baptism [Commonplace XXIII] and in Harm., resurrect., p. 461. (Cf. Exod. 5:23; Deut. 18:20; Matt. 18:20; 2 Cor. 2:10; etc.) The statements of Scripture can also be referred to this, in which the expression “in the name” means “in the power and might”: Matt. 7:22; Acts 3:6; 4:7; etc. Because the Father, Son, and Holy Spirit instituted the sacrament of Baptism, they also work effectively through it for the salvation of the person baptized, and in this respect Baptism is conferred in the name, that is, in the divine power and might, of the Father, Son, and Holy Spirit.

(2) This includes the invocation of God upon the person baptized: “I baptize you in the name of the Father and of the Son and of the Holy Spirit.” That is, I invoke upon this water of Baptism the name of the Father, Son, and Holy Spirit, so that in this action that He has commanded according to His institution and promise He is present and takes you into His grace. We gather this sense of this expression from 1 Sam. 17:45; 2 Sam. 6:18; 1 Kings 18:22; etc. From this we draw the following conclusion: whoever is called upon to accept the baptized person into grace and to grant him spiritual benefits, among which is the inheritance of eternal life, He is true God, because religious invocation is worship owed to God alone. This is proved from the fact that God attributes religious adoration to Himself alone in such a way that He simply takes it away from all others except Himself (Deut. 6:13—cf. Matt. 4:10; Luke 4:8, where the exclusive particle is added—Exod. 23:24; Ps. 50:[15]; 97:7; Isa. 42:8; 48:11; Rev. 19:9; 22:9. Cf. our locus On God the Father and His Eternal Son [1610 Loci Theologici, locus 5], § 127.) I now resume. The Father, Son, and Holy Spirit are called upon to take the person baptized into grace and to grant him spiritual blessings, among which is the inheritance of eternal life, as we have shown. Therefore.

(3) It includes testimony of the covenant of grace that God enters upon with the person baptized. “I baptize you in the name of the Father and of the Son and of the Holy Spirit.” That is, I bear solemn witness and confirm that this water upon which the name of God has been invoked according to His institution is not bare and simple water but a salutary sacrament, since it is water comprehended in and sanctified by the Word of God. Consequently, I also bear witness that through the application of this water made in the name of this Holy Trinity, the Father takes you into His grace and accepts you as His son; that the Son washes you of your sins with His blood, clothes you with the robe of righteousness, and accepts you as brother and coheir; that the Holy Spirit regenerates you and renews you for eternal life and wants you to be His temple and dwelling place from now on. This sense of this expression is gathered from Mark 9:39 and from other passages of Scripture. Compare the apostle’s words in 1 Cor. 6:11: “You were washed, you were sanctified, you were justified in the name of our Lord Jesus Christ and in the Spirit of our God.” From this it is evident that: First, to be baptized in the name of Christ is the same thing as to be washed of our sins in the virtue and merit of Christ. Second, Christ and the Holy Spirit are, no less than the Father, the author of our washing, sanctification, and justification. Third, He who washes us through Baptism is also the principal cause of our justification. Because the former is attributed to the Son and to the Holy Spirit, therefore the latter cannot be denied them. Furthermore, justification is the work of the true God alone, as is evident.

From all these we draw the following inference. Whoever accepts the baptized person into grace, enters a covenant of grace with him, washes him of his sins, and writes him down as an heir of eternal life is true God. The reason is that all these, taken at the same time, befit not the instrumental cause but the principal and primary cause of our salvation, which is God alone (Isa. 43:11; 45:21; Hosea 1:7; etc.). (See our locus On God the Father and His Eternal Son [1610 Loci Theologici, locus 5], § 113.) Just as circumcision in the Old Testament was a covenant between the true God and the man circumcised (Gen. 17:7), so Baptism, which in the New Testament took the place of circumcision (Col. 2:11), is the covenant of grace between the true God and the person baptized, and for this reason St. Peter calls it by that beautiful name: “the inquiry of a clear conscience” (1 Pet. 3:21). Dr. Chemnitz gives the explanation of this title in the Harm., c. 17, p. 16:


Whenever in the Old Testament in some situation they would ask of the mouth of the Lord in order to be made certain of how God was disposed toward them in that situation, the Greeks always use the words [image: ] [“they inquire in the Lord”] or [image: ] [“through the Lord”]. Therefore Baptism is an inquiry that takes place between God and the sinner who is baptized and deals with a good conscience toward God for Christ’s sake, that is, how God is disposed toward the person baptized and of what the conscience of the person baptized ought to assure itself concerning the grace of God.





 

I now resume. It is the Father, Son, and Holy Spirit who take the baptized person into grace, enter a covenant of grace with him, etc. Therefore the Father, Son, and Holy Spirit are the one true God.

Tertullian, De bapt., c. 6: “The faith sealed in the Father, Son, and Holy Spirit gains the washing away of sins. For if every word will be established in three witnesses, how much the more—when through the benediction we have the same judges of faith and sponsors of salvation—is also the number of divine names sufficient for the confidence of our hope!” Socinus, Explicat. loco. Script., p. 82: “ ‘Preaching repentance and the remission of sins in the name of Christ’ means that Christ Himself performs and completes it.” (Therefore to be baptized in the name of Christ means also to be baptized while Christ Himself performs and completes it and to become through Baptism a partaker of the heavenly blessings.)

(4) It includes the obligation of the person baptized to acknowledge, invoke, and worship correctly, on the basis of the Word, Him in whose name he is being baptized. We gather this sense of the expression from Gal. 3:27, and from that we draw this conclusion: He to whom the person baptized is obliged to give divine honor and worship is true God, because God “does not wish to give His glory to another” (Isa. 42:8; 43:10; 46:9; etc.). Surely, to whomever divine honor is given, to Him also a divine nature is attributed because divine honor is owed only by reason of the divine nature. For as God is God only by reason of His divine nature, so He is worshiped with divine honor only by reason of His divine nature. To worship God is to acknowledge, venerate, and worship the divine nature in Him. I now resume. The person baptized is obliged to give divine honor and worship to God the Father, Son, and Holy Spirit, as is evident from earlier statements. Therefore the Father, Son, and Holy Spirit is the one true God.

§ 87. Moreover, note carefully: (1) Christ commands to be baptized not in the names but “in the name of the Father and of the Son and of the Holy Spirit” to demonstrate that the one name of God, that is, the one essence of the Deity, belongs to these three—which proves the consubstantiality of these three persons. Ambrose, De Spiritu s., bk. 1, c. 4:


Who would dare to separate the unity of the name when he sees the unity of operation? But why do I affirm the unity of the name with arguments when we have the clear testimony of the divine voice that there is one name of the Father and of the Son and of the Holy Spirit? For it is written: “Go and baptize the nations in the name of the Father and of the Son and of the Holy Spirit.” He said: “… in the name,” not “… in the names.” Therefore “Father” is not one name, “Son” another, and “Holy Spirit” still another, because there is one name, not several, because there are neither two Gods nor three Gods.





 

Theophylact, commentary on Matthew 28: “One name, one Deity.” All of this we must understand in this sense, that “name” is understood essentially. If, on the other hand, we take it personally, then we say “three names,” that is, three persons, as we have it in the confession of the Church: “Father, Son, and Holy Spirit are three names all of the same substance.”

(2) We are not baptized in the name of the Father through the Son but “in the name of the Father and of the Son and of the Holy Spirit.” The Arians formerly baptized “in the name of the Father, through the Son, in the Holy Spirit,” according to Sozomen (Hist., c. 26) and Nicephorus (bk. 16, c. 35), to confess by this form of Baptism the inequality of these three. Surely, then, they had been convicted in their own conscience that the form of Baptism instituted by Christ proved the consubstantiality and equality of these three persons.

(3) The Son and the Holy Spirit are joined together with the Father in such a way that Baptism is administered in their name no less than in the name of the Father. Therefore one power, one majesty, one and equal authority is attributed to them. For if there were not one power, one majesty, one and equal authority of these three, surely, then, they would not be joined together equally with the Father in the administration of the sacrament of Baptism. Isidore of Pelusium, bk. 1, epistle 109:


Because God and our Savior have taught that the Holy Spirit completes the Trinity of God and that He is numbered in the invocation of Holy Baptism along with the Father and the Son as one who frees us from our sins … why do you teach that the Holy Spirit is something fabricated or created or of a servile nature and is not consubstantial with and kin of the lordly, effective, royal essence? For if He is a slave, He should not be counted with God. If He is created, He should not be joined together with the Creator.





 

We say the same thing about the Son in every detail. However, if the Son and the Holy Spirit were to be joined together with the Father in an unequal manner, they would undoubtedly be joined together as instruments with their principal cause, as is gathered from other statements of Scripture that the Photinians urge and in which either human things or persons are joined together with God Himself either in our operations and actions toward God or in God’s operations and actions toward us. For example: “They believed Jehovah and Moses” (Exod. 14:31), “the sword of Gideon and of God” (Judg. 7:18), “They feared Samuel and the Lord” (1 Sam. 12:18), etc. But no such thing can be considered or asserted regarding the conjunction of the Son and of the Holy Spirit with the Father, because the Photinians certainly cannot claim with reference to the Holy Spirit whatever is of the Son (whose consubstantiality with the Father we shall show elsewhere) and still preserve their hypotheses, because the Spirit is joined together with the Father as an instrument when they claim that He is the might and power of God. But God does not act through His own power as through an instrument.

(4) When Christ wished to promulgate the solemn institution of Baptism, He first said: “All power has been given to Me in heaven and on earth” (Matt. 28:18). With these words He shows that Baptism is administered in His name, not as in the name of a slave and servant but as in the name of the Lord and thus in the name of the one God along with the Father and the Holy Spirit. You see, if He were not true God, He could not, according to His human nature, have truly and really become partaker of the divine and infinite power that is denoted by the words “all power in heaven and on earth,” as we teach in its own place.

(5) Acts 2:38 and 10:48 mention that the apostles baptized “in the name of Christ.” This should by no means be taken in the sense that some of the Papists would like: that the apostles temporarily changed the essential form of the words to make the name of Christ more illustrious and majestic. (Eck, Enchir. locorum; Harding, De communione sub una specie, art. 2, sect. 9.) For it is not at all likely that those who had heard Christ say in the promulgation of Baptism, “Teach them to keep what I have commanded you,” had departed rashly from the words of institution prescribed by Christ, their master. Rather, this should be taken to refer to the efficient and final cause, not to the form of the words they used, as we show in greater detail in our commonplace On Holy Baptism [Commonplace XXIII], § 91. Accordingly, we gather that the words “in the name of Christ” include the Father and the Holy Spirit, because they are of one undivided essence and come together in Baptism without any inequality.

§ 88. These things have been said about the first section of our argument—namely, about the true deity of the Father, Son, and Holy Spirit and, therefore, about the consubstantiality and equality of these three. Thus it remains for us to go on to the second section and to demonstrate the personal distinction of these three, namely, of the Father, Son, and Holy Spirit.

It is confirmed by: (1) The three distinct names. For He commands that Baptism be administered not merely in the name of the Father but in the name of the Father and of the Son and of the Holy Spirit. Basil, Epistle 64: “Because it is said: ‘Go and baptize in the name of the Father,’ etc., we should not think that only one name was given” (that is, that one person is named, because Basil understands the word “name” personally). “For just as whoever names Paul and Sylvanus and Timothy indeed says three names, when he says three, having embraced [all three] by that conjunction, he teaches that the signified individuality [proprium] exists under each name. Therefore also the names have the signification of the things within them. However, no one with any sense doubts that the things have a distinct and complete essence. For the nature of the Father and of the Son and of the Holy Spirit is the same and the Godhead one, but the distinct names provide us with determined and complete intelligences.”

(2) The demonstrative article repeated three times and added to each name: “Baptize them in the name of the Father and of the Son and of the Holy Spirit.” Baptize in the name of that Father whose voice you heard as it descended from heaven at My Baptism and transfiguration, from whom I proceeded and by whom I was sent, as I have confessed so many times. Baptize in the name of that Son whom up to now you have seen in the assumed flesh, whose glory as of the only-begotten of the Father you have seen. Baptize in the name of that Holy Spirit whom you saw coming down upon Me in the form of a dove and in a bright cloud and the promise of whom you have received from Me, etc. Indeed, even Socinus confesses that this repetition of the article does have unique emphasis. He says (De baptism. aq., c. 2, p. 28), “The words are stated not simply and indefinitely but with an obvious relationship by adding the article to each one. This has the force of designating certain individuals. To express the force of this article in Latin translation, one would have to add a demonstrative to each one in this way: ‘Baptizing them in or into the name of that Father and of that Son and of that Holy Spirit.’ ”

(3) The copulative conjunction “and” repeated twice, by which the Son and the Holy Spirit are joined equally with the Father in the form of Baptism: “Baptize them in the name of the Father and of the Son and of the Holy Spirit.” But if the Father, Son, and Holy Spirit were not three distinct persons, for what purpose would that copulative be inserted?

(4) If other passages of Scripture are added, it will become apparent that each person distributes special benefits in and through Baptism, and giving consideration to this, Christ commanded that the three persons be mentioned expressly and distinctly in the administration of Baptism. Concerning the Father it says: “According to His mercy He saved us by the washing of regeneration and of renewal” (Titus 3:5); “Baptism … is the inquiry of a good conscience to God” (1 Pet. 3:21). Concerning the Son it says: “Christ loved the Church and gave Himself up for her to cleanse her by the washing of water in the Word” (Eph. 5:[25–26]). Through Baptism “we put on Christ” (Gal. 3:27). We are baptized “into His death” (Rom. 6:4), and “we are planted together in His death” (v. 5). Concerning the Holy Spirit it says: “Unless one is born again of water and of the Spirit, he will not enter the kingdom of God” (John 3:5); “Baptism is the washing of regeneration and renewal of the Holy Spirit” (Titus 3:5). (See our commonplace On Holy Baptism [Commonplace XXIII], § 101ff.) Yet that same distinct enumeration of benefits that comes down to us from each person of the Trinity is an argument that in the Godhead a real distinction comes between these persons that is denoted by the distinct enumeration of those external benefits.

§ 89. But let us take a look at the exceptions of our adversaries. (I) Some in their great shamelessness say that “this passage is spurious and was inserted in the text by the Athanasians” (Franciscus Davidis and Georgius Blandrata, Refut. scripti Georgii Majoris, letter N, fol. 4). We respond. (1) All heretics could play with all the passages of Scripture according to this deceptive strategy and destroy their force. (2) Without any proof and, in fact, without any probable conjecture, they assert this; therefore we justly reject this as false and made up. (3) The context requires that the form of Baptism be expressed clearly. (4) The earliest teachers of the Church quote these words as genuine and canonical. Ignatius, Epist. ad Philadelph.: “When the Lord sent the apostles to teach all nations, He commanded them to baptize in the name of the Father and of the Son and of the Holy Spirit, not into one ‘triname’ nor into three uncreated ones but into three of the same honor.” (See also Tertullian, Adv. Praxaem, c. 2, and all who have written of the Trinity.) (5) We do not read that any of the Arians used this exception, though with all their might they did attack the deity of the Son and, consequently, the doctrine of the Trinity. (6) The more recent Photinians are ashamed of this bold-faced fabrication.

§ 90. (II) “The apostle testifies that the Israelites also were baptized into Moses (1 Cor. 10:2), yet we cannot conclude from this that Moses is the true God. Therefore neither shall we be able to conclude the same from the fact that we are baptized into the name of Christ and of the Holy Spirit” (Socinus, Animadv. ad assert. 6. Posnan., p. 44; the Catech. Racov., p. 44; and all the rest). We respond. The word “baptism” in the passage cited is not taken properly as the sacrament of initiation divinely instituted to confer the remission of sins and eternal salvation, the sacrament that, as we showed earlier, can and should be given in the name of God alone. For this reason the apostle also says with great effort that the Corinthians were not baptized into his name (1 Cor. 1:13) but were baptized metaphorically and typically by being led through the Red Sea, which crossing of the sea was a type of our Baptism. Furthermore, it says the Israelites were “baptized into Moses” either because they were led through the Red Sea by the ministry of Moses or because through that divine benefit they were obligated to exercise their faith in Moses as the servant of God. (See our De glor. Dei, disp. 10, § 4.)

§ 91. (III) “To be baptized in the name of the Holy Spirit is nothing else than to be gifted with the Holy Spirit, because we read in Acts 2:38: ‘Each of you must be baptized in the name of Jesus Christ, and you will receive the power of the Holy Spirit.’ Therefore from the fact that we are baptized in the name of the Son and of the Holy Spirit, we cannot infer the consubstantiality of these persons with the Father” (Franciscus Davidis, Coll. Transylv., act. diei 5). We respond. This explanation is true but insufficient, as is evident from the words. We do not deny that those who receive Baptism in true faith are regenerated and renewed through the Holy Spirit and are endowed with the Spirit, but from this we should not infer that to be baptized in the name of the Holy Spirit is nothing other than to be gifted with the Holy Spirit. Otherwise, the consequence would be that to be baptized in the name of the Father and of the Son is nothing else than to be endowed with the Father and the Son or at least with benefits proceeding from the Father and the Son, though this expression nevertheless includes far more, as we have seen.

§ 92. (IV) “The passage in Matthew indeed affirms that people should be baptized in the name of the Father and of the Son and of the Holy Spirit, but the words do not witness, nor can it be proved by any logic or consequence, that the Father, Son, and Holy Spirit are individual divine persons, because the Son is a divine person but in a far different manner than the Father, and the Holy Spirit is not a person” (Schmalz, Refut. thes. D. Frantz., p. 5). He says (p. 36) that the meaning of these words is this: “Those who want to become disciples of Christ must be educated in the doctrine concerning God the Father and Jesus Christ and the Holy Spirit, and this doctrine is utterly necessary for salvation, though the Son is not the one God, which is the Father, and the Holy Spirit is not a person.” We respond. (1) We have shown from the words of Christ, clearly, I hope, the true deity of the Son and the personality of the Holy Spirit. (2) We do not deny that those who are baptized are to be educated in the doctrine, but that nothing more is contained in these words of the institution of Baptism is that which we would like to see him prove. (3) Elsewhere it is demonstrated that one must take the words of Christ to refer not to the baptism of doctrine but to the baptism of water. Certainly, the word “baptism” grammatically does not signify doctrine, and the arguments used to establish the meaning of this word as doctrine include the baptism of water. Therefore the words must be taken synecdochically. The word “baptism,” then, is not being used absolutely.20 Unless the evidence of the text should compel it to claim something else, it is always taken to refer to the baptism of water, which is its proper and native meaning. It is so far from the truth to say that anything occurs in the words of Christ that would force us to depart from the proper meaning of the letter and to take those words as referring to the baptism of doctrine. Instead, we conclude the opposite from this. For Christ had mentioned doctrine earlier, thus the word for baptizing cannot be referred to doctrine except through a conspicuous tautology. (See our commonplace On Holy Baptism [Commonplace XXIII], § 115.) (4) We are commanded to be baptized in the name of the Son in exactly the same way as we are commanded to be baptized in the name of the Father, as the copulative “and” reveals. Yet we are baptized in the name of the Father as of the true God. Therefore we are baptized in the same way in the name of the Son. (5) The Holy Spirit is distinguished from the Father in exactly the same way as the Son is distinguished from the Father in these words, as the series of the text shows. Yet the Son is distinguished from the Father as a person. Therefore the Holy Spirit also is distinguished from the Father as a person. (See our De glor. Dei, disp. 10, § 5.)

§ 93. (V) “It is not strange that in matters similar to Baptism things are joined together with persons and that the same thing is attributed to them as to persons, to the latter indeed properly but to the former improperly” (Schmalz, op. cit., p. 36, where he cites these examples: Acts 20:32; Eph. 6:10; Phil. 3:10). “Often mortal men themselves are joined together with God either in our operations and actions toward God or in God’s operations and actions toward us” (Socinus, Animadv. ad assert. 6. Posn., p. 44). We respond. It is clear from our preceding statements that: (1) When things or mortal persons are joined together with God, then it is clear from the antecedents and consequences that those created things are connected with God not equally but as instrumental causes. However, we have shown that in the form of Baptism the Son and Holy Spirit are joined with the Father equally. (2) In the examples cited, statements are brought forth that cannot apply to God and a creature equally, yet can in diverse ways. But “administering Baptism into or in the name of someone” is constituted in such a way that it can befit no created thing at all, but God alone.

§ 94. Socinus, however, worked hard to twist this passage in his Defens. animadv. contra Eutropium, which was published in 1618. Let us see, then, what he has to offer. He begins by arguing in this way: (I) “From the invocation of Christ along with the Father in Baptism, it cannot be concluded that the invocation of the two is equal, for the Father can be invoked as the first cause of regeneration and Christ as the second, because the Father is the one from whom all things are, and Christ is the one through whom all things are” (p. 322).

We respond. (1) As there is one God and one divine essence, so also there is one religious invocation. Those who teach that Christ is to be worshiped and invoked with divine honor and meanwhile deny that He is true God by nature are actually introducing multiple gods, as we shall show elsewhere in greater detail. (2) Wherever the religious worship of God is opposed to the worship of statues and to idolatry, there the sort of worship is understood that befits no one but only the God who is eternal and true by nature. However, this sort of worship is attributed to Christ in Ps. 97:7 and Heb. 1:6. (3) The apostle asks equally from the Father and from Christ peace and grace for the churches. (4) Baptism is administered equally in the name of the Father and of the Son. (5) As the Holy Spirit is invoked in Baptism upon the person baptized, so also is the Son invoked. Yet one cannot say of the Holy Spirit that He is invoked with an inferior adoration, for according to the hypothesis of the Photinians, He is the very might and power of God. (6) All should honor the Son in the same way as ([image: ]) they honor the Father (John 5:23). Thus they should not worship Him with an inferior adoration. (Cf. our locus On God the Father and His Eternal Son [1610 Loci Theologici, locus 5], § 142.)

§ 95. (II) “Unless the Holy Spirit is shown to be a person distinct from God the Father, the invocation of the Spirit can be equal to the invocation of God the Father Himself. Yet this will provide our adversary with no help, because he has endeavored to prove that there are three persons in one divine essence” (loc. cit.).

We respond. (1) If the invocation of the Holy Spirit can be equal to the invocation of God the Father Himself, surely also the invocation of the Son is equal to or, rather, the same as the invocation of the Father, because as the word “and” connects the Father and the Holy Spirit equally, so also it joins together the Father and the Son. (2) There are as many persons in the divine essence as there are persons involved in the administration of Baptism, because worship befits no one except Him who by nature is true God. Yet three persons are involved in the administration of Baptism. Therefore. (3) If the Holy Spirit is worshiped along with the Father and the Son, surely He is a person distinct from the Father and the Son, for why would distinct mention of Him be made if He were not a person distinct from the Father? Who has ever read in Holy Writ that the wisdom of God or the goodness of God or the righteousness of God is invoked distinctly? However, if the Holy Spirit is therefore not a distinct person but is only the power of God, surely He could not be distinctly mentioned in the invocation. Our adversary sees the invincible strength of this argument and consequently adds: “Although perhaps no example of this matter may be found, nevertheless we do not see why anyone cannot invoke God along with His might and power” (p. 322). But it was entirely necessary to provide an example of this matter, because our invocation ought to follow the norm of the Word and of divine revelation. (4) Our adversary acknowledges this and, therefore, anxiously searches for examples, but all the examples he provides do not apply. “The psalmist says that he will place his hope in the shadow of God’s wings, but in other passages he says that he has hoped in the mercy of God. (Ps. 57:[1]; 36:[7]; 13:[5]; 52:[8].) But what keeps one from invoking that in which he places his hope?” Yet the examples are completely different. We are correctly said to place our hope in the mercy of God, though mercy is not a person distinct from God. However, we cannot invoke the power of God unless power is a distinct person, because invocation has a person as its object. (5) Socinus continues: “It says in many places that the name of God is invoked, yet that denotes the divine power.” We respond. The name of God is God Himself (Ps. 48:[10]; 2 Chron. 14:11), and for this reason, Socinus adds: “The Hebrews commonly say ‘the name of something’ for the thing itself.” Therefore to invoke the name of God is to invoke God Himself. However, let our adversary show that anyone has invoked the name of God as something distinct from God. It is not like someone has objected: that “the human nature of Christ is invoked but that is not a person.” For we deny that that nature is distinctly addressed in our invocation and is worshiped together with the Father, Son, and Holy Spirit. Rather, we say that we invoke Christ, God and man, with one and the same invocation.

§ 96. (III) “From the fact that the Holy Spirit is invoked in Baptism along with the Father, it is perhaps shown that the Holy Spirit is something separate from the Father, but by no means that it is a person” (p. 324). We respond. We take our argument not from the invocation alone but also from the other attributes of “person,” for we draw the following conclusion: whoever is distinguished from the Father in such a way that He is addressed separately in the invocation, that Baptism is administered in His name equally with that of the Father, that He reveals Himself in a special external symbol, that He is said to be someone other than the Father and the Son—such a one is not distinguished from the Father in just any way but [specifically] as a person. Yet the things just listed befit the Holy Spirit, but they do not befit a divine attribute such as mercy, power, wisdom, etc.

§ 97. (IV) Our adversary senses the power of our argument and, therefore, in the end he shamelessly denies that the Holy Spirit is invoked in Baptism. He says: “It is false to say that from the words of Christ it can be concluded that the Son and the Holy Spirit are invoked in Baptism” (p. 364). However, we have shown the opposite above.

How, then, does Socinus prove this negative of his, and what does he respond to our arguments drawn from the institution of Baptism? He says: “The word ‘name’ in this passage does not mean a power and might of the Father, but ‘in the name of the Father’ is the same as to be baptized ‘into the Father.’ ” This he argues: “(1) From the fact that Holy Writ quite frequently speaks this way. (2) To be baptized into the name of the Son is to be baptized into Christ (Rom. 6:3; Gal. 3:27). (3) If the word ‘name’ were to indicate power, it would have said ‘in the name.’ We admit that sometimes might is signified by this expression.”

We respond. (1) We concede that being baptized “into the name” of the Father, Son, and Holy Spirit is the same as being baptized into the Father, Son, and Holy Spirit, that is, being obligated by Baptism to acknowledge, worship, invoke, etc., the Father, Son, and Holy Spirit as the true God. However, we deny that that is the only thing expressed by these words, because this expression includes far more, as we have seen above. (2) Being baptized into someone’s name or into someone is constituted in such a way that it expresses the power, majesty, and authority of the one into whose name or into whom the Baptism is conferred. Consequently, in Scripture this is attributed to no creature, for it is not fitting for Baptism to be administered in the name of one who is the administering cause of salvation and not the primary and principal cause. As a result, the apostle denies with so much effort that the Corinthians were baptized into his name (1 Cor. 1:13). (3) Scripture asserts both that we are baptized into the name of Christ and in the name of Christ, as is clear from Acts 2:38; 10:48. But if being baptized in the name of the Son and of the Holy Spirit signifies to be baptized in the power and might of the Son, he should admit that it is correct to deduce the invocation of the Son and of the Holy Spirit from the formula of Baptism.

§ 98. Our adversary objects: (1) “What does this have to do with our passage, where there is a different expression and where the Holy Spirit is also being discussed, who elsewhere, it appears, is in no way invoked in Baptism?” (p. 325). We respond. Our adversary cannot deny that that Son, in whose name Baptism is administered, is Christ. Surely, then, those passages in which Baptism is said to be administered in the name of Christ can be compared as parallels with those in which we are said to be baptized into the name of the Son. To the fact that he denies that “there is anywhere else that the Holy Spirit is invoked in Baptism, thus we must not conclude that from this passage,” we respond with the words of Socinus himself: “What keeps this from having happened despite the fact that it is not found to have happened elsewhere? Surely, if the explanation of our adversary Eutropius were true, we would never discover anything unique in Holy Writ, that is, whose likeness has not been mentioned anywhere else. Yet we find many things of this kind” (p. 326).

We add that the invocation of the Holy Spirit can be proved not only from the formula of Baptism but also from other sources. For He who told the prophet, “Go and stop up the ears of the people,” is honored by the angels with the heavenly doxology (Isa. 6:3, 5, 6). However, the apostle testifies that it was the Holy Spirit who said it (Acts 28:25). Therefore the Holy Spirit is worshiped by the angels with the heavenly doxology. Thus 1 Cor. 6:19–20: “Your body is the temple of the Holy Spirit who is in you. … So glorify God in your body.” 2 Cor. 13:[14]: “The grace of our Lord Jesus Christ, the love of God, and the fellowship of the Holy Spirit be with you all.” Rev. 1:4: “Grace to you and peace from Him who is and who was and who is to come and from the seven spirits who are before His throne.” Here the seven spirits are understood by metonymy to refer to the Holy Spirit, sevenfold in regard to His gifts. The priestly benediction in Num. 6:[24–26] can also be referred to this.

(2) Socinus continues: “Nevertheless we do not say this because we concede that that phrase ‘in the name’ being taken by itself in Baptism indicates invocation. Indeed, we can acknowledge it to be a common Hebraism. Thus to be baptized ‘in the name of Christ’ means the same thing as to be baptized ‘in Christ.’ Or if the word ‘name’ here signifies something more expressly, it declares it as the naming from Christ and the subjection to Him that he who is baptized professes.” We respond. Our adversary does not deny that Christ can be invoked in Baptism and, therefore, should be invoked. Why, then, does he refuse to acknowledge that being baptized in the name of Christ includes the invocation of Christ? We repeat and press our argument: He into whose name we are baptized and who instituted the sacrament of Baptism and who commanded that it be administered, the same one also acts effectively through Baptism for the salvation of the person baptized as the primary and principal cause, the same one also enters upon a covenant of grace with the baptized person, and the person baptized is solemnly obligated to acknowledge Him as true God and to invoke and worship Him. Yet we are baptized into the name not only of the Father but also of the Son and of the Holy Spirit. Therefore.

Furthermore, that subjection and naming from Christ (which Socinus concedes is meant by that expression) argues clearly that Christ is true God and that the reverence of invocation is owed to Him, something that can be gathered from 1 Cor. 1:12–13, for there the apostle forbids the faithful to be named from Paul, Cephas, Apollos, etc. However, that Christians could have been named and were named from Christ is evident from Acts 11:26 nor did the apostle disapprove of that, as we gather from Acts 26:28. This naming argues that He is the master of faith and the author of salvation.

(3) “When the expression ‘in the name’ is applied to God, it often means nothing more than if God Himself were being named simply. Yet it is evident from Exod. 14:31; 2 Chron. 20:20; 1 Sam. 12:18; Judg. 7:18 that creatures are joined together with God named simply and that this occurs in the most important matters that otherwise are proper to God.” Our response is clear from what has been said.

§ 99. (V) He concedes: “The Son is joined together with the Father in regeneration,” but he denies that “one can conclude the equal work of both in regenerating from that joining, since other persons are also joined with God in divine works and these do not have the same operation with God” (p. 328) “and because we are said to be regenerated in Christ, that is, through Christ” (p. 329). This he explains in this way: “The Father is the primary and supreme cause of regeneration, but Christ is the second and middle cause” (p. 331); in fact, “Christ is not only the second cause, but in this work of regeneration—and in all other works related to the Church—He acts as the vicar of God Himself” (p. 332).

We respond. How and on what level the Son is joined together with the Father in the work of regeneration and in other purely and truly divine works must be defined not on the basis of our reason but on the basis of the tables of divine truth. However, these show that Christ is by no means joined together with the Father as a second and inferior cause but as chief and supreme cause, acting with equal and, in fact, the same divine might, and is not subordinated to the Father as His vicar but is joined together equally with Him as a partaker of the same essence and power with the Father.

We prove this: (1) In general. John 5:19, 23: “Whatever the Father does, the Son does these things in like manner ([image: ]) … that all may honor the Son in the same way as ([image: ]) they honor the Father.” From Christ’s statement, “My Father works up to this point, and I work,” the Jews inferred that Christ was confessing Himself as equal to God. Christ does not refute this conclusion but proves that equality from the sameness of His works and the likeness of His acting, out of which stems also the equality of divine honor and worship. Nazianzen, Orat. 4. de theol.: “He does not say ‘likewise’ because there is a similarity of their works but because both have the same ability and the same majesty.” John 10:28–30: “No one will snatch My sheep from My hand . … No one is able to snatch them out of the Father’s hand. I and the Father are one.” Therefore the Father and the Son have the same hand, the same power and might, and as a consequence the same essence. John 14:13: “Whatever you ask the Father in My name I will do it, that the Father may be glorified in the Son.” Therefore the glory of the Father shines in the Son, and that cannot be an inferior glory and majesty.

(2) In particular. Creation is a divine work and is attributed to the Son not as the middle and instrumental cause, as the Photinians conclude ignorantly from the preposition “through,” but as the principal cause, because not only are all things said to have been created “through the Son” (and this expression signifies the order and distinction of persons but not an inequality in acting), but it is also said of Him in the nominative case that He “created all things” (Heb. 1:[10]; Rev. 4:11). Cf. our locus On God the Father and His Eternal Son [1610 Loci Theologici, locus 5], § 83. In that locus we proved the same thing concerning the preservation of all things, the working of miracles, the redemption of the human race, the gathering of the Church, the sending of the Holy Spirit, the dispatch of the angels, the forgiveness of sins, the defense of the Church, the raising of the dead, the execution of the last judgment and salvation; that is, that the Father and the Son accomplish these things in those divine works with equal power and might.

Here we draw the following conclusion concerning regeneration. Christ regenerates in the same way as He saves. Yet He does not save as an instrumental, middle, and inferior cause but as the principal and highest cause. Therefore. We prove the minor premise: Christ is “the author of life” (Acts 3:15). According to Heb. 12:2, He is “the author and perfecter of faith to salvation.” And according to Heb. 5:9, He is “the source of eternal salvation to all who obey Him” in such a way that He gives to those who believe in Him eternal life by the same authority and power by which the Father does so (John 10:28, 30) and is the only foundation for our salvation (1 Cor. 3:11). Yet one cannot say these things about a mere instrumental and intermediate cause.

I also employ this argument: Christ saves as Jehovah and true God (Isa. 35:4; Hosea 1:7). Note here the emphasis in the first prophetic statement: “Behold, your God will come with vengeance; He will come, and will save you.” Therefore He will not do this as an instrumental cause. Christ is Savior in such a way that “there is salvation in no other” (Acts 4:12). Therefore either He is the eternal God or salvation is not in the eternal God. Christ saves “not as a minister,” according to Socinus (Cont. Bellarminum et Wiekum, p. 462). Otherwise, He would not differ from the apostles and prophets. Therefore He saves as the principal and highest cause.

§ 100. (VI) “The Israelites are said to have believed in God and Moses (Exod. 19:9; 14:31). But whoever is connected with God by believing in Him can, by being baptized in Him, be even more connected with the same God to the very degree that faith excels Baptism and all the more displays an interior worship” (p. 334).

We respond. (1) We urge the apostle’s words in 1 Cor. 1:13. We can be baptized into the name of no one who is mere man and only an intermediate cause of salvation. (2) This is something that the matter itself shows, because instituting sacraments, working salvation effectively through them, entering a covenant of grace with someone, etc., befit only the true God. Yet all these things are attributed to Him into whose name Baptism is administered. (3) Historical faith that includes knowledge and assent is one thing, but saving faith that includes the confidence of the heart is another. The Israelites believed Moses with historical faith but not with saving faith of the heart because that has God alone as its object, and from Him alone, to be sure, can one hope for eternal life. Jer. 17:5: “Cursed is he who trusts in man.” Augustine, treatise 29 on John: “We believe Paul, but we do not believe in Paul; we believe Peter, but we do not believe in Peter . … The consequence is, ‘if you believe in God, you should also believe in Me,’ which certainly would not be the consequence if Christ were not God.” He repeats the same thing in his Enarr. Ps. 77; sermon 61, on the words of the Lord; sermon 181, on the times; and, from him, Lombard, 3, Sent., dist. 23, letter D. Although in the Hebrew text the prefix [image: ] is used, nevertheless one cannot infer from this that the Israelites divided and should have divided the confidence of their heart in such a way as to put part of it in God and part of it in Moses, since all confidence of salvation must be placed in God alone. Rather, we must explain [image: ] with [image: ] just as the Septuagint translators also rendered it: [image: ] [“They believed God and Moses”], which translation Christ approves (John 5:46). Jerome translates it in the same way: Crediderunt Domino et Moysi servo ejus [“They believed the Lord and Moses, His servant”]. The Hebrews have their own idioms, which the translator must render in such a way that none of their meaning is lost. See Pererius on Genesis, vol. 3, p. 736, where he proves with many references to Rivera that to believe God and to believe in God do not differ in the usage of the Hebrew language, though in the matter itself and in the Church’s way of speaking there is a difference.

§ 101. (VII) “Even if the Holy Spirit were both a person distinct from the Father and were invoked, one could not for that reason conclude that He and the Father have the same essence in number for the same reasons one concludes that, though the Son is a person distinct from the Father and though it befits Him to be invoked, nevertheless He is not of the same essence with the Father” (p. 370).

We respond. (1) Our adversary is begging the question when he asserts that religious invocation can be addressed to someone who is not by nature true God. The opposite has been demonstrated in its own place. (2) Our adversaries say that the Holy Spirit is the might and power of God. But will they say that we should attribute to divine might an inferior worship? (3) If the Holy Spirit is a distinct person and is invoked, this proves firmly the consubstantiality of the Father and the Holy Spirit because the worship of invocation owed to both argues equal honor, and that equal honor argues the equality of power and majesty, and the equality of power and majesty argues consubstantiality. Let the judgment concerning the Son be the same. (4) The reasons the Photinians deny that the Son is of the same essence with the Father—though He is invoked religiously along with the Father—are inventions of no value, for they oppose as contraries the unity of the divine essence and the trinity of persons, whereas in the rule of faith both are set forth as things to be believed.

§ 102. So much for the points that Socinus produces in his Defens. animadv. against that classic passage. (In his preface, Moscorovius commends that book of Socinus, saying: “In it Socinus somehow surpasses me as he surpassed others in other writings.”)

Eniedinus, Explicat. locor. V. et N. T., on Matthew 28, argues:


The sense of the baptismal formula is nothing else and no more than what was once required of those who were to be baptized, that they should confess that Christ was the promised Messiah. This is especially evident from the confession or testimony of the Father, who cried out from heaven, “This is My beloved Son.” It is also evident from the testimony of the Son, who said that He was the true Messiah and the Son of God, and whose testimony is truthful. Finally, it is evident from the witness of the Holy Spirit, who was poured out upon the apostles in the name of the Son. To prove that baptizing in the name of the Father and of the Son and of the Holy Spirit here means to teach and baptize on the basis of the testimony or because of the testimony or upon the testimony of the Father, Son, and Holy Spirit concerning the man Jesus and the Messiah exalted to the right hand of God—I say, the proof of this rests on 1 John 5:7: “There are three who bear witness.”





 

We respond. (1) Eniedinus considers the statement about the three witnesses in heaven as spurious, as we show in its own place. How, then, can he take his explanation of the formula of Baptism from it? (2) The principal subject in John’s statement is the strengthening of our faith, but in the passage of Matthew it is the institution of Baptism and the administration of the new sacrament. (3) Even if we conceded that from the confirmation of the three witnesses it is evident that Christ is the promised Messiah, it has not yet been proved that the formula of Baptism includes nothing else than the confirmation of the three witnesses concerning Christ, that He is the true Messiah. (4) Eniedinus is begging the question when he applies the words of the institution of Baptism to the baptism of doctrine and presupposes that Baptism is to be considered an indifferent [[image: ]] and temporary ceremony. (5) Those three witnesses confirmed that Christ was the promised Messiah not only with those transitory acts that Eniedinus enumerates, but they still confirm this very thing perpetually, as the administration of the sacrament of Baptism in Christ’s name endures perpetually in the Church. However, this proves not only that Christ is the true Messiah but also that He is true and eternal God along with the Father and the Holy Spirit. (6) It says those three witnesses are “in heaven,” that is, they are witnesses divine in nature and essence, as we have shown in our latter disputation on this passage [Disp. 2. ex dicto 1 Joh. 5].


[image: ]

20 That is, without reference to anything else.



  


CHAPTER VI: WHICH CONTAINS THE THIRD ARGUMENT DRAWN FROM THE NEW TESTAMENT TO AFFIRM THE MYSTERY OF THE TRINITY
 

[The third argument from the New Testament: John 14:16, “He will give another Paraclete.]”

§ 103. We take our third principal foundation from John 14:16[–17]: “I shall ask the Father, and He will give you another Paraclete, the Spirit of truth.” We use this passage especially to prove the personality of the Holy Spirit and the deity of the Son. And when both these have been proved legitimately, the Photinians [must] concede that the trinity in the Deity is proved. The personality of the Holy Spirit is clearly concluded from this passage, for not only is He distinguished from the Father and the Son, but He is even called “another Paraclete.”

Thus we conclude: Whoever is distinguished from the Father and the Son in such a way that He is called “another Paraclete,” He is distinguished from them with respect to either essence or person. The Holy Spirit is distinguished from the Father and the Son in such a way that He is called “another Paraclete.” Therefore He is distinguished from them with respect to either essence or person. We cannot say the former because by this logic the Holy Spirit would be another God, which cannot be, because Scripture bears clear witness that there is one God and denies that there is another God besides and outside of the Father. Therefore the latter remains: that He is distinguished from the Father and the Son with regard to His person. From this it follows that the divine essence is one but that there are three distinct persons in it.

In addition, parallel passages can be compared with this passage. John 14:26: “But the Paraclete, the Holy Spirit, whom the Father will send in My name, He will teach you all things.” (1) Here the Holy Spirit is distinguished from the Father and the Son. (2) The neuter [image: ] [“the Spirit”] is later rendered with the masculine [image: ] [“he”], and when this disagreement of genders is used to refer to personal actions, it always declares a person. (Cf. Gen. 3:15; Matt. 28:19; Gal. 3:16; Eph. 1:14; Col. 2:19; etc.) (3) Activity proper to a person is attributed to the Holy Spirit—that He will teach the apostles all things and will remind them of all the things that Christ said. John 15:26: “When the Paraclete comes, whom I shall send to you from the Father, the Spirit of truth who proceeds from the Father, [image: ] He will testify of Me.” Here we not only find expressed the distinction from the Father and the Son, the change of gender, and the clear mention of the personal activity of bearing witness, but there is also expressed the personal property through which the Holy Spirit is distinguished internally [[image: ]] from the Father and the Son, namely, the eternal proceeding. Those things that are denied to the Father are attributed to the Holy Spirit, for it says the Holy Spirit “will come” after the ascension of Christ, which cannot be said of the Father. It says that the Holy Spirit “is going to be sent by the Father” and that He “proceeds from the Father.” Therefore He is distinct from the Father not with regard to essence, as is evident; therefore it is with regard to person.

Thus we have proved the first, namely, that the Holy Spirit is a person. The latter, namely, the deity of the Son, we conclude from this passage as follows: Whoever is not true God cannot send the Holy Spirit. Christ sends the Holy Spirit. Therefore.

§ 104. Socinus makes the exception, Animadv. ad assert. 6., p. 44: (I) “From these three testimonies nothing else is concluded but that the Father sent and gave the Holy Spirit through Christ to the disciples of Christ. But what does this have to do with proving the trinity of persons in God?” Our response is already clear from what has been said.

(II) “It is more obvious from this that the Father alone is the one God because the Father alone is mentioned as the one from whom (as from the first cause) that sending and giving originate. However, who has ever heard that the one God is sent or given or is the one who sends or gives anything through Him? Surely, these ought to appear to any sensible man as the height of foolishness or, rather, of blasphemy.”

We respond. If these are blasphemies, why does Socinus still acknowledge us as his brothers? As far as the matter itself is concerned, Scripture says clearly that the Son is true God; that He, nevertheless, was sent into the flesh; that the Holy Spirit is true God; that He, nevertheless, is sent into the hearts of believers. This mystery must not be judged on the basis of human reason but on the basis of divine revelation. From the sending of the Holy Spirit it is correct to conclude both the personal distinction of the Holy Spirit from the Father and the Son and the true and eternal deity of the Son. You see, to whomever the sending of the Holy Spirit is attributed, to Him the might and efficacy of God the Father is attributed because, according to the Photinians, the Holy Spirit is the might and efficacy of God. But to whomever the might and efficacy of God the Father is attributed, to Him the essence of the Father is also attributed because the might and power of God are the very essence of God. To whomever the essence of God is attributed, He is the true, natural, and essential God.

If they say that the Holy Spirit is called the Spirit of Christ (Gal. 4:6; Rom. 8:9) with regard to His sending, we say that this, indeed, is a correct assertion, but that does not weaken our argument. For if Christ is not true God with the Father, equal to Him in the unity of essence, He does not have the right to send the Holy Spirit, because a lesser does not have the right and power to send a greater. Moreover, observe carefully that the Son does not only say, “I shall pray the Father, and He will give you another Paraclete,” but He also promises that He is going to send the Holy Spirit—“I shall send you the Holy Spirit from the Father” (John 15:26); “If I depart, I shall send you the Holy Spirit” (John 16:7)—and the Spirit of Christ is said to have been “in the prophets” (1 Pet. 1:11).

§ 105. (III) From this it is easy to judge what should be said about the third objection of Socinus (op. cit., p. 64). He says: “When it says the Holy Spirit is sent by the Son, it should be understood that He sends what He has received from the Father. The Son does send the Holy Spirit, but He sends Him from the Father, from whom He proceeds as from a fountain, and the Son is like a stream that supplies and transmits water taken from the source to irrigate the fields. And lest anyone think that it has always been this way or that this depends on the nature of the Son, let him listen to the Son Himself (John 14:16) and to Peter (Acts 2:33).”

Socinus, however, is committing the fallacy of multiple questions.21 It is correct to say these things about Christ according to His human nature, but insofar as He is the one true God with the Father from eternity, the Holy Spirit proceeds from Him no less than from the Father, and the Holy Spirit is sent equally by Him and the Father because of the unity of the essence.

From the same foundation, we can respond to the sophism of Schmalz in Contra Schopper. de trinit.: “Christ asks the Father and sends the Holy Spirit from the Father. Therefore He is not a person equally divine as the Father. After all, the Father asks no one nor does He send the Spirit from anyone except from Himself.” We respond. (1) Intercession does not prove the inequality of a person because an equal can intercede with an equal. (2) It says the Father sends the Holy Spirit “in the name of the Son” (John 14:26), but to send “in the name of” someone is to send “from” someone. (3) It was by breathing that Christ gave the Holy Spirit to the apostles (John 20:22). Therefore the Holy Spirit is also sent from Him. Furthermore, sending in time is a proof of proceeding without time. (4) Consider the emphasis of the words of John 16:13: “The Holy Spirit will speak nothing from Himself; He will take from what is Mine. All things that the Father has are Mine.”

§ 106. (IV) In his Defens. animadv., c. 13, p. 319, Socinus again makes the exception: “From the fact that the Holy Spirit is said to proceed from the Father one can perhaps conclude that He is of the same nature or essence with God the Father, but not that He is a certain person of the divine essence. Although the righteousness of God is of the same essence with God, yet it is not a certain person of His essence.”

We respond. Proceeding [[image: ]] denotes both concepts: the unity of the essence and the personal distinction. For because the Holy Spirit proceeds from the Father from eternity, therefore He is of the same essence with the Father. Because it says He proceeds from the Father, therefore He must be distinct from the Father, as we shall show in greater detail in its own place. Furthermore, with this eternal proceeding, which is unspeakable and unsearchable, we connect the visible appearance of the Holy Spirit in the form of a dove in that illustrious theophany that happened in connection with the Baptism of Christ.

§ 107. (V) [Socinus writes, loc. cit.:]


From the fact that Christ calls the Holy Spirit “another Paraclete” it cannot be concluded that He is a true person. For the similarity consists only in this, that just as Christ when present comforted His disciples, so also in His absence the Holy Spirit would comfort them. Therefore the word “Paraclete” should not be separated from the word “another” in the words of Christ, but they should always be read together so that it is understood not that the Father was going to give someone else, about whom it would be said immediately in apposition that He is a paraclete or comforter, but that the Father was going to give another paraclete or comforter. In a similar way, a master of any art could say as he left his poor pupils: “Indeed, I shall depart from you; nevertheless you will have another master, your poverty,” for as the poet has it, “The master of the art is the belly.” But poverty is not a person, though the master himself, who is going away, is a person.





 

(This explanation of Socinus is set forth in the same words by Schmalz, Refut. thesium D. Graweri de Spiritu s., p. 16.) We respond. (1) He is asserting without any example of Scripture that the word “another” [alius] denotes not another person but another something [aliud quid] in figurative language.

(2) In the highest articles of faith we must not depart from the literal and proper sense of the words; otherwise nothing certain will remain in them. But it is evident that the word alius [“someone else”] is proper to a person, just as the word aliud [“something else”] is proper to nature and essence.

(3) In the cited example about poverty, the master of the poor, everyone readily understands the poetic personification, but no trace of this is found in the words of Christ. You see, Christ did not intend to play around with poetic figures but to instruct the apostles in highly necessary matters with a clear and literal kind of speech.

(4) We conclude from the entire context that the word “another” [alius] is not taken figuratively for a thing but properly, to indicate a person, for in the same divine work Christ joins that other Paraclete with Himself and with the Father as a person with two persons, because He distinguishes Him from the Father and from Himself, calls Him “the Paraclete” and “the Spirit of truth,” says of Him that He teaches and reminds them of all things, attributes to Him in parallel passages a special and distinct personal property, and demonstrates His personality through the disagreement of [grammatical] gender.

(5) The Holy Spirit is called “another Paraclete” not only with respect to the Son but also with respect to the Father as the sequence of words shows: “I shall pray the Father, and He will give you another Paraclete.” But now the Holy Spirit is not something other than the Father with regard to nature and essence, which the Photinians are compelled to confess because they say that He is the might and power of the Father. Therefore He is called “another Paraclete” not essentially but personally.

(6) Christ connects the Holy Spirit and the apostles in testifying (John 15:26–27). But now it is evident that the apostles who testify of Christ are persons.

(7) [image: ] [“He”] is taken personally in that entire chapter, that is, it indicates a certain person.

(8) We join together the other foundations, which prove clearly the personality of the Holy Spirit, and show that all those things that befit only things that subsist of themselves, which are conceived with reference to a “person,” are attributed to the Holy Spirit. You see, special subsistence is attributed to Him when Scripture, speaking about the Father, Son, and Holy Spirit, notes three that subsist [[image: ]] and ascribes to each those things that befit a person subsisting of Himself. The genuine notion of a personal property is attributed to the Spirit: “For it has seemed good to the Holy Spirit and to us” (Acts 15:28), just as it is said of the Father: “Yes, Father, because it pleased You” (Matt. 11:[26]). To Him is attributed a will and the operation that follows will (1 Cor. 12:11), to Him is attributed intelligence (1 Cor. 2:10) and power (Isa. 11:2). He is said to be angered by the wicked (Isa. 63:[10]), to receive all things from Christ (John 15:16), not to speak from Himself but to say and declare what He had heard (John 16:14). All of these cannot be understood as a power of God that is not a person distinct from the Father and the Son.

(9) Schmalz says (Contra Schopp.): “Those things that are attributed to the Holy Spirit that are proper to a person can be excused as figures common to Holy Writ: metonymy and personification.” However, there is no room here for any kind of metonymy nor is there any trace of personification.

Especially, however, we always look to the theophany at the Baptism of Christ at which the Holy Spirit appeared under a special and distinct form—in the form of a dove—and to the institution of our own Baptism, in which the Spirit is joined together with the Father and the Son as one person is joined together with two, for the interpretation would be utterly absurd if it said that we are baptized in the name of the Father and of the Son and of divine might.


[image: ]

21 The “fallacy of multiple questions as of one” is an argument in which something absurd is concluded from one answer given to multiple different or opposite questions. For example, if one asks, “Is Bill a man and Joe not a man?” no matter whether one answers “yes” or “no,” he will answer falsely. See Scherzer, “Definitiones” p. 84, in Vade mecum.



  


CHAPTER VII: WHICH CONTAINS THE FOURTH ARGUMENT DRAWN FROM THE NEW TESTAMENT FOR AFFIRMING THE MYSTERY OF THE TRINITY
 

[The fourth argument from the New Testament: 1 John 5:7, “Three who bear witness in heaven.”]

§ 108. We take our fourth principal foundation from 1 John 5:7: “There are three who bear witness in heaven: the Father, the Word, and the Holy Spirit, and these three are one.” From this passage (after first proving and asserting its canonical authority) we have proved: (1) the name “Trinity.” (2) The plurality of persons in the Godhead. (3) The trinity of persons. (4) The personality of the Holy Spirit. (5) The property of each person. (6) The order among the persons of the Godhead. (7) The equality and consubstantiality of those three persons. (8) The necessity of confessing the Trinity. (See our public disputations held on and from this passage, which you will find in Disp. theol. part 2.)

Socinus ended his Defensio animadversionum at this passage, for he could not finish because he was carried off by death or hindered by other business. Consequently, it is not necessary to say more about this passage.
  


CHAPTER VIII: WHICH CONTAINS THE FIRST ARGUMENT DRAWN FROM THE OLD TESTAMENT FOR AFFIRMING THE MYSTERY OF THE TRINITY
 

§ 109. Now that we have taken care of these four principal foundations from the New Testament in favor of our confession of the Trinity, let us now add its foundations from the Old Testament. But before we list the distinct classes to which the Old Testament passages can be referred, we shall discuss in a little greater detail the four principal foundations drawn from the Old Testament.

The first argument from the Old Testament: from the article of creation.

The first is taken from the article of creation. Moses begins Holy Scripture with the work of creation, and no one can entertain any doubts that the doctrine of this article, divinely handed down, was repeated constantly in the public assemblies of the Israelite church, especially because the Sabbath itself had to be a permanent memorial of creation. Exod. 20:[9–]10: “Six days you will work, and on the seventh you will celebrate a sabbath, for God made heaven and earth in six days and rested on the seventh day.” If, then, the mystery of the Trinity can be demonstrated from the article of creation as it is described in the Old Testament, it will be confirmed thereby that the people of Israel were not completely ignorant of the doctrine of the Trinity but that the doctrine was taught and constantly repeated in the assemblies of the Church. Therefore we go to the proper seat of this article [articuli sedes], the first chapter of Genesis, with which we shall tie together parallel passages of the Old Testament that explain it, from all of which we produce the argument that follows.

§ 110. However many persons there are to whom the work of creation is attributed, that number of persons is to be acknowledged in the one essence of the Godhead. But the work of creation is attributed to three distinct persons. Therefore. The major premise is proved from the passages that testify that the work of creation is proper to the true God alone. Job 9:8: “God alone stretched out the heavens.” Ps. 134:3: “Jehovah made heaven and earth.” Isa. 44:24: “I am Jehovah who make all things, I stretch out the heavens alone.” Isa. 45:6–7: “I am the Lord, and there is no other, forming light and creating darkness.” Jer. 10:11: “May the gods who did not create heaven and earth perish from the earth.” Acts 4:24: “You are the God who created heaven and earth and the sea and all that is in them.” Heb. 3:4: “He who created all things is God.” Irenaeus, bk. 2, c. 55, p. 156: “Here we find God alone, who made all things, who is omnipotent, and the Father alone, who creates and makes all things.” Augustine, De civ. Dei, bk. 11, c. 2: “No one but He has made all of nature, which is not what He is.” Clear reason also reveals this, because creation, which is the production of being from nothing, requires infinite power and might (Isa. 40:26; 42:[5]). Hilary, De Trin., bk. 2: “That is infinite through which is made everything that has been made.” But God alone is the infinite being; therefore creation is proper to Him.

[General proof.]

§ 111. The minor premise is proved: (I) In general, that creation is attributed not to one but to several persons: (1) On the basis of the expression Moses uses. In the first verse of Genesis 1, Moses speaks about the creation in this way: “In the beginning [image: ], Gods [plural] created [singular].” Here he joins together a singular verb with a plural noun to signify through the verb the unity of essence and through the noun the plurality of persons. Yet even some Christian interpreters—such as Abulensis, Cajetan, and others, whom Calvin follows (commentary on Genesis 1, where he calls this “a violent gloss”); Bellarmine (De Christo, bk. 2, c. 6); and Vázquez (p. 1, d. 108, c. 2)—claim that “this formula of speaking is without any mystery” and relate it “solely to an idiom of the Hebrew language.”

We divorce ourselves from their opinion, moved as we are by the following arguments: (a) From the proper significance of the plural number. (b) From the special construction of this word, because it is constructed not only with a singular verb but also with a plural verb and adjective in Gen. 20:13; 35:7; Deut. 5:26; Josh. 24:[19]; 2 Sam. 7:23; Ps. 58:[11]. (c) From the Holy Spirit’s explanation. (d) From the approval of most interpreters. (See our treatise On the Nature of God [1610 Loci Theologici, locus 3], § 27.) Here we employ this argument: Concerning the same one who created heaven and earth, Moses later declares that He made man (Gen. 1:26–27), for there is one Creator of all things. Yet in Him who created man there is a plurality, as is evident from the verb “let Us make” and the pronominal adjective “Our,” as also from the plural in Gen. 3:22: “Behold, Adam has become like one of Us.” Therefore in Him who created heaven and earth there is a certain plurality that we believe is indicated by the words bara Elohim.

§ 112. The Photinians object: (I) That this is an idiom of the holy language. Socinus, Defens. animadv., p. 132: “Nouns indicating power and domination are generally expressed among the Hebrews in the plural as a sort of hyperbole, though they are said about just one person.” He argues this from the noun adon [“master”] (Gen. 24:9, 50; Exod. 21:4, 32; 1 Kings 22:17) and from the noun baal [“owner”] (Exod. 21:29; 22:10–11; Isa. 1:3). Buxtorf says that this is “an exchange of the plural for the singular,” and he tries to prove this with similar examples (Thes. gram., p. 9). In Gen. 24:9 Abraham is called [image: ], “my lords.” In Gen. 42:30 it is said of Joseph: “A man, the [image: ] (lords) of the land, spoke harshly.” 1 Kings 16:24: “built … after the name of Shemer the [image: ] (lords) of the hill.”

We respond. This happens not only with nouns but also with pronouns and verbs that have the plural when used with reference to God. Therefore it must be proved that in all of these we must depart from the actual words without an urgent reason. On the contrary, we stress that: (1) This idiom applied to God denotes a plurality of persons according to the intent of the author of this language. You see, since Elohim has its own singular, eloah (Job 4:9; 12:4; 15:8; 36:2; etc.), why, in that simplest and purest language of all, would the plural be used in reference to God unless there were a plurality in Him? (2) Because according to the usual rule a plural verb should also have been added to the plural noun, it is by no means likely that Moses, contrary to the usual rule of syntax, would have wanted to add a singular verb to a plural noun immediately in the second word of his writing unless in a diverse respect both unity and plurality were in God. If, as one essence, so also there were one person in the Deity, that word would have given an opportunity for idolatry to the people of Israel, who were lovers of idols. However, the Holy Spirit in His singular providence removed this opportunity when He joined the singular verb to the plural noun. (3) From the fact that it does have its own singular, it is clear that the noun Elohim is plural not only in termination or formation but also in meaning. But now a noun that is both plural in termination and meaning cannot be taken as singular in its proper meaning. (4) It is in vain that they press the texts in which Baalim and Adonim are used for singular persons (1 Kings 22:17; Gen. 39:20; 42:30), for some of them are to be explained according to distribution [[image: ]]22 or according to division [[image: ]], while others are of the same type and condition so that they are taken to mean not just the one person but his entire dominion to which his counselors and ministers belong. (5) Even if Elohim in its transferred meaning were to put aside its meaning of plurality when used in reference to angels and judges, that still would take nothing away from the native, proper meaning of this word.

§ 113. (II) That it is used to refer to God for the sake of honor in the same way that important people are accustomed to speak of themselves in the plural. (Rabbi D. Kimchi, Michol, p. 9; Rabbi Salomon, on Josh. 24:19; Bechai, on Gen. 1:26).

We respond. (1) If a signification of divine magnificence were to consist in the plural number, the holy men of God would always have used the plural with reference to God, but there are times when they use the singular Eloah. (2) Theodoret uses this argument (q. 20 on Genesis): “If God spoke about Himself in the plural because of His authority and majesty, He would have had to speak in that way always or as often as possible, especially when giving the Law on Sinai.” (3) If its effectiveness in signifying the honor of God must be attributed to the plural, why does Scripture not also use the word [image: ], meaning “essence,” in the plural? (4) As far as humans are concerned, we concede that the plural is sometimes employed for the sake of dignity. But what does this have to do with God, whose supreme dignity consists in being acknowledged for what He is? Princes signify that they are decreeing something by the aid of their counselors or captains, but this cannot be said of God. (5) Even if the plural is used for the singular in other languages, this certainly is not decisive for the holy language. (6) When in other languages the plural is used for the singular, the noun for the person remains singular and only the pronouns and verbs change: “We, Ferdinand, command . …” In this passage, however, the noun for the person is plural and has a singular verb added. It was necessary, then, that an example be provided in which a plural noun is connected with a plural verb and nonetheless indicates only one person. (7) In his commentary on Gen. 1:26, Rabbi Aben Ezra explains all the examples that are provided. (He calls these examples “false witnesses.”) Thus the fact that in Gen. 29:27 Laban says, “And we shall also give you this,” he explains from the Hebrew in this way: “This also will be given to you,” for it is a Niphal passive. This could also be taken jointly in regard to parents and kin. In Num. 22:6 Balak says: “We shall strike him down.” Aben Ezra says the meaning is this: “Perhaps I shall be able to strike him down,” so it is a Piel infinitive, not a Hiphil future, and the nun is part of the root. Or it means that “Balak” includes also the army of Balak. Eliphaz (Job 5:27) and Bildad (Job 18:2) speak of themselves in the plural, but they are including the rest of Job’s friends. In 2 Sam. 16:20 Absalom speaks about himself, his advisers, and his military forces. In Song of Songs 1:4 the Church uses the plural to refer to herself and her daughters, that is, all the faithful, for the royal bride is not alone but has her retinue. In reference to himself and to his companions, Daniel says in 2:36: “We shall tell our explanation to the king.“ For how would Daniel speak about himself by way of authority in the plural before the king when he was the king’s captive and the king himself would be above all kings? Others say that Daniel is speaking in the plural to attribute the interpretation of the dream to God. Let the judgment on the examples that Schmalz provides (Contra Schopp., pp. 6, 9) be the same. In 1 Kings 12:9 and 2 Chron. 10:9, the king is including himself and his counselors. In 1 Kings 22:3 the king is including himself and his captains, by whose advice and work his judgments are generally made and given to be carried out. In John 3:11 Christ says that He and His Father bear witness at the same time. Some refer this to John the Baptist and the rest of the apostles. In Mark 4:30 Christ is speaking about Himself and His hearers in the plural. In Rom. 1:5 Paul refers to himself and the other apostles.

§ 114. (III) That Elohim in the plural refers to one person of the Godhead (Ps. 45:[7]). This argument is used by Paraeus and others who accept the dogma of the Trinity but who reject this argument taken from the use of the plural.

We respond. (1) None of the literal meaning is lost because of this. For as the word “God” is essential and nevertheless is sometimes used personally, so Elohim is a personal name yet is sometimes used essentially. (2) This point proves the utterly simple unity of the three persons with regard to the undivided essence, as well as the mutual interpenetration of the persons, because “the Father is in the Son and the Son is in the Father,” and the Father is not God outside of the Son nor is the Son God outside of the Father, the Father is not God solitarily but a person of the Trinity or God in the Trinity. Thus any person in the Godhead has a permanent relation to the other two persons. (3) Therefore when it is used to refer to one person, it means that that one person is from the number of several or that that person is not solitarily God but is God along with the other two persons.

§ 115. The exceptions that Eniedinus raises are of lesser weight. (1) “Does a plural actually signify three?” We respond. We do not immediately prove the Trinity from the plural number, but mediately, because in other passages of Scripture that plurality is referred to the number three.

(2) “The Hebrews thought that there was no mystery here.” Bellarmine presses the same argument (op. cit.). We respond. In De arc. Cathol. verit., bk. 2, c. 9, Galatino cites the statement of Rabbi Hunna: “Unless these words had been written, it would have been impermissible to say: ‘Bara Elohim’ ” (same book, c. 4). In the Talmud, the words of Josh. 22:22 (“Jehova El Elohim Jehovah El Elohim”) are explained in this way: “First, they said, ‘God, God, God,’ because the world was created by these three. Second, they said, ‘God, God, God,’ because the light was also given by these three. But could one of them separately and by Himself [have created the world]? By no means, but the two others united with Him necessarily created it.” (See Weidner, Loca fid., tract. 1, p. 94.) These points are set down in almost the same words in the commentary of Rabbi Moses Hadarsan on Genesis 1: “In the beginning God created,” etc. Burgensis notes that even the earlier rabbinic scholars saw that plurality was indicated by the noun Elohim when they explained it as “God and the house of judgment.” In the Midrash Tillim, Psalm 50: “Why is the name of the holy and blessed God mentioned three times? So that you would teach that the holy and blessed God created the world according to three [image: ] [“properties”], by which the world was created, which are wisdom, knowledge, and prudence.”

(3) “Elohim is singular in meaning because the other prophets and holy writers call El in the singular Him whom Moses calls Elohim (Job 9:2; Ps. [102:24]). Also the exclusive adjective ‘alone’ is added to it, by which the plurality of the word is restricted to the singular (2 Kings 19:15 and Ps. 85:[9]).” We respond. That happens because of the mystery of the one undivided essence in the three Elohim. The exclusive does not exclude the other persons of the Trinity but idols and creatures that are not of the same essence with Elohim.

(4) “The translators do not translate it in the plural: ‘The Gods created.’ ” We respond. The words Elohim and “God” do not have the same nature, for the former is personal it its nature but the latter is essential. The other languages do not have a word to express the force of the word. In addition, they wanted to guard against the opinion that the divine essence is multiple.

(5) “Creation is attributed to the Father alone.” We respond. Nevertheless the Son and the Holy Spirit are not excluded, as we shall soon see.

(6) “Although the Kabbalists’ interpretation would explain [image: ] [“created”] with [image: ] [“Father, Son, Spirit”], the fact that [image: ] can be explained with [image: ], [image: ] with [image: ], and [image: ] with [image: ]—‘you are the chief of sinners’—opposes this.” We respond. Allusion and mystical explanation are one thing; solid and firm proof is another.

§ 116. (II) The second argument by which we prove that the work of creation is attributed to several persons rather than to one we take: (2) From the divine utterance. Gen. 1:26: “Let Us make man after Our image and likeness.” Where plural conversation partners are introduced, there a plurality of persons is being signified. But in the creation of man several speakers are introduced. For Elohim said, “ [image: ] Let Us make man after Our image and likeness,” where: [a] the name Elohim is plural; [b] the verb [image: ] is plural; [c] the pronoun “after Our image” is plural; [d] the verb [image: ] is used in three different places23 to express a threesome. V. 27: “God created man after His own image; after the image of God created He him; male and female He created them.” Those several [conversation partners] with whom the conversation takes place are taken into the communion of the divine work of creation through the verb “let Us make” and the pronoun “Our.” Man is also said to be created after “their” image.

At this point I recount the unanimous agreement of the earliest teachers of the Church. Irenaeus, preface to bk. 4, p. 232: “Man was fashioned by the hands of God, that is, through the Son and the Holy Spirit, to whom He also said: ‘Let Us make man.’ ” C. 17 of the same book, p. 243:


The Son, who is the Word of God, was laying a foundation from the beginning, for the Father did not need the angels to make the creation and to shape man because of whom also the creation was made. Nor did He need a ministry to fashion those works that were according to man, but He had a rich and indescribable ministry. For He was ministered to for all His work by His offspring and form, that is, the Son and the Holy Spirit, the Word and Wisdom, whom all angels serve and to whom they all are subject.





 

C. 37, [p.] 66: “Near the Father are always the Word and Wisdom, the Son and the Holy Spirit, through and in whom He freely and voluntarily made all things, and to whom He speaks, saying: ‘Let Us make man after Our image.’ ”

Justin, Dial. cum Tryph., p. 222:


Do not corrupt what we have said nor bring up those words that your rabbis cite, either that God spoke to Himself, “Let Us make”—just as when we are about to make something we often say to ourselves, “Let us make”—or that God spoke similarly to the elements, that is, to the earth and other things from which man was made, “Let Us make.” Again I shall cite other words that Moses published, from which we can certainly know beyond ambiguity that He spoke to someone who is another in number and is rational. Moreover, these words are “And God said: ‘Behold, Adam has become like one of Us.’ ”





 

The Council of Sirmium, in Socrates, bk. 2, c. 25; Tripart., bk. 5, c. 7: “If anyone says that the Father did not say ‘Let Us make man’ to the Son but that God spoke to Himself, let him be accursed.”

Hilary, De Trinit., bk. 5, p. 50: “God, who speaks, is speaking to God, and man is being created in the image of the Father and of the Son. The name does not disagree, the nature does not differ, for there is one species of image after which man was created. In the meantime, when truth was lost, there remained between the two both the fellowship of creation and the truth of the common image.”

Basil, Homily 10, Hexaëm.: “He said, ‘Let Us make,’ and did not say, ‘They made,’ so that you do not seize the opportunity for a multitude of gods. But He said, ‘Let Us make,’ so you might know the Father, the Son, and the Holy Spirit. God made man so that you would unify the Deity. However, do not unify the persons but their power.”

Augustine, De civ. Dei, bk. 16, c. 6: “Because ‘after Our image’ follows ‘Let Us make man,’ it is wrong to believe that man was made after the image of the angels or that the image of the angels and of God is the same. Therefore the plurality of the Trinity is correctly understood in that place. Yet because this Trinity is one God even when He said, ‘Let Us make [plural],’ He also said, ‘God made [singular] man after the image of God.’ He did not say, ‘Gods made [plural]’ or ‘after the image of Gods.’ ” We have cited a passage of Augustine (De fide ad Petrum) and of Theodoret (q. 19 on Genesis) in our article On the Three Elohim [1610 Loci Theologici, locus 4], § 7.

Alcuin, De Trinit., bk. 1, c. 3:


When He said “image” in the singular, He showed that there is one nature after whose image man was made. However, when He says “Our” in the plural, He shows that the Lord, after whose image man was made, is not one person. For if that one essence of the Father, Son, and Holy Spirit were one person, He would not have said “after Our image” but “after My image,” nor would He have said, “Let Us make,” but “Let Me make.” However, if in those three persons three substances were to be understood or believed, He would not have said “after Our image” but “after Our images.”





 

The Talmudists in Rabba Beresith write on this passage: “In the hour when God said to Moses, ‘Let Us make man,’ Moses said in His presence: ‘Lord of the world, why do You provide heretics with the opportunity to err?’ And God answered him: ‘Write, and let anyone who wants to err, err.’ ”

§ 117. (I) The Jews and Photinians make the exception that God addressed the powers in man (Rambam in More Nebuchim).

We respond. From this the consequence would be: (1) That there is the same archetype in God and in the powers of man and that man was created according to the image of his own powers, that is, after his own image. However, Moses declares the contrary: that man was created “after the image of God.” (2) That God has an associate in creation outside of and besides Himself because he came together as working [[image: ]] along with God in this work; therefore, that man effectively concurred in the creation of himself. (3) That those powers existed separately before the shaping of man, for otherwise God would not have been able to address them. However, Moses declares that man’s soul was created by breathing upon it and that it was breathed on by creating it (Gen. 2:7). (4) That the other passage (Gen. 3:22) would have to be explained in the same way: “Behold, Adam has been made like one of Us,” that is, like one of the powers of the soul. However, we should observe carefully that this rabbinic scholar was compelled by the force of the truth to acknowledge that a sense of plurality is concealed in these words.

§ 118. (II) That God speaks about Himself in the way that important people do, and, therefore, He used a formula of speaking. Socinus, Explicat. aliquot loc. Script., p. 69: “It has prevailed in perhaps every language that when someone exhorts himself, however alone he may be, to do something or when he decides to do something, if that concept should be expressed, he uses the plural number in the subjunctive mood (in Greek or Latin). For example, in Livy, bk. 39, when Hannibal is about to drink the poison, he says, ‘We shall free the Roman people from their long-standing worry.’ ”

We respond. (1) The Hebrew language is not to be judged on the basis of an expression of other languages. (2) The plural proves the ministry or support or foreknowledge of others, for no one, deliberating by himself his course of action, uses the plural, but he does use it when addressing others. (3) Examples of this rule should have been produced from the Scriptures rather than from secular authors. (4) It is not only the deliberation but also the execution of this work that is being described in the plural. (5) Let the same responses that we gave earlier to this argument be repeated here. In Holy Writ there are many sermons, addresses, and commands of God and of kings, all of which are formed in the singular.

§ 119. (III) That God spoke to the angels. We respond. (1) The verb “let Us make” must be understood to refer to Him who is the creator of man, because true divinity is demonstrated by the work of creation, since it is proper to God alone (Isa. 42:5; 45:18; 48:13; etc.). Yet angels were not the associates of God in the creation of man. Ambrose, Hexaem., bk. 6, c. 7: “Certainly He is not addressing Himself, because He does not say, ‘Let Me make,’ but ‘Let Us make’; nor the angels, because they are His servants—for servants cannot have an association of operation with the Lord nor our works with the Author. Instead, He is speaking to the Son, even if the Jews do not want this, even if the Arians find it repugnant,” etc. (2) The plural “let Us make” must be understood to refer to Him who put that plan into effect. But it was God alone, not the angels, who put it into effect. The Damascene says concerning the angels: “Being creations, they are not creators” (De orth. fid., bk. 2, c. 3). Augustine, De civ. Dei, bk. 12, c. 24: “It is not right to believe and to say that there is a creator of any nature, however insignificant and mortal, except God.” (3) The plural “let Us make” must be understood to refer to Him after whose image man was created. Yet man was created after the image not of angels but of God. Therefore.

§ 120. (IV) That God spoke to the four elements that He created first and then used to finish the works of the six days. We respond. The same arguments militate against this opinion, for we are not created after the image of elements nor did the elements take an active part in creation nor can that address befit the elements.

(V) That God sometimes addresses irrational creatures (Isa. 1:2). We respond. This happens, rather, to strike out at the minds of thankless men and to stir them to attention. (Luther, in his commentary [on Isa. 1:2], writes: “The prophet uses this figure to catch the attention of his hearers, as if to say, ‘No one is listening. Everyone is wicked and neglects the Word of God. Therefore let heaven and earth listen.’ Why this? Because the Lord, whose word deserves to be heard, is speaking.”) But what does this have to do with the historical description of creation that is evident from its own clear words? Are we to say that man was created after the image of animals? Are animals to be included as an efficient cause of creation in the fellowship of this work? God is not calling heaven and earth into the fellowship of the work but is simply saying, “Hear, O heaven and earth, I have reared up sons.”

(VI) That God shares His counsel with the angels. We respond from Isa. 40:12 and Rom. 11:34: “Who has been the counselor of the Lord?” From what source, then, do they prove that such consultation with the angels took place? They cite 1 Kings 22 and Job 1, but those examples do not apply: (1) In both of these there is clear mention of angels, but in the Isaiah passage there is none. (2) The angels there are assisting as ministers and attendants, not as associates in the divine work. (3) Man was created after the image of those with whom God consults, but this cannot be understood of the angels. (4) Moses by no means says that God addressed the angels but that the Elohim conferred among themselves.

§ 121. (III)24 We take the third foundation in favor of our opinion from the prophetic form of speaking. For as Moses says in the plural that “Elohim created heaven and earth” and that Elohim took counsel, as it were, before the creation of man, so the prophets “are bold to speak” (to use the apostle’s verb, Rom. 10:20); that is, with the boldness taken from Moses, they themselves also speak in the plural with reference to the one God, the Creator of heaven and of earth. Job 35:10: “And no one said: ‘Where is God, my Makers, who gives me songs [[image: ]]?’ ” Here two singulars ([image: ] and [image: ]) are added to the plural noun [image: ], “makers,” to signify the plurality of persons and the unity of the divine essence. Some take this to mean a comparison of the various benefits: “Where is God who made me?” that is, who adorned and obtained such great benefits for me, as we read in 1 Sam. 12:6: “The Lord, who made Moses and Aaron,” that is, He made them great and famous. However, this is more accurately taken in particular for the benefit of creation because he adds “who gives songs in the night,” that is, as He guards and keeps me at night, He supplies me with the material for singing His praises, so that in this way the benefits of creation and preservation are connected. In his commentary, Mercier thinks “the plural number is used in reference to God for the sake of honor.” (We responded to this earlier.)

Ps. 149:2: “Let Israel be glad in its [image: ] Makers; let the sons of Zion rejoice [image: ] in their King.” Isa. 42:5: “Jehovah, who created [singular] the heavens and stretched [plural] them out.” Isa. 44:2: “Thus said Jehovah, [image: ] your makers.” (The segol before the suffix indicates that this is plural. You see, though according to the grammatical rule all plurals have the letter [image: ] suffixed to them as a mark of the plural, nevertheless some special words are exceptions that lose the [image: ], such as [image: ], “your feet,” Jer. 38:22.) But there is immediately added the singular [image: ], “your shaper.” (It is clear from the suffixed shewa that this is singular.) Isa. 54:5: “ [image: ] Your Makers are your husbands; the Lord of hosts is His name, and your Holy One of Israel is the [image: ] God of the whole earth.” Here there are two permutations of singular and plural. (Lyra adds the passage Eccl. 2:12: “What is man who is going to come after the king because they have already made him,” but this is taken more correctly as referring to Solomon than to God the Creator, as is clear from the context. For the meaning is that the successor can make or find no new works, but if he is going to do anything, he will do what his predecessor has already done.) But who will allow himself to be convinced that that connection of singulars and plurals in the naming of the Creator is totally devoid of all mystery?

[Specific proof.]

§ 122. (2)25
In particular, from those statements that attribute the work of creation to the Father, Son, and Holy Spirit and thus limit that plurality to the number of three persons. We shall set up two classes of these statements. The first includes those that expressly mention either three or two persons in the description of creation. The second contains those that add a distinct mention of one person, either of the Son or of the Holy Spirit, for there never has been any doubt whether the work of creation belongs to the Father, the First Person.

These points are placed in the first class: (I) In the proper seat of this article, Genesis 1, not only does Moses speak about God the Creator in the plural, but he also applies that plurality to the three persons of the Godhead.

Let us pass over the fact that Origen and Rupert (in their commentaries on this passage), Augustine (De Genes. ad lit. imperf.), and others immediately refer the first words of Genesis ([image: ]) to the Son. Thus the Father is said to have created all things “in the beginning,” that is, in or through the Son, just as all things are said to have been created “through the Son” (John 1:3; Heb. 1:2) and “in the Son” (Col. 1:16). To this they apply the fact that the Second Person is the firstborn Son of God, who is generally called “the firstfruits ([image: ]) of strength” (Gen. 49:3; Deut. 21:17); and that the Son of God is expressly called “the beginning” (Col. 1:18) and “the beginning of God’s creation” (Rev. 3:14), not the material beginning but the effective beginning of creation; and that the Son testifies in Ps. 40:7 and Heb. 10:7 that it is written with reference to Himself “in the head, or beginning, of the book” and thus in the very word [image: ], “beginning.”

I say that we should pass over this. Because John 1:1 explains the word “beginning” as referring to the beginning and origin of the creation, it is obvious that Moses asserts that God created all things by “speaking” and that “the Spirit of Elohim brooded over the waters” and nurtured them. He first expresses the person of the Son and, second, the person of the Holy Spirit. For though the word [image: ], “He said,” repeated so many times in that chapter, denotes the order or command of God, as the Scholastics say, and the will of God extended into His work—and thus no harm is done to the uttered Word of God—Socinus presses this in vain when he says (Defens. animadv., p. 104): “The noun ‘word’ is attributed to the present and effective will of God in a meaning transferred from humans. Because humans endowed with power and authority who want something to be done generally express this with a word, therefore God is introduced as speaking when He wants something to be done, that is, to exist.” We do not completely disapprove of this, but we do concede that the words “He said” can be referred to God’s command. This is because: (1) Moses here is dealing with an account and describes history simply. (2) He not only reports in general that God spoke but also adds in particular whatever words God uttered, such as, “Let there be light,” “Let there be a firmament,” etc. (3) Because there is the same manner of speaking in the first days as in the last, or sixth, when God again is introduced, saying, “Let Us make man after Our image,” something that clearly must be understood as referring to the uttered counsel and word of God. (4) Because in other places Scripture explains the verb “say” in this way: “He said and it came to be; He commanded and it stood forth” (Ps. 33:9; cf. 2 Cor. 4:6). Nevertheless with the same verb “say,” the hypostatic and substantial Word is expressed, namely, the Son of God.

Therefore we cannot approve what Tossanus adds in his marginal note: “ ‘To say’ here is nothing else than the effective will and command of God.” But, in fact, along with the word of command, the substantial Word is denoted. This is evident: (1) From the infallible interpretation of John 1:1: “In the beginning was the Word, and the Word was with God, and the Word was God. He was with God in the beginning. All things were made through Him.” From this passage we draw this conclusion: The Word through which all things were made was in the beginning with God. Yet this is proper to a person who subsists. Therefore the Word, through which all things were made, is a person subsisting of Himself. (2) From the testimony of Solomon, who attributes to the Wisdom of God the same things that Moses attributes to the Word of God (Prov. 8:22ff.), regarding which argument we shall speak in greater detail a bit later. (3) From a consideration of the matter itself, because in that word of commanding or ordering there was the might of the Most High and the hypostatic Word of the Father, since the Father does not work without the Son (John 5:17). (4) From the explanation of the New Testament, which we explained in detail in our article On God the Father and His Eternal Son [1610 Loci Theologici, locus 5], § 82, and in our article On Creation and Angels [Commonplace VIII], § 10. (5) From the agreement of the Aramaic paraphrase, for it was usual there for the Son of God, the promised Messiah, to be called by the name Memrah, which is taken from the word [image: ] [“to say”].

§ 123. If all these things be observed properly, it is easy to respond to the arguments that Socinus raises in his Defens. animadv., p. 106ff., against our interpretation. (1) He makes the exception that “Vatablus explains ‘say’ as ‘order,’ ‘command,’ ‘will,’ ‘decree,’ ” etc. He could have added Flacius and Beza, who explain it in the same way in their annotations. But how does that injure our position?

(2) He makes the exception: “This command of God is similar to that which Christ used when He commanded the winds and the sea, saying, ‘Be still!’ (Matt. 8:26; Mark 4:39; Luke 8:24), where there actually is nothing that understands the commands, takes them up, and executes them. Rather, everything is being said by personification and places a present and formed will before our eyes.”

We respond. Christ says: “The Father, who dwells in Me, does the works” (John 14:10). Therefore when Christ commands the wind and the sea, saying, “Be still!” the Father is not absent from Him but effects these things in and through Him by speaking or commanding, just as in the first creation He created the winds and the sea in and through the Son. Because the external works of God (as they say) are common to all three persons, therefore the Father does not address creatures apart from the Word nor does He do anything in His creatures without Him. And vice versa, the Word does not address creatures without the Father nor does He do anything in creatures without Him. Therefore we invert the argument. Whoever can command creatures with power and entirely divine authority has made them from the beginning. The Son can do this. Therefore.

(3) He makes the exception (p. 107):


It cannot happen that in those words “God said, ‘Let there be light,’ ” that the word “said” declares a Word subsisting of itself and flowing from God from eternity and necessarily, through which light was created. For if it declared this, that Word would undoubtedly be “saying” itself or that which is said. By no means can it be that which is said, unless we should wish the eternal Word of God to be the words “Let there be light” or “Let there be a firmament.” Similarly, it cannot be “saying” itself, otherwise the eternal Word of God now would exist and now would not exist. Nothing more absurd than this can be thought up, for it is clear from Moses’ account that God did not always speak but both began speaking and stopped speaking.





 

We respond. His enumeration is insufficient, for he omits the principal meaning by which the word is taken for the hypostatic Word that was in the uttered and external word of saying and commanding. In intelligent creatures the external word is not without the internal word; the external word requires the internal word as a prerequisite,26 the uttered word presupposes a conceived word. Who, then, will attribute to the absolutely wise Creator an external and uttered word without an internal and eternal one? Therefore though God said in time, “Let there be light,” and created all things by speaking, nevertheless He had the eternal and hypostatic Word joined with Him from eternity in the unity of essence, who was present in the external word “say” that was uttered in time.

(4) He makes the exception: “It is not enough to have made it very likely or even to have proved clearly that there is an eternal Word and also a Spirit without proving at the same time that this Word and Spirit are persons and that our Lord Jesus Christ is this Word.”

We respond. John 1, however, teaches this clearly, as we show in greater detail in its own place. Concerning the Holy Spirit, he says: “The Spirit of the Lord brooded over the waters” (v. 2). Cajetan takes this to refer “to the angel of God moving upon the waters, that is, whirling the first movement, by whose movement the waters and lower things were given life.” The rabbinic scholars understand it as “the wind.” Francisco Vallés understands it as elemental fire (Sacra Philosop., p. 28). (Luther, on Genesis, vol. 4, p. 4, explains it as referring to the wind, but he later changed his mind.) The Photinians, as also Calvin, understand it as the might of God; but our people understand it as the Holy Spirit, the Third Person of the Deity.

§ 124. (1) We confirm this last explanation: (1) From the name. He is called the “Spirit of Elohim,” of the Father and of the Son, because He proceeds from the Father and the Son, to which are related the other statements of Scripture that call the Holy Spirit “the Spirit of the Father” (Matt. 10:20), “the Spirit of the Son” (Gal. 4:6), “the Spirit of God” (Matt. 3:16), etc.

(2) We confirm it from His attribution. “The Spirit of the Lord [image: ] hovered upon the waters,” [image: ], moved, stirred. Deut. 32:11 reads in the Syriac: “He rests upon the eggs; He fosters them in the fashion of birds; He embraces them with love and mercy.” (Basil, Hexaëm., Homily 2, at the beginning, says that he learned from a Syrian that the word used here means the same thing as “to foster with life-giving warmth, like a hen.”) “He hovered above with an effecting and constructing power in such a way that the thing over which He hovers is made, just as the will of a craftsman hovers over wood or anything else subject to him for working,” says Augustine (De Genes. ad lit., c. 4). Eucherius says (commentary on this passage): “It says the Holy Spirit hovered over the waters not by roaming about but by power, not locally but powerfully, not through the space of places the way the sun hovers over the earth but through the power of His loftiness.”

(3) We confirm it from His description. When “spirit” is used for “wind,” it signifies something forceful. The added phrase “of the Lord” declares the greatness of the thing, such as “the mountains of God” and “the cedars of God” (1 Sam. 14:16; Ps. 36:[6]; 65:[9]; 80:[10]; Jer. 2:31; Jon. 3:3). So a violent wind would be signified that could not have “brooded upon,” because it would be flying along with force. (See Wolfgang Capito on Genesis 1.)

(4) We confirm it from the use of the participle. Moses speaks about this Spirit with the Benoni participle [present tense] [image: ]—stirring up or brooding over or one who stirs up or broods upon the face of the waters—something that indicates the person of the Holy Spirit.

(5) We confirm it from a consideration of time. Luther, Not.: “On that first day the wind did not yet exist. Therefore we cannot take this to refer to the wind.” Wind is the stirring of the air, but the air did not exist before the second day. And no wind would have had any function before the separation of the entire mass.

(6) We confirm it from a comparison with other passages of Scripture, in which the work of creation is attributed to the Holy Spirit (about which more later).

(7) We confirm it from the attribution of divine work. Moses is speaking about creation and the sustenance of the original mass. However, this does not befit a created power but God alone.

(8) We confirm it from the Aramaic paraphrase. The Targum Hierosolymitanum says: “ [image: ] The Spirit of mercy or grace was breathing upon the face of the waters.”

(9) We confirm it from the agreement of interpreters. Burgensis notes that the earlier rabbinic scholars explained this passage as a clear reference to the Holy Spirit. This interpretation agrees with that of the Christian interpreters. See Origen ([image: ]., bk. 1, c. 5), Basil (Homily 2, Hexaëm., p. 35), Cyril (Contra Julian., bk. 1), Augustine (Conf., bk. 13, c. 4; De civ. Dei, bk. 8, c. 11), Ambrose (Hexaëm., bk. 1, c. 8). The Glossa Ordinaria, citing Jerome: “Merachepeth is ‘was brooding upon’ or ‘was fostering,’ in the fashion of a bird animating her eggs with her heat. From this it is understood that it is not speaking about a spirit of the world, as some think, but about the Holy Spirit, who is Himself the Giver of life to all things from the beginning. Moreover, if He is the Life-giver, He is consequently also the Creator. But if He is the Creator, He is also God.”

** Pererius, on Genesis 1, n. 60: “I want to explode the new and astonishing explanation of Cajetan, who understands ‘spirit’ metaphorically to mean the angels.” Sixtus of Sienna (bk. 5, Annot. 7, fol. 414) rebukes the same Cajetan for thinking contrary to the mind of the saints, contrary to the decrees of the popes, and contrary to the authority of the Church. **

§ 125. Goslavius makes the exception (Contra Keckerm., p. 82): (1) “We rather conclude the opposite from the passage, for what belongs to something is not that very thing to whom it belongs, properly speaking. However, the Holy Spirit is called ‘the Spirit of God’ and ‘the Spirit of the Lord.’ Therefore He is not God.”

We respond. (a) The “Spirit Elohim” can also be taken by apposition to be “the Spirit, Lord” because “the Lord is the Spirit” (2 Cor. 3:17). (b) The word “God” sometimes is taken essentially, sometimes personally. The Holy Spirit is the “Spirit of God,” that is, of the Father and of the Son, because He is “of God” (1 Cor. 2:12), proceeding from the Father and the Son from eternity and sent by them in time. He is also the “Spirit, God,” who by the unity of essence is consubstantial with the Father and the Son. It is the same argument as if someone should wish to say: “Christ is called the Son of Man; therefore He is not man.” Here we should note that according to the theological rule the genitive in sacred matters sometimes indicates a different substance when the matters are definite and sometimes signifies another person when the subject is indefinite. An example of the former is when it is called “the wind of the Lord”; of the latter, when it is called “[the] Spirit of [the] Lord.”27 (c) What belongs to something as a part of it, that is not that very thing. However, the Holy Spirit is not a part of God or of the divine essence because that essence is one in number, infinite, utterly simple, and indivisible, wholly in the Father, wholly in the Son, wholly in the Holy Spirit.

§ 126. (2) He makes the exception: “He is not speaking directly about the Holy Spirit because He is called the ‘Spirit of Elohim,’ for not every spirit is immediately the Holy Spirit.”

We respond. Let the foundations for our position be repeated and let a sufficient enumeration of other interpretations less in harmony with the text be established. It has already been demonstrated that this cannot be understood as “wind.” Cajetan understands it as “the angel who is the mover.” Yet it is uncertain whether the angels already had been created at that time before the light, and that original mass sustained by God Himself did not need such a mover. Vallés takes it as the element of fire, but fire should not be considered so much the preserver as the destroyer of nature, and, moreover, elementary fire had not yet been created. Some explain it as referring to air, but that did not yet exist before the [image: ] [“firmament”] was created on the second day.

(3) Socinus, Defens. animadv., p. 110: “This was the might and power of God, not a subsisting person.” We respond. A distinct action is attributed to Him. He is carefully called “the Spirit of the mouth of the Lord” (Ps. 33:6), and in the creation of the universe, God did not need an instrumental power.

§ 127. So much for the points concerning our argument from Genesis 1. Now, as a conclusion, the observation of the ancients can be mentioned, which the blessed Luther recounts in his explanation of Genesis 1. He says:


The holy fathers, especially Augustine (De civit., bk. 11, c. 24), observe that Moses uses these three words: “God said,” “made,” and “saw,” as if he wanted to show in this way three persons of the Godhead. With the word “says,” the Father is signified, who begets the Son, the Word, from eternity and in time established this world through that Word. They apply the word “made” to the person of the Son, for the Son bears in Himself the model not only of the divine majesty but also is the model of all things. Therefore He gives being to things, and just as things are said to be of the Father, so all things subsist through the Son, the Word of the Father. And to them is connected the Third Person, the Holy Spirit, who “sees” and approves of the things that have been created.





 

[From Psalm 33:6.]

§ 128. (II) Ps. 33:6: “By the Word of the Lord were the heavens made and all their host by the Spirit [breath] of His mouth.” In this statement clear mention is made of three persons, and the work of creation is attributed to each and every one. In his commentary and in the Instit. (bk. 1, c. 13, fol. 15), Calvin rejects this argument, and Socinus stands in his footsteps when he says (Defens. animadv., p. 103): “The word of God by which the heavens were made is nothing other than the formed will of God, not something subsisting in God Himself.” p. 110: “ ‘The Spirit of His mouth’ signifies the same thing as the word or it signifies something else—the might and power of God—but not anything subsisting by itself.”

** (Cajetan also denies that Ps. 33:6 should be understood to refer to the Holy Spirit, but Ambrosius Catharinus, bishop of Conza, reprimands him, according to Sixtus of Sienna, Biblioth., bk. 5, n. 168.) **

We respond. (1) The arguments we adduced earlier show that “word” means the Son of God. Also John proves this clearly when he gives the name “Word” to the Son. What Socinus adds—“The Son is called the ‘Word’ because He has revealed to us the will of God, just as through the word of man, that is, through his discourse, his will is known” (p. 104)—is indeed true, but incomplete. For the Son of God was the Word at the first creation of all things and, indeed, from eternity. The force of the truth compelled Socinus to write: “We have not denied that when John called Christ ‘discourse’ or ‘the Word’ that he also could have been considering the fact that it is written in Ps. 33:6 that the heavens were made by the word of God” (p. 105). Yet if Christ is called the Word from this passage because the heavens were made by Him, surely He is called this not only by reason of the manifestation of the divine will but also because all things were created through this Word. (Socinus objects, p. 106: “He is called the ‘Word’ not because the heavens and earth were made through Christ but because the new heavens and the new earth that God once foretold through Isaiah that He would make were created through Him. John could have freely named Him, through whom the new world was made, with the same name by which that was called through which, as we read, the old world was created.” However, anyone sees that this is a violent gloss, for neither the psalmist nor John is speaking about the new creation still to be awaited in eternal life but about the first creation of all things that had already occurred.)

(2) Because “Spirit” is distinguished from “Word,” therefore it is not likely that one and the same person is to be understood by both names.

(3) He is famously called “the Breath of the mouth of the Lord,” clearly because He is breathed eternally by the Father and the Son from the inmost mouth of the divine essence.

(4) Compare the other statements of Scripture that separately attribute the work of creation to the Son and to the Holy Spirit.

(5) If “the host of heaven being made by the Spirit of God” has this meaning: that all things were made by the power and might of God, then surely “the heavens being made by the Word of God” will have the same meaning, because Socinus claims that these names are equivalent. He clearly denies the latter, however, for he writes:


Eutropius, and those who believe as he does, have been deceived by a disgraceful fallacy of a figure of speech when they take those words “by the word of the Lord were the heavens made” as if the phrase “by the word” were used in the same sense as, for example, the expression “by the power of the Lord were the heavens made,” namely, to signify a mediate efficient cause, but not in effecting a manner or mode as it undoubtedly does signify. Indeed, God merely decreed that the heavens be made and they were made, clearly not by that decree as a mediate efficient cause but by the Lord’s might and power, which was the mediate efficient cause.





 

(6) The more ancient rabbinic scholars themselves here acknowledge the mystery of the Trinity, according to Galatino (De arc., bk. 2, c. 4). In Rabbi Moses Hadarsan’s commentary on the Book of Genesis, on the passage of c. 42 “Joseph himself was powerful upon the earth,” we read that Rabbi Eleazar said: “The world was not created except by the word of the holy and blessed God, as it says in Psalm 33: ‘By the Word of the Lord were the heavens made.’ Here Rabbi Simeon also says: ‘The Lord breathed the Spirit of His mouth, and the world was created,’ as it says in Psalm 33: ‘and all the host of them by the Spirit of His mouth.’ ” Here these three—God, His Word, and His Spirit—are distinctly given as having concurred in the production of the world.

The work of creation is attributed to the Son of God.

§ 129. To the second class pertain the statements that deal distinctly with (1) the Son and (2) the Holy Spirit and attribute to both the work of creation. Concerning the Son, these are found in: (I) Prov. 8:22. To the Wisdom of God are attributed (1) eternity, (2) the work of creation, (3) filiation, (4) personal subsistence, (5) distinction from the Father.

[image: ], “The Lord possessed or acquired Me.” Among other things, [image: ] means to acquire by begetting (Gen. 4:2). See also Zech. 13:5, where the Septuagint translators rendered it [image: ] [“begot Me”]. The Aramaic rendered Prov. 8:22 [image: ]; the Septuagint, [image: ], “created.” Because of this, Arius called Christ a [image: ] [“creature”]. To the Chaldeans, however, [image: ] also refers to being born (Job 3:3); and among the Greeks, [image: ], and Aquila, [image: ], had to be read for [image: ], in which way they translated it elsewhere.

[image: ], “The beginning of His way.” Aben Ezra renders this as “the beginning of His intent” because it is quite clear that this Wisdom is as old as God’s eternal decrees. Mercier explains it as “from all eternity.” We proceed like this: The “way” of God is the work of God and is used in particular in reference to the work of creation (Deut. 32:4; Job 40:[19]; Isa. 55:8; Rom. 11:33). Therefore “Wisdom,” or the Son of God, is called “the beginning of the way of the Lord,” that is, of creation—not the material beginning (in which sense it is used in Job 40:[19]), but the effective beginning, as is understood from what follows. In this sense the Son is also said in the New Testament to be “the firstborn of all creation” (Col. 1:15) and “the beginning of God’s creation” (Rev. 3:14), the one from whom every creature has its beginning. On the other hand, if you should wish to connect this with the preceding verses, there will be an ellipsis of the preposition [image: ] [“in”]: “The Lord possesses Me in the beginning of His way,” that is, when He began to create all things in the beginning of time. In this way these words of Solomon will agree precisely with the words of John 1:1: “In the beginning was the Word and the Word was with God . … All things were made through Him.”

[image: ], “Before His works from then.” The Hebrew lacks the prefix [image: ] [“in”]: “in the beforeness of His works,” that is, before He worked or created the world, as is understood from what follows; “from then,” that is, then already or before any time, I was. Aquila has [image: ] [“He created Me from the beginning of His works”]. Theodotion has [image: ] [“before His working from then”]. In Ps. 93:2 [image: ] [“from then”] is explained as [image: ], “from eternity” (just as is immediately added in this passage).

Prov. 8:23: [image: ], “From the age (or before the age, that is, from eternity), I had my beginning (with regard to the verb “I was enjoined” or “I was poured out”: namely, to be king and governor, because kings used to be anointed with oil), from the head (that is, from the beginning or before the beginning of the world or of created things, before the origin of the earth), from the beforeness of the earth (that is, before the earth was created, as is explained in what follows).”

Prov. 8:24: [image: ], “in not depths.” Add an understood [image: ], “when the depths did not yet exist,” “there were still no depths.” [image: ], “I had been begotten, born (the root is [image: ], “conceived, bore,” Ps. 51:[5]), when the fountains were not yet heavy” or full, abounding “with waters.” (See also Prov. 8:25–29.)

By a remarkable elaboration and wonderful abundance of verbiage, Wisdom teaches that it existed before the creation of the world. Then v. 30 adds: [image: ] “I was beside Him, a workman.” Septuagint: [image: ] [“fit together” or “betrothed” or “in tune”]. Aquila: [image: ] [“nursing”]. Symmachus and Theodotion: [image: ] [“standing”]. Targum: [image: ], “faithful.” Mercier explains this as a passive, “nursling,” and it is used in this way in the plural in Lam. 4:5. Rabbi Salomon: “I was educated with Him,” beside Him. Vulgate: artifex, “a master craftsman” who puts together all things. Rabbi Levi takes it as active, a nursing “wet nurse” who nourishes, directs, and governs all things. Aben Ezra takes it substantively: [image: ], that is, [image: ], “for nourishment.” (Cf. Esther 2:20.) The root is [image: ], “was established, firm,” and from it we get [image: ], “craftsman,” one excelling in his art. (See Jer. 46:25, where it is used for “master craftsman.”) And from it we also get [image: ], “nourisher” or “foster father.” Therefore note that here a personal distinction is being expressed, just as in John 1:1: “The Word was with God.” “And I was His daily delight, playing before Him always.”

V. 31: “I was playing in His world, and My delights were with the sons of men.” (Just as playing children are the joys of their parents, so Wisdom, or the Son of God, is the delight of the heavenly Father. He also plays in the world by admiring its works and effects, and His delights are with the sons of men from whom He even assumed His human nature in the fullness of time.)

With this passage of Proverbs 8 I also compare the other passages of Scripture in which creation is attributed to the Wisdom of God. Prov. 3:19–20: “The Lord founded the earth in Wisdom; in understanding He established the heavens. Through His Wisdom the abysses were divided and the clouds drop down the dew.” Ps. 104:24: “You have made all things in Wisdom.” Jer. 10:12: “It is God who established the world in His Wisdom and in His prudence stretched out the heavens.” Jer. 51:15: “He established the world in His Wisdom and in His prudence stretched out the heavens.” Wisdom 9:2: “By Your Wisdom You have formed man.” It is clear that this Wisdom is the hypostatic Second Person of the Deity, the Son of God. This is clear not only from the New Testament (Matt. 11:19; Luke 7:35; 11:49; 1 Cor. 1:24; Col. 2:3) but also from Proverbs 8, where He is set forth to us as a person distinct from the Father before the creation of the world, that is, as begotten by Him from eternity, as well as from Ps. 2:7 and Prov. 30:4, where this Wisdom is called “the Son of God.”

§ 130. Socinus makes the following exceptions in Animadv. ad assert. 2., p. 33, and in Defens. animadv. c. 7, p. 204: (1) “The wisdom about which Solomon speaks is never called ‘the wisdom of God’ but simply ‘wisdom.’ But Christ is called ‘the Wisdom of God.’ ” We respond. This is an empty deception. The things predicated to it by Solomon do not befit a created wisdom but the uncreated and divine Wisdom. The Wisdom begotten by God is indeed the Wisdom of God. But Solomon is speaking of the Wisdom begotten of God. Therefore. The very force of the reference “God established the earth in His own Wisdom” shows clearly that none of this can be understood as referring to anything but the Wisdom of God.

(2) He makes the exception: “He had said in v. 15 that through the same wisdom kings rule and princes decree their justice. Therefore he is not speaking about any wisdom proper to God.” We respond by inverting the argument. The cause is not lower than its effect. But kings and princes rule as subsisting persons through this Wisdom. Therefore it, too, is a person subsisting of Himself. However, we must note that kings are said to reign through this Wisdom not formally but efficiently; therefore it is not speaking of that wisdom which is a quality or disposition in the minds of kings but the uncreated Wisdom that effects that quality which distributes and orders kingdoms. Solomon says entirely the same thing as does Daniel (2:20–21): “To God belong wisdom and might. … He removes kings and makes kings to stand; He gives wisdom to the wise and knowledge to those who understand discipline”; and the same as the apostle says in Rom. 13:1: “There is no power except from God”; and Sirach 1:1: “All wisdom is from the Lord and is with Him forever.” Nor is it free of mystery that the uncreated, hypostatic Wisdom of God attributes to Himself the establishment and preservation of empires, because for the sake of the Son, the Mediator, who is that Wisdom, not only spiritual and eternal benefits but also temporal and corporeal ones have been given to the human race. Among those benefits an important one is the constitution and conservation of civil powers.

(3) He makes the exception: “Whoever does not see that Solomon is speaking by personification about wisdom in general and in the abstract, which can by no means be Christ, is reading with far too little attention what is written in this and in the following chapters.” We respond. On the contrary. By trying to understand, our adversaries cause themselves to understand nothing. Solomon attributes to this Wisdom the work of creation, eternity, personality, and birth from God, as we have shown, all of which taken together can befit no one but the Son of the eternal Father. (a) Wisdom ascribes to itself “counsel, strength, and prudence” (v. 14), and these are properties that befit a rational hypostasis. (b) It says, [image: ], “I have existence” (v. 14). (c) It says, “I love those who love Me” (v. 17). (d) It is said to have been “conceived, begotten, born” (v. 24). However, this is proper to a hypostasis (Ps. 51:[5]; Job 45, etc.). (e) It says, [image: ], “I was there” (v. 27). (f) It says, “I was playing before the Lord in the world and My delights were in the sons of men” (v. 31). Who does not acknowledge that these are attributes of something subsisting of itself or of a person? Socinus has not yet proved that this must be acknowledged as a personification. He says that the aim and sense of Solomon’s words is that “the Lord made all things wisely.” He is, indeed, speaking the truth, but it is not enough, for this Wisdom is not said to have first worked in the work of creation but that it existed even before the work of creation, certainly beside God, because before creation there was nothing except God. Justin says: “There would be no middle between the Divinity and creation” ([image: ], p. 304).

(4) He makes the exception: “Because that Wisdom about which Solomon is speaking is in God and is of His nature and essence, it will follow that God has, besides His own person, also another person, and this is not only absurd but clearly impossible, for it implies an obvious contradiction. You see, the person that someone has is completely the person of the one who has it. However, if he has it outside his own person, it is no longer the person of himself.” We respond. The word “God” is taken either personally or essentially. If the word “God” is taken personally, we deny that God, that is, one person of the Trinity, has another person outside His own person. If it is taken essentially, surely the Deity or the divine essence has plural persons, that is, it is common to several persons—that is, three. Or, to say the same thing: in the one divine essence there are plural persons. This implies no contradiction except in the judgment of a corrupt reason, which least of all possesses a critical authority with regard to these mysteries.

The heretic objects (Defens. animadv., p. 205): “Anyone at all can deny boldly that by the word ‘God’ one of the persons of the Divinity—namely, the Father—is understood, because in it there are three beggings of the question: that there are plural persons of the Trinity, that only one of these can be understood by the simple and absolute word ‘God,’ and finally that here a certain one of them—the Father—must certainly be understood.” But God will one day restrain this bold denial with the fires of hell. From the word “God,” taken personally, we cannot and should not understand one person of the Trinity because the deity is perfect in each person, since it is infinite and utterly simple—for the three persons are not three parts of the deity nor is the deity divided part by part into persons. Rather, the deity is whole in each person and whole in all.

(5) He makes the exception (Defens. animadv., p. 216): “If Solomon were speaking about a true person, it would be necessary that this person have been made known already at that time to all people, which is false.” We respond. The same person who is called in the Aramaic translation of the Bible Memrah, who is called in the Hebrew codex “the Son of God,” “the Angel of His face,” “the promised Messiah,” etc., in this passage is called “the Wisdom of God.” But now the people of Israel knew that Memrah, the Son of God, the Angel of His face, the promised Messiah, is a person distinct from God the Father.

(6) He makes the exception (ibid.): “Solomon names not only wisdom but also along with it quite often prudence or intelligence, or even prudence and intelligence separately, as persons.” We respond. On the contrary, when he speaks about the hypostatic Wisdom of God, the Creator of all things, he uses only the word “wisdom.” And even if he were to use the word “understanding,” just as [image: ] [“wisdom”] and [image: ] [“understanding”] are joined in other passages of Scripture in reference to the description of creation, one can without any absurdity take the former to mean the hypostatic Wisdom of God, who is the Son, and the latter to mean the essential wisdom, which is common to the Father, Son, and Holy Spirit.

(7) He makes the exception (p. 218): “Solomon speaks about wisdom in the plural, [image: ] (Prov. 9:1), and by way of antithesis introduces a foolish woman. That is, he makes foolishness and stupidity speak by personification.” We respond. We admit that Solomon mentions some things about human wisdom, which is the effect and gift of the divine, uncreated, and hypostatic Wisdom that he discusses in c. 8. However, from this it cannot be inferred that he is not discussing hypostatic Wisdom in the passage cited, for what would prohibit anyone from progressing from cause to effect and from effect to cause in the treatment? From these it is also clear what we should respond to the arguments that Socinus brings out from Sirach 1 and 24. We are quite willing to admit that Sirach is discussing a created wisdom there. Meanwhile, it should not be denied that there is an uncreated Wisdom, unless we want to strip God of His eternal Wisdom.

§ 131.28 (II) As God is said to have created all things “in wisdom” or through wisdom, so also He is said to have done this through “His might and power.” Job 26:12: “In His power He divided the sea; in His understanding He broke its strength.” Jer. 10:12: “God made the earth in His power.” Jer. 32:17: “Ah, Lord Jehovah! Behold, You have made heaven and earth by Your great power and by Your outstretched arm.” Jer. 51:15: “He made the earth in His strength.” However, it is clear that this can and should be understood to refer to the hypostatic Might of God, which is the Son. This is clear not only from the New Testament (Luke 1:[35]; 1 Cor. 1:24) but also from the Old because the Messiah—the Son of God, the Wisdom and Might of God—is called “the arm of Jehovah” (Isa. 52:10; 53:1; 63:5; etc.).

(III) It is asserted that God made all things through His Word not only in the New Testament (John 1:3; Heb. 1:3) but also in the Old. Wisdom 9:[1]: “O Lord, who created all things through Your Word.” But that Word is the Son of God.

(IV) Isa. 44:24: “I am the Lord, who made all things alone, who shaped the earth [image: ] from with Me,” through Him who is with Me, that is, through the Son, through the Wisdom, which is “next to Me” (Prov. 8:30); through Him who is “the man that is My fellow” (Zech. [13]:7). Targum Jonathan paraphrases this passage as follows: “I the Lord, the Creator of all things, have stretched out the heavens by My word (or through My word), I have established the earth in My might or strength.” But if we would add here a comparison of the Old and New Testaments, it will be very obvious that the work of creation must be attributed to the Son. Compare Exod. 3:2 and 20:11 with 1 Cor. 10:9; Ps. 102:[25] with Heb. 1:11; Isa. 45:23 with Rom. 14:11; Ps. 97:8 and Heb. 1:6 with Rev. 14:7; Isa. 48:12–13 with Rev. 1:[8].

The work of creation is attributed to the Holy Spirit.

§ 132. The following passages deal with the Holy Spirit: (I) Job 26:13:

[image: ] “In His Spirit the beauty of heaven” or “His Spirit adorned the heavens.” Some take this to mean the wind that brings the serenity of the sky, but the circumstances of the text show that it is speaking about the Holy Spirit, the Creator. For v. 12 precedes: “In His power He divided the sea; in His understanding He broke its might.” And v. 13 follows: “His hand created the serpent.” Mercier, on this passage: “I prefer to take this to refer to the nourishing Spirit of God by whom God makes all things.” For as David says in Ps. 33:6, “By the Spirit of the mouth of the Lord all the host of the heavens were made,” so here Job says, “The Spirit of the Lord adorned (or embellished) the heavens.” He was not content simply with creating them but also adorned them with the marvelous and varied ornamentation of stars and constellations. Rabbi Levi and others take [image: ] [“beauty”] as a noun of the form [image: ] (“discourse”): “By His Spirit the heavens are beauty,” that is, the heavens were adorned with beauty and elegance so that nothing more absolute or greater can be desired.

(II) Job 33:4: “The Spirit of God has made me, and the breath of the Almighty has given me life.” Both creation and preservation are attributed to the Spirit of God, for Elihu says that he was made by God and also preserved by God, just as the apostle declares: “In Him we live and move and have our being” (Acts 17:28). Therefore it also should not seem strange if he is endowed with “the Spirit of understanding.”

(III) Ps. 104:30: “When You send forth Your Spirit they are created, and You renew the face of the ground.”

** (Cajetan says that this passage does not speak of the Holy Spirit, and because of this Bishop Ambrosius Catharinus of Conza reprimands him, according to Sixtus of Sienna in bk. 5, Annot. 196.) **

Just as the Holy Spirit in the first creation was effective in fostering the waters and brooding over them, so also in the preservation of created things He acts effectively with the Father and the Son. The Holy Spirit renews the face of the earth not only with the annual renewal with which all things begin to turn green and produce foliage in the springtime after they had become dead during the winter but also with a daily renewal by which other things are born every day to preserve the species. These newborn things again take the place of those that have been subjected to death and destruction. He renews the face of the earth not only externally and corporeally in the way just explained but also internally and spiritually because He illumines, regenerates, and renews the hearts of men; takes them out of the darkness of error and ignorance; and places them in the light of the saving knowledge of God. It should not disturb anyone that the Holy Spirit is said to be sent, as if that would conflict with His consubstantiality and equality with the Father, because just as being sent does not remove His nature, so also it does not take away His consubstantiality. A ray of the sun is sent to the earth in such a way that it is not separated from the sun. In the same way the Holy Spirit is sent to renew the face of the earth but is not, as a consequence, separated from Him who sends.

(IV) Isa. 40:12–13: “Who has measured the waters in the hollow of His hand? … Who has instructed the Spirit of the Lord?” Here he is speaking about the one by whom the work of creation was done.

(V) Isa. 57:16: [image: ], “The Spirit that is from My face will clothe, and the souls I have made.” [image: ] means “was wrapped, covered with,” and metaphorically “was covered with miseries and afflictions; suffered the failure of life [animi].” It is taken in this latter sense in Ps. 61:[2] and 102:[2]. Therefore Piscator renders it in this way: “I shall not contend forever, for their spirit will fall into failure from My sight, and their souls that I have made,” so that there is an ellipsis of [image: ], with reference to which it is taken as referring to the human, created spirit. Vatablus: “The spirit of man whom I have created has put on” (namely, a body). “That is, it has been sent into a body. I have surrounded the spirit with body,” as if to say: I have created human beings. I know they are flesh, etc. But it is more correct to take this as a reference to the divine Spirit, so that it is the sweetest comfort set against the temptations of the devout concerning the greatness of divine wrath, and it is a Gospel promise about the giving of the Holy Spirit. “I shall not always be angry, but the Spirit from My face will cover, and I shall make the breath or breathing (Hebrew: [image: ]),” that is: I shall send the Holy Spirit, who will overshadow the apostles and will breathe on others who believe in Me. In this way, He will refresh consciences that are afflicted by the heat of temptations and are failing, just as the Etesian winds refresh man in summer. The Septuagint has rendered it [image: ] [“will come forth”]. Vulgate: egredietur [“will come forth”]. Luther: Es soll von meinem Angesicht ein Geist weben [“A spirit shall blow from My face”]. This is taken to refer to the Spirit by Irenaeus (bk. 5, c. 12), Tertullian (De anima, c. 11), Jerome (in his commentary), etc.

(VI) Wisdom [11:26–]12:1: “O Lord, the Lover of souls, Your immortal Spirit is in all things.” As God made all things with His Word and Spirit, so also He rules and preserves all things with His Word and Spirit. Therefore the immortal Spirit of God is in all things not formally but effectively as Creator, Preserver, and Sustainer.

§ 133. Socinus makes the exception: “Nowhere do the Scriptures clearly attribute to the Holy Spirit that He creates anything. Rather, things are said to have been created by or through the Spirit of God as through an instrument. Job 33:4 (he says) does not have ‘the Spirit of the Lord has created Me’ but ‘has made Me.’ Nor must we immediately take it to mean the Holy Spirit wherever the Spirit of God is mentioned” (Refut. Bellarm. et Wieck., p. 494). We respond. (1) Ps. 33:6 says: “By the Spirit of the mouth of the Lord all the host of the heavens was created.” And Job 26:13 asserts: “God adorned the heavens in His Spirit.” These cannot be taken to mean anyone other than the eternal and uncreated Spirit of God nor anything other than the work of creation, as Socinus himself acknowledges (Defens. animadv., p. 110). Consequently, he explains this as a reference to the might and power of God.

(2) It is clear from other passages of Scripture that this Spirit is a person distinct from the Father. In fact, in these passages He is called “the Spirit of the Lord” and “the Breath of the Almighty.” Surely, then, He is distinguished from the Lord and from the Almighty, from Father and the Son. He is said to be sent by the Father and to proceed from His face. Surely, then, He is a person different from Him who sends.

(3) It is clear that God did not use the Holy Spirit as an instrument in the work of creation. This is clear because not only are all things said to have been created, in an oblique case, “in the Spirit” or “through the Spirit,” but also even in the nominative case the Spirit is said to have made all things. For example, in Job 33:4 it is obvious from the context that Job is speaking only about the mediate formation and creation of himself.

(4) The Photinians themselves say that “the Spirit is the might and power of God.” But now an instrument is not the essential might and power of the one acting but is something distinct from the principal agent. If someone says, “The soul acts through its own faculties as through instruments,” he will first have to prove that the faculties act instrumentally as something really distinct from the soul. And even if this were to occur in created things in such a way that powers to act, added to substances, acted in the manner of an instrument, we still could not apply this to God, the uncreated being, in whom the power to act is not something added to His essence but is His essence itself.

(5) The prepositions “through” and “in” as used concerning the persons of the Trinity do not indicate an instrument because they are used even to refer to the Father in 1 Cor. 1:9; 2 Cor. 1:1; Rom. 6:4; Heb. 2:10. The Photinians do not acknowledge that in Rom. 11:36 the prepositions “from,” “through,” and “into” pertain to the order and distinction of the persons of the Godhead. Therefore they are compelled to take all of them to refer to God.

(6) The word [image: ] is used several times to refer to creation. Passing over the other passages, we draw our testimony from the proper seat [sedes] of this article, Gen. 1:[31]: “God saw everything that He had made (Hebrew: [image: ]), and behold it was very good.” Gen. 2:2: “On the seventh day God finished the work that He had made (Hebrew: [image: ]), and He rested from all His work that He had made (Hebrew: [image: ]).”


[image: ]

22 “[image: ] distribution, is when something whole is explained more broadly by separating it into parts (either properly or analogously)” (Salomon Glassius, Philologia Sacra [Leipzig: Gle-ditsch, 1743; 1st ed., 1623–36], col. 2049). Glassius gives Isa. 24:1–3 and Ezek. 36:4 as examples.

23 Reading vicibus for vocibus.

24 Gerhard here continues the argument from § 116.

25 Gerhard is here continuing the argument from § 111.

26 Yet Gerhard’s text here reads: “[image: ] praerequirit [image: ]”

27 As is usual in Latin but unusual in English, the words “Spirit” and “Lord” here do not have definite articles. This corresponds exactly to the Hebrew grammatical rule that Gerhard describes. At Gen. 1:2, in the phrase “Spirit of God,” both nouns lack definite articles and thus, according to this rule, this signifies another person, not a different substance.

28 Cotta repeats “§ 130” for this paragraph and continues with an enumeration one less than Preuss until § 154.



  


CHAPTER IX: WHICH CONTAINS THE SECOND ARGUMENT DRAWN FROM THE OLD TESTAMENT FOR AFFIRMING THE MYSTERY OF THE TRINITY
 

[The second argument from the Old Testament: The Exodus.]

§ 134. We have taken the second principal foundation for our position from the benefit of liberation from the slavery of Egypt and of being led through the wilderness into the land of Canaan, which God gave to the Israelites. No one can have any doubts that among the Israelites the constant memory of this benefit flourished or certainly was supposed to flourish: (1) Because in His solemn promulgation of the Law, God calls the Israelites back to this very thing. Exod. 20:[2]: “I am the Lord, your God, who brought you out of the land of Egypt, out of the house of bondage.” This is repeated in Deut. 5:6. Therefore as often as the people of Israel repeated in their solemn assemblies the teaching of the Law from the Decalogue, which happened every Sabbath, so often have they also confessed with heart and mouth that they acknowledge, worship, and invoke Him as true God who had led them out of Egypt and who, by giving the Law, had obligated them to obedience and worship.

(2) Because among other purposes the Sabbath was instituted to be a reminder of this benefit. Deut. 5:14–15: “On the seventh day there will be a sabbath to Jehovah … and you will remember that you were a slave in the land of Egypt and Jehovah, your God, brought you out from there in His mighty hand and outstretched arm. Therefore God has commanded you to keep the Sabbath Day.” Therefore as often as they celebrated the Sabbath they renewed the memory of this benefit every seven days and worshiped and invoked Him as true God from whom they knew it had been given.

(3) Because the Israelites are quite often called back to the worthy consideration of this benefit not only by Moses but also by the prophets in their exhortations and reproofs. (See Lev. 11:45; 19:36; 22:33; 25:[38], etc.; Josh. 24:6; Judg. 2:1; 1 Sam. 10:18; 2 Sam. 7:6; Jer. 7:22; 34:13; etc.) As often, then, as Moses and the prophets called them back to the memory of this benefit, so often did they understand that they had to acknowledge and worship Him as true God, from whom they knew that it had been given to their ancestors. From this it is readily apparent that the perpetual memory of this benefit flourished among the Israelites.

§ 135. Therefore we draw this conclusion: He who led the Israelites out of Egypt through Moses; who drowned Pharaoh and his army, who had pursued them, in the sea; who fed them in the wilderness with manna, which rained down from heaven; who was tempted by the ungrateful people, who were unmindful of this benefit; who gave to that people obvious indications of His wrath and grace; and who finally led the Israelites into the Promised Land—He is the true God whom the Israelites acknowledged, invoked, worshiped, and certainly were supposed to acknowledge, invoke, and worship. But plural persons of the Godhead—the Father, Son, and Holy Spirit—led the Israelites out of Egypt through Moses, etc. Therefore plural persons—the Father, Son, and Holy Spirit—are the true God whom the Israelites acknowledged and worshiped.

The major premise is clear: (1) From the promise of this benefit. In Gen 15:13–14 the true Jehovah, who entered the covenant with Abraham and to whom Abraham offered his sacrifices, says: “Your seed will be sojourners in the land, but I shall judge the nation that they are going to serve, and afterward they will depart with great possessions.” V. 18: “I shall give this land of Canaan to your seed,” that is, from the river of Egypt to the Euphrates. In Gen. 46:3 the true God speaks with the patriarch Jacob and says: “I am the God of your father. I shall lead you,” that is, your descendants, “as you return from Egypt.” In Exod. 3:8 the true God, who calls Himself “the God of Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob,” says to Moses: “I have come down to deliver My people from the hands of the Egyptians and to bring them up out of that land to a good land.” Here pertain all the divine promises made to the patriarchs of the Israelites about the multiplication of their seed and about their possession of the land of Canaan, for those promises include the benefit of liberation from Egypt.

(2) From the fulfillment of that promise. The entire account of the liberation from Egypt bears witness that this benefit was truly and purely divine, since the true and divine miracles done in Egypt, the leading of the Israelites through the Red Sea that had been divided miraculously, the drowning of Pharaoh and his army in the sea, the gift of manna from heaven as food, etc., can be attributed to no one except to the only true God, who used the external ministry of Moses in some of them but did so in such a way that all of them thoroughly belong to and are attributed to Him as the principal cause acting effectually.

(3) From the prophetic description of God. In the Old Testament, as often as the true God wanted to describe Himself on the basis of His external work and to distinguish Himself from the fictitious idols of the heathen, He took that description from the benefit of liberation from Egypt. Thus when promulgating the Law He says: “I am the Lord who brought you out of the land of Egypt; you shall have no other gods before Me,” that is, you should acknowledge, invoke, and worship only Me, who provided you with the benefit of liberation from Egypt, as the true God. Accordingly also, when Aaron wished to signify that they were erecting and worshiping the molten calf in honor of the true God alone, he said to the people: “These are your gods, O Israel, who brought you up out of the land of Egypt” (Exod. 32:4). Also in their prayers, poured out to the true God, the Israelites recalled the memory of this benefit into their minds, as is clear from Jer. 32:21.

(4) From the obvious exclusion. Deut. 32:12: “Jehovah alone did lead him, and there was no foreign strong one with him.” V. 3: “The Lord God Himself will go ahead of you in the wilderness.” However, there is no need for more examples in this obvious matter.

§ 136. We prove the minor premise: (1) In general, that plural persons are in the one divine essence, or are the one true God, who led the Israelites out of Egypt. (2) In particular, that the plural persons in the one divine essence, or the one true God, are the Father, Son, and Holy Spirit. To the prior class of Scripture passages belong these: Deut. 5:26: “What is all flesh that it should hear the voice of the living God, who speaks out of the midst of the fire?” He who spoke out of the midst of the fire when promulgating the Law led the Israelites out of Egypt (Exod. 20:[2]). Yet He who spoke out of the midst of the fire when promulgating the Law is Himself Elohim, plural persons. Therefore He who led the Israelites out of Egypt is plural persons. 2 Sam. 7:23: “What one nation on earth is like Your people Israel, whom Elohim went [plural] to redeem to be His people [ad sibi redimendum]?” A plural verb is connected to the plural noun to express more clearly the plurality of persons. However, in 1 Chron. 17:21, where the same passage is repeated, a singular verb is added to the plural noun Elohim to denote the unity of the divine essence.

§ 137. To the latter class belong those passages in which the benefit of liberation is attributed to the Father, Son, and Holy Spirit. There can be no doubt concerning the Father, and all those statements that attribute this benefit to the Son also mention the Father, which will become clear from the following.

[Concerning the Son.]

Concerning the Son, it can be made evident that He led the Israelites out of Egypt through Moses and led them through the wilderness into the Promised Land on the basis of these passages: (I) Gen. 28:12. The Son of God appears in a dream to the patriarch Jacob. He stands on a ladder set upon the earth with its top reaching to the heavens, saying: “The land upon which you are sleeping I shall give to you,” that is, to your descendants. V. 15: “I shall be your Guardian wherever you go. I shall lead you into this land, and I shall not leave you until I have fulfilled everything.” However, we gather that this person who spoke with Jacob and promised possession of the land of Canaan to him, that is, to his seed, was the Son of God. We conclude this not only from the New Testament in John 1:51, where Christ applies this type clearly to Himself, but also from Jacob’s vow of thanksgiving in Gen. 48:15–16, where he blesses the sons of Joseph with these words: “The God before whom my fathers Abraham and Isaac walked, the God who has fed me from my youth to the present day, the Angel who has rescued me out of every evil, bless these lads.” Here he does not mean a created angel, for the benediction could not and should not have been requested from a created angel through prayers. Instead, he means the Son of God, the uncreated Angel who had said to him in a vision: “I shall be your Guardian wherever you go; I shall give that land to your seed.”

(Concerning the Angel whom Jacob mentioned here, observe: (1) The [image: ]
hayediah29 is prefixed to His name so that someone categorically superior to the rest and not someone common is understood. (2) From this Angel, Jacob asks the same thing that he asks from God and he joins Him with Jehovah by an undivided bond in the work of benediction. (3) He attributes to Him the honor of the invocation owed to God alone.)

** [image: ] [Rashi] on this passage: “ ‘The Angel who redeemed me’ is the angel whom God would send to me in my distresses according to the statement by which it is said (Gen. 31:11): ‘And the Angel of the Lord said to me in a dream: “Jacob, I am the God of Bethel.” ’ ” **

This very point will become clearer from what follows.

§ 138. (II) In Exod. 3:2 the Angel of the Lord appears to Moses and speaks out of the flaming fire in the bush, saying: “I have seen the affliction of My people in Egypt; I have come down to deliver them” (vv. 7–8). We showed earlier that this Angel who appeared to Moses in the bush was not one of the created angels but the Lord of all the angels—the Son of God. We showed this: (1) From His name. He is called “Jehovah,” the proper name of God. After all, if this were not the proper name of God, the true God could not have been distinguished by it from the idols and fictitious gods of the heathen. But He was indeed supposed to be distinguished by that name from false gods and all creatures (v. 14).

(2) From the description of the one who appears. He calls Himself “the God of Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob.” In v. 6 He says that He had “heard the outcry of the people.” In v. 7 He calls the Israelites “My people.” In v. 10 He sends Moses to Pharaoh, and in v. [12] it is promised to Moses that he would show Him divine worship after being led out of Egypt. All these befit no one but the one true God.

(3) From a comparison with parallel passages. In Deut. 33:16 Moses, with prayers, asks the Angel who appeared in the bush for the blessing of Joseph’s descendants. Thus he imitated the patriarch Jacob, who had asked the same Angel for the blessing on Joseph’s sons (Gen. 48:16).

(4) From His majestic appearance. He appears in the burning bush, yet He is not consumed by the fire. This was a type of His incarnation—that the full light of divine majesty that He was to assume in His human nature in time would dwell in it without destroying it at all.

(5) From the witness of the fathers and the rabbinic scholars.

(6) From the concession of our adversaries. He who spoke with Moses from the bush is called [image: ] [“God”] with the article in Matt. 22:[32] and Mark 12:[26]. But now our adversaries teach: “When the name ‘God’ is placed absolutely and especially with the article, then it is proper to the true and eternal God alone.”

From all these it becomes obvious that He who speaks with Moses from the bush is not a created angel but the Creator of the angels—the true God. Moreover, it is clear that He who speaks with Moses is a person distinct from the Father. This is clear because He is called “the Angel of God,” that is, one sent by Him. Surely, then, He is a different person from the Father who sent Him. This will become clearer from what follows.

§ 139. (III) Exod. 11:1–3: “The Lord said to Moses: ‘Tell the people that every man should ask his friend for gold and silver vessels. And the Lord will give favor to His people in the sight of the Egyptians.’ ” Here the Lord is speaking of the Lord, Jehovah of Jehovah, and from this we conclude: the Jehovah who spoke with Moses is a different person from Him who gave favor to the people of Israel. Yet the Jehovah who spoke with Moses is the same who led the Israelites out of Egypt. Therefore the Jehovah who led the Israelites out of Egypt is a different person from Him who gave favor to the people of Israel, and consequently it must be acknowledged that there is more than one person in this benefit of liberation.

(IV) In Exod. 16:7–8 Moses says to the people: “In the morning you will see the glory of the Lord, because He has heard your murmurings against the Lord. Your murmuring is not against us but against the Lord.” V. 10: “And, behold, the glory of the Lord appeared in the cloud.” Here again the Lord is speaking about the Lord, and it says the Lord heard the people murmur against the Lord. Who that Lord was, however, is explained in 1 Cor. 10:9.

§ 140. However, let us go on in our historical description of that benefit. (V) In Exod. 23:20–21 the Lord says: “Behold, I shall send My Angel, who will go before you and protect you in the way and bring you to the place that I have prepared. Pay attention to Him and listen to His voice. Do not rebel against Him, for He will not let you go unpunished when you sin, and My name is in His midst ([image: ]).” Here the Angel, the leader of the Israelites through the wilderness, is presented as a person distinct from the Father, the cause of that liberation. Cajetan understands this angel to be Moses himself. Justin (Contra Tryph., f. 58), Eusebius (Demonstrat. evang., bk. 4, c. 28), and Rabanus (commentary [on Exodus]) take this to mean Joshua. Cornelius à Lapide in his commentary understands this as a created angel. However, Athanasius (a little before the conclusion of his book De communi deitatis essent.) and Hesychius (In Levit., bk. 7, c. 26, f. 653) understand Him as the very Son of God.

This is absolutely correct, for it is clear that the Angel was not a created angel but the Son of God. This is clear: (1) From His name, for He is called [image: ] [“Jehovah”]. Exod. 13:21: “And Jehovah went before them in a pillar of cloud to show them the way by day, and by night in a pillar of fire to give them light and to lead them on their journey.” In this passage the proper name for God is said to be “in His midst,” that is, it is His proper and inmost name.

In Clavis, col. 726, Flacius says that this phrase denotes three things: (a) The true deity of that Angel: “My name,” that is, My essence, will be in Him, because the name is the thing itself. (b) The personal property, because the name contains the image and, as it were, the picture of the thing: “My name will be in Him,” that is, My substantial image and character. (c) The mystery of the incarnation: I shall be who I shall be; I shall assume the flesh; I shall provide a spiritual liberation. There is no doubt that many angels were encamped around the Israelites as they came out of Egypt and went through the wilderness to the Promised Land. For if the army of God, that is, the angels in the form of armies, appeared to the patriarch Jacob at Mahanaim (Gen. 32:1–2), it is all the more likely that the angels of God were close to the Israelites as their protectors. Here, however, God is not speaking about those created angels but is mentioning a special Angel as their leader and guide in whose midst is the very name of God, who is Himself also Jehovah. This is the kind of thing that is never said about a created angel (Heb. 1:4–5). Augustine, Contra Faustum, bk. 16, c. 19: “Not only every Manichaean but also every Jew should investigate this passage to see if God said about an angel, ‘My name is in Him,’ if He did not say it about this leader of the people.” Therefore He is the one about whom Deut. 1:[33] says: “Jehovah went ahead of you by fire in the night.” (See Ps. 78:14; 105:39.) Just as it is said of this Angel, the leader, “My name is in His midst,” so also it is said of the Son of God: “On His robe and on His thigh He has a name written: ‘King of kings and Lord of lords’ ” (Rev. 19:16).

** (The Kabbalists ask who that [image: ] [“My Angel”] is and answer that by a transposition of elements it is [image: ] [“Michael”], and this is what Christ is called in Dan. [12]:1; Rev. 12:7.) **

(2) From the attribution of divine work. The Angel who led the Israelites through the wilderness into the Promised Land is the same Angel who led them out of Egypt, as is evident. But the Angel who led the Israelites out of Egypt is not a created angel but the Son of God, the Lord of all the angels, which is clear from Exod. 14:19–20, 24–25: “The Angel of the Lord who went before the host of Israel lifted Himself up and went behind them, and the pillar of cloud in which He appeared also went with Him and stood behind them. It stood between the army of the Egyptians and the army of Israel, and there was a cloud dark and lighting up the night. … And, behold, the Lord, looking down upon the Egyp-tian host in the pillar of cloud and fire, terrified their army,” etc. Now, it is clear that the Angel who looked upon the Egyptians from the pillar of cloud and terrified their army was Jehovah Himself, the true God. This is clear from Exod. 15:1–2: “Let us sing to the Lord, for He has been magnified gloriously. The horse and its rider He has cast into the sea. [image: ] This one is my God, and I shall make Him a tabernacle.” Concerning the same pillar we read: “They have heard that You, O Lord, are among this people, and Your cloud stands over them, and that in the pillar of cloud by day and the column of fire by night You go ahead of them, and that You have killed so great a multitude” (Num. 14:14–15). Therefore the Lord Himself went ahead of the Israelites in the cloud, which for this reason is called “the cloud of the Lord,” protecting them and destroying their foes.

Thus we use this argument: Preserving the Church and leading His people into the Promised Land is the proper benefit of God. Deut. 31:3: “Your God, Jehovah Himself, will go before you. He Himself will destroy the Canaanites before your face.” Yet the preservation of the Church and the leading into the Promised Land is attributed to that Angel. Therefore. The same Angel forgives the people their sin at the prayers of Moses (v. 20), which is proper to the true God alone. In Exod. 33:9; Deut. 31:15; Ps. 99:7, it says that “the Lord Himself descended in a pillar of cloud and spoke with Moses.” Thus He was not a created angel. This is clearer than the sun from Num. 12:5–8: “The Lord came down in a pillar of cloud and stood at the entrance of the tabernacle and said to Aaron and Miriam: ‘If there is any prophet of the Lord among you, I shall appear to him in a vision. Not so with My servant Moses. With him I speak mouth to mouth, and he sees the Lord in vision and not in enigmas and figures.’ ” Therefore surely He who appeared in the cloud was true Jehovah Himself. Cf. also Exod. 16:8: “Come near [image: ] into the sight,” or before the face, “of Jehovah,” where that pillar that was the symbol of His presence is understood. Therefore He who led out the Israelites in this pillar was the true Jehovah. Consider also the fact that the power to punish those who transgress the Law of God is attributed to this Angel. But “all judgment has been given to the Son” (John 5:[22]). To this Angel is assigned the common act with the true God of destroying the heathen Canaanites. Therefore He is the true God along with the Father.

(3) From His symbolic appearance. The pillar of cloud and fire in which the Son of God appeared not only provided the people a benefit in the present by showing the way in the wilderness, by protecting them from the harm and heat of the sky (Ps. 105:39), by cutting through the darkness of night and, like a fortress, defending the Israelites from the sudden attacks of their foes (Ps. 121:5–8: “The Lord protects you; the Lord is your shade at your right hand. The sun will not smite you by day nor the moon by night. The Lord guard you against every evil; may He protect your life. The Lord protect your coming in and your going out from this time forth and forevermore.” Cf. Wisdom 10:17; 18:3; 19:7). But that pillar also showed to the people a type of the future incarnation. You see, fire was the symbol of the divine nature, but cloud was the symbol of the human nature that would one day be personally united with the Son of God. Accordingly, the angel uses a word from this vision when he says to Mary: “The power of the Most High [image: ]” [“will overshadow you”] (Luke 1:35), because “in her womb the incorporeal Light assumed a body. Now a shadow is gotten in no other way but through light and a body” (Gregory, Moral., bk. 33, c. 3). And the poet sings sweetly:


Thus Christ is light in the dark, thus cool in the heat,
True God in the fire, man under cover of cloud.





 

(4) From the exhibition of divine worship. The Israelites were supposed to show divine worship to the Angel who led them out of Egypt through the wilderness into the Promised Land. Therefore He was not a created angel, because one owes divine worship to no one but the true God alone. The former is clear because the people offered Him sacrifices (Exod. 3:12) and are ordered to be careful “not to sin against Him by rebelling” (Exod. 23:21). But one sins against God alone (Ps. 51:[4]). For as God alone is the highest good and every norm of uprightness, so also one sins primarily and properly against no one but God, and improperly and accidentally against creatures. This is the same Angel of whom we read: “Hear Him” (Matt. 17:5) and “I shall avenge anyone who does not obey His voice” (Deut. 18:19). Consequently, God is exhorting the Israelites to be obedient to this Angel and is signifying that He demands of them the same obedience He demands for Himself. If one observes all these points carefully, it will become clear that the Angel who led the Israelites through the wilderness into the Promised Land was not a created angel but Jehovah Himself—the Son of God.

§ 141. We conclude this very thing from other passages of Moses too. (VI) Exod. 32:[33–]34: “The Lord said to Moses: ‘Go, lead the people to the place of which I told you. My Angel will go before you. On the day of My vengeance I shall visit their sin upon them.’ ” Just as it had been said concerning the Angel, the leader of the people, “He will not leave you unpunished when you sin” (Exod. 23:21), so Jehovah says here, “On the day of My revenge I shall visit their sin upon them.”

(VII) In Exod. 33:[1–2] the Lord again says to Moses: “You and your people, go up into the land that I swore I would give to your fathers, saying: ‘To your seed I shall give it.’ And I shall send My Angel before your face that I may drive out the Canaanite.” (The sense is this: I indeed promised in Exodus 23 that I wanted My Angel to accompany you and to lead you out into the land of Canaan, but because the people have violated My covenant, I am no longer bound to it. Go with the people wherever you wish and by whatever route you wish.) “I shall not go up among you because you are a stiff-necked people; if I once go up in your midst, I will also destroy you.” VV. 12, 14–20, 23: “Moses said to the Lord, ‘You commanded me to lead this people, and You do not let me know whom You will send with me.’ The Lord said, ‘My face will go ahead of you, and I shall lead you.’ Moses said, ‘If Your face will not go, do not lead us away from this place. For wherein shall we be able to know, Your people and I, that we have found favor in Your sight unless You walk with us?’ And the Lord said, ‘The word that you have spoken I shall do, for you have found favor with Me.’ And Moses said, ‘Show me Your glory.’ The Lord answered him, ‘I shall cause all My goodness to pass before your face, and I shall proclaim it before you in the name of the Lord.’ … And again He said, ‘But you will not be able to see My face, for no man will see Me and live. … You will see My back, but My face you will be unable to see.’ ” The fulfillment of the promise follows in Exod. 34:5–9: “And the Lord descended through the cloud and stood with him (Moses) and there proclaimed the name of the Lord. And Jehovah passed before him and proclaimed, ‘Jehovah, Jehovah, strong, merciful’ . … Moses quickly bowed and lay on the ground and worshiped Him, saying: ‘If I have found favor in Your sight, O Lord, I beseech You to go with us, for Your people are stiff-necked, to take away our iniquities.’ ”

Here, the Angel who led the Israelites is called: (1) Jehovah, because Jehovah proclaims concerning Jehovah. (2) The face of the Lord, because He is the substantial image of God the Father. (3) All the goodness of God, because the Father has shared with Him all His goodness—His divine essence and majesty—through His eternal begetting, and through the same He confers on us the things of heaven. (4) He is introduced as a mediator who reconciles God and men so that God, who is a “consuming fire,” may not immediately ruin and destroy them because of their sins. However, none of these names befit a created angel. (5) The same Son of God reveals to Moses that He is to be seen in human form, as is understood from these words: “You will not be able to see My face”—that is, My bare divinity and majesty—“but you will see My back parts” (or “My back”), because in the fullness of time He would assume human nature personally. This is just as in Exod. 24:10, where He had revealed that Moses and the seventy elders of Jerusalem would see Him in human form, because “they saw the God of Israel, and under His feet there was, as it were, a work of sapphire stone, like the heaven when it is calm.”

§ 142. (VIII) Finally, we compare also Num. 14:21: “ ‘As I live,’ says the Lord, ‘the glory of the Lord will fill all the earth.’ ” Later, Isaiah saw this glory: “The whole earth is filled with His glory” (6:[3]). Concerning Isaiah, he is said to have seen “the glory of Christ, the Son of God” (John 12:41). All these passages prove clearly that the Son of God led the Israelites out of the land of Egypt through the wilderness. Deut. 4:37: “He led you out of Egypt with His face in great power.” The Targum has rendered it [image: ], “in His own word,” because the face of God is His Son (Exod. 33:14). From the New Testament, in addition to 1 Cor. 10:9, the words of Jude v. 15 compared with v. [5], etc., can also be referred to this.

[Concerning the Holy Spirit.]

§ 143. Concerning the Holy Spirit and, therefore, concerning each of the three persons, we have clear testimony in Isa. 63:7–11: “I will remember the tender mercies of the Lord, the praises of the Lord for all the things that the Lord has rendered to us, and for the multitude of goodness to the house of Israel, which He has given them according to His kindness and according to the abundance of His mercies. And He said, ‘Surely, they are My people …,’ and He became their Savior. The Angel of His face [image: ] (plural with suffix) saved them because of His love, and because of His gentleness [image: ] He Himself redeemed them. He bore them up and carried them all the days of old. But they rebelled and grieved [image: ] the Spirit of holiness (or “His Holy Spirit”) and He became their enemy. He Himself fought against them. And He remembered the days of old.”

Here three distinct persons are clearly enumerated. To each of them is attributed the benefit of liberation from Egypt and leading through the wilderness. Furthermore, the Son of God, the Second Person, is distinctively called “the Angel of His face”: (1) With respect to His person. ([image: ] also means “person.”) For He is the “character of the hypostasis,” “the icon of the invisible God” (Col. 1:15; Heb. 1:3). Concerning Wisdom, it is said that it is “the brightness of eternal light, the spotless mirror of the power of God, and the image of His goodness” (Wisdom 7:26). Just as a son who has exactly the appearance of his parent could be called the son of his father’s face, so also the uncreated Angel, the Son of God, possesses His Father’s face—that is, the very essence of the Father—communicated to Him by the Father through His eternal begetting. However, in this there is a great difference because among humans the similarity of the father’s face or form that a son has is accidental and transitory, but in the Godhead the likeness of His Father’s face that the Son has is essential, substantial, and consequently unchanging, because this depends on the unity of essence. Therefore as Moses calls this Angel “the face of God,” so Isaiah calls Him “the Angel of the face of the Lord” in exactly the same sense. 2 Sam. 17:[11]: “Your face will go into battle,” that is, “You Yourself will go,” as the Targum has translated it. Therefore in this way, He who is the one true God with the Father is called “the Angel of the face.” Just as it says the Holy Spirit “is from the face of God” (Isa. 57:16) because He proceeds from the Father through eternal breathing, so the Son is called “the Angel of the face” because through His eternal begetting He is born of the Father as light from light.

(2) With respect to His office, because He is the Mediator through whom the Father speaks with us and reveals to us His invisible face. Consequently, the Lord is said to speak with Moses “face to face” (Exod. 33:11), and the patriarch Jacob says that he “saw the Lord face to face” (Gen. 32:30) because both men saw the Son of God in human form. “He who sees Me sees the Father,” He says in John 14:9. Consequently, the Targum of Isa. 63:9 has translated “Angel of the face” as [image: ], “sent from Him,” because the Son is the person through whom God in the Old Testament spoke to the patriarchs and revealed to them His face, that is, Himself and His counsel or will. Just as we recognize a man by his face, so we recognize the Father by Christ.

Lest anyone doubt that the Holy Spirit also was present in leading the people through the wilderness, we cite the passage Neh. 9:19–20: “You, O Lord, in Your many mercies did not forsake our fathers in the wilderness. The pillar of cloud for showing them the way did not depart from them . … And You gave them Your good Spirit to make them understand.” Notice also that the word [image: ] [“brood”] is used in Deut. 32:11 concerning the leading through the wilderness. This is the word used by Moses in Gen. 1:3 to refer to the work of the Holy Spirit in the first creation, and nowhere else in all of Scripture is that word used to refer to God.

§ 144. Schmalz (Contra D. Frantzium, disp. 1, p. 13) makes the exception: (I) “Three are mentioned. Therefore there are three persons. What is the connection? What is the consequence? Three are mentioned. Therefore there are three persons in the one essence of God.” p. 14: “We do not deny that mention is made of Jehovah, the angel of the face of Jehovah, and the Holy Spirit of Jehovah, but we do deny: (a) That the angel of the face of Jehovah is the Son of God. (b) We deny, even if this angel were the Son of God, that He is the same kind of divine person as is the Father. (c) We deny that the Holy Spirit is a person. (d) We deny that these three are the one essence of God. None of these is proved from the passage cited.”

We respond. On the contrary, from the points we have made up to now these four parts can be gathered quite well. The personality of these three is gathered: (1) From the fact that three distinct names are used: Jehovah, the Angel of His face, His Holy Spirit. (2) From the fact that to each of these three the actions of an intelligent, willing, subsisting person are attributed. It says Jehovah bestowed blessings upon the people of Israel, the Angel of the face redeemed the people because of His love, and the Holy Spirit turned to be the enemy of the Israelites. (3) From the fact that distinct works are attributed to each of these three. Compassion for His people is assigned to Jehovah; the salvation and redemption of His people, to the Angel of the face; and the affliction of and warfare against the people, to the Holy Spirit. (4) From the fact that through the possessive pronoun the Angel and the Spirit are related to the Father, for the Angel is called “the Angel of His presence” and the Spirit is called “His Holy Spirit.” Surely, then, they are distinct from the Father, but not essentially (because the divine essence is one) nor accidentally (because accidents do not belong to God). Therefore personally. Therefore as distinct persons and because the Father is a person, the Son and the Holy Spirit are also persons.

The true divinity of these three is proved from their predicates because the predicates or attributes that are attributed here to the Angel of the face and to the Holy Spirit belong to no one except the one true God. You see, in the entire account of Moses, He who as the chief cause led the Israelites through the wilderness and, when tempted by the Israelites, inflicted plagues upon them is described as the true God of Israel. The former is clear from what we have said; the latter, from Num. 14:11f.; 32:10; Deut. 1:34; Ps. 78:18, 21; etc.

§ 145. (II) “The discourse is about the angel of the face, that is, one of His angels who would stand before His eyes, awaiting His orders” (p. 14). He supports this interpretation from Vatablus, Calvin, and Oecolampadius.

We respond. (1) To whatever angel purely and truly divine works are attributed, which are proper to God alone, this one is not a created angel but uncreated. Yet to the Angel of the face, of whom Isaiah speaks, purely and truly divine works are attributed: saving, redeeming, carrying the people. Therefore. (2) Isaiah is speaking about the Angel of whom Moses bore witness that He went ahead of the Israelites in a pillar of cloud and of fire, that the name of God was in His midst, that He cast the Egyptians into the sea, etc. Yet these do not befit any created angel. (3) On the basis of the benefits and works that are attributed to this Angel, the Son of God is uniquely called [image: ] and [image: ] (“Savior” and “Liberator”), and in Heb. 1:3 the apostle declares that “He bears up all things by the word of His might.” (4) The Angel about whom the prophet is speaking is placed ahead of the Holy Spirit in order. But if he were speaking about a created angel, he could not be placed ahead of the Holy Spirit in order because the Photinians themselves say that the Holy Spirit is the might of God, which is certainly more worthy than the created angels. (5) No passage of Scripture can be cited in which created angels are called “angels of the face,” who save, redeem, and carry the people.

§ 146. (III) “It is strange that those who believe that Christ is the same God as the Father take ‘the angel of the face’ to mean Christ, because this undoubtedly denotes something far less. Also, from the fact that someone is called ‘the angel of His face,’ one can quite plainly conclude that He is in no way the same God of whose face He is the angel, unless perhaps someone can be the angel of Himself” (p. 14).

We respond. More is being inferred in the consequence than the antecedent allows, for only this follows: that that Angel of His face is another person, because sender and sent are distinct persons. By no means, however, can one infer that He is another God, because the Father who sends and the Son who is sent by the Father have one and the same divine essence. The sending of the Son by the Father does not remove this consubstantiality, because one must distinguish between the sending of an inferior by a superior and the sending of an equal by an equal. For the sake of instruction, we can call the former authoritative and denoting power but the latter voluntary and economic or denoting dispensation. The former conflicts with the unity of essence and equality of honor; the latter, on the other hand, has no such conflict. The Photinians cannot deny this since even they wish to appear to assert the equality of the Father and Son with respect to honor and dignity and since they meanwhile cannot deny that the Father sent the Son into the world. Accordingly, Socinus (Contra Bellarminum et Wiek., p. 253) and the Catech. Racoviens. (p. 122) infer: “The Savior is equal to the Father. Therefore He is not the same nor one with God Himself.” However, they are playing games with an ambiguity in the word “God,” which at times is taken essentially and at other times personally. When the Son is said to be equal to God (John 5:18), the word “God” is taken personally30 and denotes the Father, and in this sense it is correct to say that the Son is equal to the Father. Therefore He is not the Father, or He is not the same person. But it is not correct to infer that He, therefore, is not one God with the Father.

(IV) “Just because He is called the Holy Spirit of God or the Spirit of Jehovah one cannot necessarily conclude that He is not the same God whose Spirit He is.” We respond. This is the same sophism as the former exception. With what impudence can the Photinians deny that the Holy Spirit is not the same God with the Father when they call the Holy Spirit “the might of God” and deny that He is a creature?

(V) “One cannot prove that the word ‘Jehovah’ signifies God the Father. You see, though the God Jehovah is no one else than the Father according to the truth and in our mind, yet in the mind of the Trinitarians, ‘Jehovah’ frequently is someone other than God the Father, that is, the three-and-one God. But if this is so, how can He who is the angel of the three-and-one God, or the Spirit, be that same one-and-three God?” We respond. There is a shameful overprecision in the word “Jehovah,” which also is taken sometimes essentially and sometimes personally. The Father is Jehovah, the Son is Jehovah, the Holy Spirit is Jehovah; nevertheless there are not plural Jehovahs but one Jehovah, because the divine essence common to these three persons is not a fourth thing distinct in reality from these three persons. Rather, the one true Jehovah is the Father, the Son, and the Holy Spirit, and these three persons are the one true God.


[image: ]

29 That is, the Hebrew definite article for a known person.

30 Reading [image: ] instead of Gerhard’s [image: ].



  


CHAPTER X: WHICH CONTAINS THE THIRD ARGUMENT DRAWN FROM THE OLD TESTAMENT FOR AFFIRMING THE MYSTERY OF THE TRINITY
 

[The third argument from the Old Testament: The promise of the Messiah.]

§ 147. We draw the third principal foundation for our position from the promise of the Messiah. In the Old Testament there were two chief parts of heavenly doctrine. The first was the Decalogue, or the doctrine of the moral law, to which the ceremonial and forensic laws are an addition. The other was the the promise of the Messiah, which Moses and all the prophets published and taught along with the Law. Isa. 8:[20]: “To the Law and to the testimony!” To these two chief parts we can suitably apply whatever is taught in the Old Testament, just as in the New Testament we refer all things to the Law and to the Gospel, that is, the proclamation of the revealed Messiah. From the Law they drew their knowledge of spiritual illness; from the promise of the Messiah, the remedy for the illness. From the Law they learned what God requires of them; from the promise, what benefits God would give them.

No one, then, should doubt that in the public assemblies of their church the Israelites also repeated the promise of the Messiah along with their teaching of the Law. Yet that promise includes the mystery of the Trinity. Therefore as often as they repeated the promise of the Messiah, by the same work they repeated by public confession the doctrine of the mystery of the Trinity. The minor premise will become clear if we consider what were the chief parts of the doctrine of the person and office of the Messiah.

§ 148. Indeed, from the prophecies of Moses, of the royal psalmist, and of the prophets, we draw the obvious conclusion: (I) The devout of the Old Testament believed that the Messiah not only would be true man in the fullness of time but was true God also in the unity of the person, because: (1) To Him are attributed truly divine names proper for God alone. Not only is He called Adonai (Ps. 110:1), Elohim (Ps. 45:[6]; Isa. 35:4), and El (Isa. 9:6), but also Jehovah (Jer. 23:5; 33:14; Hosea 1:7), Jehovah Sabaoth (Isa. 44:6, Zech. 12:[5]), etc.

(2) To Him are attributed truly divine attributes, both essential—such as eternity (Prov. 8:22; Mic. 5:2), omnipotence (“mighty God,” Isa. 9:6; “Behold, your God comes with might,” Isa. 40:[10]); omniscience (because of which He is said to be “the wisdom of God,” Prov. 8:22)—and personal: that He was begotten of the Father from eternity (Ps. 2:7; Mic. 5:2), in which respect He is called “the Son of God” (Ps. 2:7; Prov. 30:4; Isa. 9:6).

(3) To Him are attributed truly divine works, such as creation, which we showed earlier is attributed to the Son of God, the promised Messiah; the working of divine miracles (Isa. 35:4); the redemption of the human race (Isa. 63:3); the bruising of the serpent’s head (Gen. 3:15); salvation (Isa. 35:4; 45:17), for which reason He is called “the salvation of God” (Gen. 49:18; Ps. 98:3; Isa. 52:10; 62:11); justification (Isa. 53:11); the preservation of the Church against her foes (Ps. 2:9; 110:1); the raising of the dead (Job 19:25); the execution of the last judgment (Gen. 18:25; Isa. 45:23; cf. Rom. 14:10).

(4) To Him are attributed truly divine worship and glory. All the peoples and tribes of the earth are ordered to serve Him (Ps. 2:11; 72:11; Dan. 7:14), to trust Him (Ps. 2:12; Isa. 28:16), to fear Him (Ps. 2:11), to hope in Him (Isa. 11:10; 14:32), to worship and call upon Him (Ps. 22:[27]; 45:[11]; 72:11; 97:7; cf. Heb. 1:6; and Isa. 45:23; cf. Rom. 14:9). All this proves clearly the true divinity of the Messiah.

§ 149. (II) They believed that the Messiah would be born a human in the fullness of time, but at the same time they claimed with certainty that He was a subsisting person already in the Old Testament. This follows from the prior point. After all, if He is not only true man but also true God, surely He existed before His incarnation and, in fact, from eternity before the creation of the world.

We prove this in particular by going backward from the time of the Old Testament to the first origin of the world and, in fact, ascending all the way to the ultimate eternity. For the Son of God was promised as the Messiah: (1) In the days of the prophets. Isaiah saw His glory (Isa. 6:1); surely he saw the glory of one who was present and existing. John 12:41 says he sees the glory of Him as He sits upon His throne. He heard Him speak to him (Isa. 8:18; cf. Heb. 2:13; and Isa. 48:16; cf. John 18:20). Jer. 34:12: “The word of Jehovah came to Jeremiah from Jehovah.” Daniel asks the Lord to hear him “for the Lord’s sake” (Dan. 9:17). Certainly, then, already at that time the Mediator for whose sake we are heard existed. Zechariah introduces the Son of God as an Angel conversing with him. It is clear that not a created angel but the uncreated one—the Son of God—must be understood from the fact that to Him are attributed the divine name, “Jehovah” (Zech. 2:[9–11]; 4:8–9; 6:15); divine works: being master of the angels (3:4–5), sending prophets (1:14, 17), removing iniquity by His own power (3:4; etc.); divine worship ([4]:4–5, 13; 6:4); in fact, even the proper work of the Mediator: interceding for the Church (1:12). Furthermore, that prophecy—“They will look upon Me whom they have pierced” (12:10)—can be referred only to the Son of God, who one day would be crucified in His assumed nature. (Cf. John 19:37; Rev. 1:7.) Mal. 3:1 also introduces Him as speaking with him: “Behold, I shall send My messenger, who will prepare the way before My face.” (Cf. Matt. 11:10; Mark 1:2; Luke 1:76; 7:27; John 1:23; etc.)

(2) In the days of Joshua and the judges. In Josh. 5:13 there appears “a man standing before Joshua” who was not a creature but the Creator and Lord Himself, the Son of God (contrary to Bellarmine, De beatitud. sanctor., c. 13), as is clear: From His name, for He is called “Jehovah” (6:2) and “commander of the army of Jehovah,” that is, of angels, humans, and all creatures (5:14). From the attribution of divine works. He calls Himself “commander of the army of the Lord” because He had led the Israelites out of Egypt, through the wilderness, and was fighting against their enemies. He also promises to deliver Jericho into the hands of Joshua (6:2). From the reception of divine worship, for He allows the worship of adoration, which is due to God alone, to be given to Himself (5:14; Matt. 4:10). From His symbolic appearance. He is seen in human form, which He assumes temporarily. The ground on which He appeared is called “holy” because through this appearance it had been sanctified and divinely appointed for this use: that it show the place for His birth and office of teaching. The Angel who appeared to the parents of Samson was the Son of God, because He is called “Jehovah” (Judg. 13:23), He says His name is “Wonderful” (v. 13; Isa. 9:6), and Manoah was afraid He would die because He had seen God (v. 22; Exod. 33:20).

(3) In the days of Moses, because that is the Angel of the Lord who appeared to Moses in the bush (Exod. 3:2), who led the Israelites out of Egypt through the wilderness by going ahead of them in a pillar of cloud and of fire (Exod. 13:21), who cast the Egyptians into the sea (Exod. 14:19), who promulgated the Law (Exodus 19, etc.), as we showed above.

(4) In the days of Job, for he says: “I know that [image: ] my Redeemer lives” (19:25). This Redeemer is the Son of God, who by the assumption of our flesh became our relative and our brother and has redeemed us by the right of kinship and brotherhood, which is why He is called by this name in Gen. 48:[16]; Exod. 3:8; 23:20; Isa. 63:9; etc. The same Son will also complete the work of raising the dead (John 5:28; 6:39).

(5) In the days of the patriarchs. In Genesis 18 He appears to Abraham accompanied by two angels, for the name “Jehovah” (vv. 13–14, 17) and truly divine works (vv. 10, 12, 25) are attributed to one of those three. For this reason our Savior says, “Abraham saw My day” (John 8:[56]) and “Before Abraham was, I am” (v. 58). In Gen. 31:11 He addresses Jacob and calls Himself the God to whom Jacob had made his vow (v. 13) and calls him back to the land of his fathers (same verse). But Jacob had made his vow not to a created angel but to Jehovah Himself (Gen. 28:13), and it was God who promised to recall him from Mesopotamia (v. 15). The same Son of God wrestles with him (Gen. 32:24). From Him Jacob prays for a blessing for the sons of Joseph (Gen. 48:[16]), which does not befit any created angel. (Cf. Behm, Tract. de aetern. Filii divinit., c. 36, p. 264.)

To this we can refer all the appearances in which Jehovah was seen at the time of the Old Testament in the form of a man, for He was the Son of God, the Word, the person through whom God spoke with the fathers from the beginning, the witness and interpreter of the divine will, whose “delight was with the sons of men” (Prov. 8:[31]). Therefore He wished to reveal to His beloved ones the preludes of His incarnation in those visible forms.

§ 150. (III) They believed that the Messiah, the Son of God, is a person distinct from the Father. This is clear: (1) From the name “Angel,” because He is called an Angel for this reason: because the Father sends Him to humans as Mediator and Word and He was going to be sent into the flesh in the fullness of time. But one person sends while another person is sent, and an angel is not his own ambassador. It is also clear from the name “Son” (Ps. 2:7; Prov. 30:4). He is not His own Son but the Son of the Father and a person distinct from the Father.

(2) From the description of His personal property, for He is called the Son begotten of the Father from eternity (Ps. 2:7), the “firstborn” (Ps. 89:[27]), “the reflection of eternal light, the image of God’s goodness” (Wisdom 7:26). Wisdom says that it was “with God” (Prov. 8:24).

(3) From the repetition of the name “Jehovah”: “Jehovah rained from Jehovah” (Gen. 19:24); “Jehovah preached about Jehovah” (Exod. 34:5); “Jehovah saves in Jehovah” (Hosea 1:7); etc. But if the name “Jehovah” belonged to only one person, that repetition of the name “Jehovah” could not take place.

(4) From the appropriation of work. It was foretold only about the Son of God, the promised Messiah, that He would be born of a virgin and would assume human nature in the fullness of time. Therefore in the New Testament it was obvious about Him that He was a person distinct from the Father.

§ 151. (IV) They believed that the Messiah is sent not only by the Father but also by the Holy Spirit. Isa. 48:16: “Adonai Jehovah and His Spirit have sent Me.” (Cf. John 18:20 where Christ applies to Himself the words immediately preceding: “I have said nothing in secret.”) They believed that “the Spirit of the Lord would rest upon Him,” namely, “the Spirit of wisdom and understanding, the Spirit of counsel and might, the Spirit of knowledge and fear of the Lord” (Isa. 11:2). Isa. 42:1: “Behold, My servant. I have given Him My Spirit.” Isa. 61:1: “The Spirit of the Lord God is upon Me because the Lord has anointed Me to bring the good news to the meek. He has sent Me,” etc. (Cf. Luke 4:18.) They believed that He would be anointed with the Holy Spirit “before His fellows” or beyond His fellows (Ps. 45:[7]). (Cf. Heb. 1:9.) To this pertain the statements in which the promised Savior and Redeemer of the human race is called [image: ] [“Messiah,” “the Anointed”] (Ps. 2:2; 132:10; Dan. 9:26). He is called this because He was to be anointed with the Holy Spirit according to the human nature that He would assume in the fullness of time, etc.

From all this we conclude the following: Those who acknowledge that the Messiah is (1) true and eternal God; (2) a person before His birth from the Virgin and, in fact, subsisting from eternity; (3) a person distinct from the Father; (4) upon whom the Holy Spirit would rest—such people are acknowledging the plurality and especially the trinity of persons in the one undivided essence of the Deity. But from the prophesies of the Messiah in the Old Testament the devout of the Old Testament could have and did acknowledge those four chief parts of the doctrine regarding the person of the Messiah. Therefore they also could have acknowledged and did acknowledge the plurality and especially the trinity of persons in the one undivided essence of the Deity. There can be no doubt about the major premise unless someone wants to manufacture three gods [Tritheitas] out of them, but the very clear statements about the unity of the essence of God have freed them from this error. If anyone should make the exception that “they could not have concluded the personality of the Holy Spirit from these statements,” we send him back to the arguments that we brought out in our two preceding arguments.
  


CHAPTER XI: WHICH CONTAINS THE FOURTH ARGUMENT DRAWN FROM THE OLD TESTAMENT FOR AFFIRMING THE MYSTERY OF THE TRINITY
 

[The fourth argument from the Old Testament: The Aaronic benediction.]

§ 152. The fourth principal foundation drawn from the Old Testament for asserting the mystery of the Trinity is taken from the ecclesiastical benediction in Num. 6:22–27: “The Lord spoke to Moses saying: ‘Say to Aaron and his sons: You will bless the sons of Israel by saying to them: The Lord bless you and keep you. The Lord make His face to shine upon you and be gracious to you. The Lord lift up His face upon you and give you peace. And they will put My name upon the sons of Israel, and I shall bless them.’ ” We showed in a special disputation on this benediction that this formula of benediction was considered and also should have been considered by the Israelites to be of the greatest value and importance. We showed this: (1) From the naming of its principal author. (2) From the condition of its instrumental cause. (3) From the promise added. (4) From the solemn recitation of the benediction. (5) From the daily, frequent use of this benediction.

We demonstrated the mystery of the Trinity from this benediction by proving from it (1) the trinity of persons and (2) the unity of the divine essence. We showed that the trinity of persons is expressed in it: (a) From the threefold repetition of the name “Jehovah.” (b) From the enumeration of distinct benefits. (c) From the application of each to the analogy of faith. (d) From a comparison with other passages of Scripture. (e) From the testimony of Christian interpreters. (f) From the ritual that they customarily observed in pronouncing that blessing in a special way.

The unity of the divine essence is revealed by: (a) The singular name “Jehovah.” (b) The singular pronoun or suffix. (c) The singular verb. All this we proved in detail, and to those points that our adversaries have brought up in opposition we have responded in the disputation that is found in Disputat. theol., part 2, to which we send our kind reader.
  


CHAPTER XII: WHICH EMBRACES THE REMAINING ARGUMENTS THAT CAN BE PRODUCED FROM THE OLD TESTAMENT FOR AFFIRMING THE MYSTERY OF THE TRINITY
 

The distinct classes of statements of the Old Testament in which the mystery of the Trinity is presented.

§ 153. These are the four principal foundations that we cite from the Old Testament to affirm the mystery of the Trinity. In addition, that this entire treatment may be more perfect, we shall divide each and every statement cited from the Old Testament for the Trinity into two classes according to the observation of blessed Luther and Dr. Chemnitz. The first proves the plurality of persons; the second, the trinity of persons in God. The passages of the first group prove the Trinity mediately and indirectly, while those of the second do this immediately and directly.

To the first class belong: (I) Those passages in which Scripture speaks about God in the plural. Passages of this kind can be subdivided into three groups: (1) In some a singular verb is connected with a plural noun, where the latter expresses a plurality of persons and the former the unity of essence: “In the beginning [image: ] ” [“God (plural) created (singular)”] (Gen. 1:1). [image: ], “The Lord God [plural] did not cause [singular] it to rain” (Gen. 2:5). [image: ]
Elohim, “God [plural] spoke [singular] with Abraham” (Gen. 17:3). [image: ]
Elohim [“God (plural) said (singular)”] (Gen. 35:11), and a little earlier in v. 9: [image: ] [Elohim] “And God [plural] appeared [singular] to Jacob.” “Who is there of all flesh who has heard the voice of [image: ] [God (plural)] speaking [singular] out of the midst of the fire?” (Deut. 5:26). “What one nation on earth is like Your people Israel to whom [image: ] God [plural] went [singular]?” (1 Chron. 17:21).

(2) In some a plural verb is added to a plural noun to denote more expressly the plurality of persons: “And it happened when [image: ]
[image: ]
Elohim caused me to wander from my father’s house” (Gen. 20:13). “He called the place [image: ] [“God of Bethel”] because there [image: ]
Elohim were revealed to him” (Gen. 35:7). (Calvin in his Comment. and, following him, Socinus in Defens. animadv., p. 132, take both passages to refer to angels. But God had been the author of that pilgrimage for Abraham, Gen. 12:1; and God Himself had appeared to Jacob along the way, and it was for Him also—and not for angels—that Jacob built the altar. Gen. 35:1: “God says to Jacob: ‘Arise, go up to Bethel … and make there an altar to God who appeared to you when you fled from the face of Esau.’ ” Eniedinus is not afraid to say: “Because Abraham was wandering among those heathen nations, he accommodated himself to those nations in this manner of speaking to catch their favor.”) “Who is like Your people Israel, one nation on earth, because of whom [image: ] God went up?” (2 Sam. 7:23).

(3) In some a plural participle used in place of a substantive noun or a plural adjective is attributed to God:


What is all flesh that it should hear the voice of [image: ] the living Elohim?” (Deut. 5:26)


You will be unable to serve Jehovah because [image: ]
Elohim holies He; He is a jealous God. (Josh. 24:19)

No one said, “Where is [image: ] God, my Makers, who gives songs?” (Job 35:10)

Surely [image: ]
Elohim [are] judges on earth. (Ps. 58:[11])

Let Israel be glad [image: ] in its Makers. Let the children of Zion rejoice in their King. (Ps. 149:2)

(“Trust [image: ] in the mighty [plural] Lord [singular],” Isa. 26:[4]. Epiphanius cites this passage against the Anom., but [image: ] can also be an adverb in the construct state, as Pagnini and Arias translated it—“until forever.”)

Thus saith the Lord, [image: ] your Makers and your Shaper. (Isa. 44:2)

[image: ], Your Makers [are] your husbands. Jehovah Sabaoth is His name. (Isa. 54:5)

[image: ], The Lord God, He is truth, [image: ] the living [plural] Elohim and the King of the age (or eternal King). (Jer. 10:10)

You pervert the words of Elohim Chaiim, the living God, Jehovah Sabaoth, [image: ] our Lords. (Jer. 23:36)




 

§ 154.31 We explained earlier the exceptions our adversaries have brought out against these passages.

(II) Those passages in which God speaks about Himself in the plural: “[image: ]Let Us make man in Our image” (Gen. 1:26). (We explained earlier the statements of the fathers by which they demonstrate that this form of speaking must be referred to the plurality of persons and the exceptions of our adversaries by which they try to weaken the evidence of this passage.) One of our people, having followed Pererius (in Genes., bk. 4, p. 155), adds the passage Gen. 2:18 (“Let Us make a helper for man”), but in the Hebrew this is singular: [image: ], “I will make . …”

“Behold, Adam has become like one of Us” (Gen. 3:22). Calvin, Comment.: “Christians elicit the doctrine of the three persons from this passage, but an argument of this sort is not at all strong because here ‘Adam’ is included in the word ‘us.’ ” However, note: (1) The use of the plural number. (2) The partitive expression, “has become like one [image: ] of Us.” (3) The relationship with the preceding words. Jehovah Elohim, God, who is one in essence and three in persons, said, “Behold, man has become like one of Us.” However, those whom He addressed surely were those whom He addressed in Gen. 1:26: “Let Us make man after Our image and likeness,” where the consultation of plural persons regarding a purely divine work and the use of a plural verb and pronoun show that this must be taken as a reference to plural and indeed divine persons. “God” has to do with the deceitful promise of the serpent in Gen. 3:5 (“You will be like Elohim”), which becomes clear from the words added—“knowing good and evil.” “In that entire third chapter Jehovah alone is speaking with our first parents. There is no mention of angels except at the end of the chapter, and that ‘Us’ does not include Adam because it is the opposite term.” (4) The confession of Calvin himself, for he admits that in the other passages in which God speaks about Himself in the plural, the mystery of the Trinity is indicated. But the nature of this passage is exactly the same as that of the others. (5) The testimony of the other Calvinists. In his Comment., observ. 33, Piscator calls this “the most obvious witness of the plurality of persons in the essence of God, namely, of the Holy Trinity.” (6) The consequence of absurdity. For the partitive “one of us” cannot be referred to Adam nor to the angels without absurdity. (7) The explanation of the Targum
Hierosolymitanum: “And the word of the Lord God said: ‘Behold, Adam is like one of Us.’ ” (See Justin, Dial. cum Tryph.)

“Come, let Us go down and confuse their language” (Gen. 11:[7]). Philo ([image: ]) says that God spoke to the angels not as protectors but as punishers. Again, Eniedinus judaizes: “God could have caused this confusion of languages through one or more angels, just as the destruction of the Sodomites.” Yet in v. 5 God Himself is said to have gone down and, in v. [9], to have confused the languages. “ [image: ] The Most High separated the sons of men” (Deut. 32:8). Theodoret is correct in his commentary: “In the plural He confused the language, indicating the number of the persons of the Trinity.” Calvin is forced by the power of truth to admit: “From this it is proved not clumsily that several persons exist in the one essence of God.” For observe: (a) The use of the plural number, [image: ] [“Let Us go down and let Us confuse”]. (b) The mutual exhortation [image: ], “Come [plural],” which word is used in the same chapter (v. 4) to refer to the many builders of the tower of Babel (“Come, let us build ourselves a city”). (c) The expression of the divine work, “Let Us go down and confuse their language.” But that confusion of languages is a purely divine work: “Jehovah confused their lips” (v. 9). Therefore God is not addressing angels but the persons of the Godhead.

“I heard the voice of the Lord saying: ‘Whom shall I send? Who will go for Us?’ ” (Isa. 6:8). Everywhere the sending of prophets is attributed to the true God alone. Therefore God is not addressing the angels but the persons of the Trinity. Eniedinus objects: “Here in reference to one and the same singular, sometimes the singular and sometimes the plural is used in a mixture: ‘Whom shall I send, and who will go for Us?’ ” Lyra responds: “Only the Holy Spirit is speaking here and, in fact, to Himself at first: ‘Whom shall I send?’ Then He addresses the entire Trinity.” This is because the sending of the prophets and apostles is attributed to the Holy Spirit uniquely (Acts 13:2), and He is even said to speak “by the prophets” (2 Sam. 23:2; Acts 1:16; 2 Pet. 1:21). He is effective through the ministry of the Word preached by the apostles, prophets, and other teachers of the Church (Gen. 6:3; John 16:8; 1 Cor. 2:4; 2 Cor. 3:3; etc.). We respond more simply that the plural and singular are by no means being mixed nor do they signify the same thing in every respect, but that the former expresses the trinity of persons and the latter the unity of the divine essence (just as in the words of Christ that “I and the Father are one,” John 10:30, the unity of essence is expressed by “one” and the distinction of persons by “are”).

Some add the passage of the prophet Isaiah (41:22): “Let them come and tell us what is to happen. Tell us what the former things were.” However, it is more correct to refer these words to the prophet speaking in the name of the church, for this is added: “And we shall place our heart and know the latter end of them. Declare to us the things to come hereafter, and we shall know that you are gods.” In Not. ad quaest. 1. Athan., Reuchlin adds the passage Mal. 1:6, where God speaks of Himself in the plural: “If I am [image: ] Lords, where is My fear?”

§ 155. (III) Those passages in which Jehovah speaks about Jehovah and the Lord [speaks] about the Lord. In these passages we gather that the plurality of persons is being signified because the utterly simple unity of essence confirmed in other passages of Scripture does not permit this form of speaking to refer to a plurality of essence. In Gen. 9:16 God says to Noah: “There will be a bow in the cloud, and I shall see it to remember the everlasting covenant between God and every living creature.”

Gen. 19:24: “The Lord rained brimstone and fire from the Lord upon Sodom.” In his commentary, Vatablus believes that this phrase is a Hebraism that signifies that “the Lord Himself stirred up this fire from the skies.” Calvin claims the same thing in his commentary and says: “It is not at all certain that the fathers tried to prove the divinity of Christ with this testimony. Those are, in my judgment, causing an uproar without reason who harass the Jews quite fiercely because they do not admit this kind of proof, though the advice of Moses raises and sharpens the eyes of his readers to look at the hand of God.” Ostorodt cites and approves this explanation of Calvin in his Disput. German., Trad. oppositae, part 2, c. 5.

We press, however: (1) the clear distinction of Jehovah the Son from Jehovah the Father. “Jehovah rained from Jehovah.” Therefore it is one person who rained, the Son, but it is in turn another person from whom He rained, the Father—for the unity of the divine essence proved elsewhere keeps another God from being introduced.

(2) The emphatic addition of the preposition, “The Lord rained [image: ] Jehovah,” where [image: ] is not the article that indicates the accusative case but the preposition that means “with,” which exerts its meaning added to the preposition[image: ] [“from”]. Therefore it gives an emphatic sound to the words “The Lord rained down from with Jehovah,” to signify that the Lord rained both from Jehovah and with Jehovah. Ps. 118:23: “This has happened from with the Lord.”

(3) A comparison with other passages of Scripture. John 5:19: “The Son can do nothing of His own accord but only what He has seen the Father doing.” Therefore the assertion of Moses that “He rained from Jehovah” refers to Him who witnesses that He can do nothing from Himself. V. 17: “My Father is working until now, and I am working.” V. 22: “The Father judges no one but has given all judgment to the Son.” But he is describing in this passage [Gen. 19:24] the judiciary action of God the Father against the Sodomites. Therefore the Son should not be excluded from it. Amos 4:11: “I overthrew you as when Elohim overthrew Sodom and Gomorrah.” Yet Elohim indicates plural persons. Jer. 50:40: “As when Elohim overthrew Sodom and Gomorrah,” etc. We also add those passages of Scripture in which Jehovah speaks to Jehovah and Jehovah sends Jehovah, where [only] one person cannot be understood. Therefore as Jehovah who speaks is distinguished from Jehovah to whom the words are addressed and Jehovah who sends from Jehovah who is sent, so the Jehovah who rains is personally distinguished from the Jehovah from whom it rains.

(4) The Aramaic version. The Targum Hierosolymitanum reads: “The Word of Jehovah was sending down upon the people of Sodom and Gomorrah gentle rains, if they perhaps would repent from their evil works. And when they saw those gentle rains, they said, ‘Undoubtedly our wicked works have not yet been uncovered before the presence of Jehovah.’ Therefore the Word of the Lord came back again and sent down upon them fire and brimstone from the face of Jehovah down from the heavens.” The Targum Jonathan: “The Word of Jehovah sent down gentle rains upon Sodom and Gomorrah that they might repent. And they did not repent because they said: ‘Our evil works have not been revealed before Jehovah.’ Therefore fire and brimstone were sent upon them from the Word of Jehovah down from the heavens.” But sending fire and brimstone that they be turned back to God, etc., are actions befitting persons. Rabbi Eleazar (as cited by Galatino in bk. 2, c. 6), Beresith Rabba, on Genesis 19 (“And God rained,” etc.): “In every passage of Scripture where the Tetragrammaton is used, God Himself and the house of His judgment is always understood.” Furthermore, Galatino proves that “the house of His judgment” means the Trinity because it took three at the minimum to render a sentence.

(5) The consensus of Christian interpreters. Irenaeus, bk. 3, c. 5, p. 175: “In the destruction of the Sodomites Scripture says: ‘And the Lord rained upon Sodom fire and brimstone from the Lord out of heaven.’ This signifies the Son, who also spoke with Abraham and had received from His Father the power to judge the Sodomites because of their sins.” Justin (Dial. cum Trypho., p. 215) concludes from this passage that “besides Him who is comprehended by our understanding to be the Father of all, someone else is properly being called ‘Lord.’ ” The Council of Sirmium, canon 16, according to Socrates (Hist., bk. 2, c. 30): “If someone understands that ‘the Lord sent rain … from the Lord’ does not refer to the Father and the Son but would say that He sent rain from Himself, let him be accursed, for the Lord the Son sent rain from the Lord the Father.” We find similar things in Ignatius (Epist. ad Antioch.), Hilary (De trin., bk. 4), Epiphanius (Adv. haeres.), Cyril (Contra Julian., bk. 1), Augustine (Quaest. in Gen., bk. 1, q. 59), etc.

§ 156. The Photinians object, saying: (I) “The Hebrews often use the antecedent in place of the personal pronoun.” “Solomon summoned the elders of Israel to King Solomon” (1 Kings 8:1), that is, to himself. “King Solomon gave to the queen of Sheba all that she desired according to the hand of King Solomon” (1 Kings 10:13). “Rehoboam gathered all the house of Judah … to restore the kingdom to Rehoboam” (1 Kings 12:21). From the New Testament they add 1 Cor. 1:7–8; 1 Thess. 1:9; 2 Thess. 3:5; 2 Tim. 1:18. They try to prove that the same thing is being observed when God is being discussed. They do this on the basis of: “God created man after the image of God” (Gen. 1:27; 5:1). “Jehovah was revealed to Samuel at Shiloh according to the word of Jehovah” (1 Sam. [3:21]). “Does Jehovah want burnt offerings and sacrifices and not rather that one obey the voice of Jehovah?” (1 Sam. 15:22). “The priests were unable to enter the temple of Jehovah because the majesty of Jehovah had filled the temple of Jehovah” (1 Kings 8:11; 2 Chron. 7:2). [All this is from] Eniedinus, Explicat. loc.; Schmalz, Contra Schopp., de trin., p. 9.

We respond. This empty subterfuge cannot be applied to the other passages of Scripture in which Jehovah speaks to Jehovah and also in which Jehovah is sent by Jehovah, where anyone at all understands that distinct persons are being expressed. In Isa. 48:[16] Jehovah says: “Jehovah and His Spirit have sent Me.” A paraphrase will read like this: “I have sent Myself, and My Spirit has sent Me.” Zech. 2:8: “He Himself has sent Me,” that is, “I have sent Myself.” The very letter clearly confirms our opinion, for it is one who rains and another from whom it rains. To this pertain the other foundations brought out in support of our position.

(II) The Photinians make the exception: “Everywhere in Holy Writ the overthrow of Sodom is attributed to God the Father, not to the Son: Jer. 50:40; Amos 4:11; 2 Pet. 2:6.” We respond. As the Father is not outside nor without the Son, so also He does not work outside nor without the Son but through the Son. In fact, the Father is of one essence and power with the Son. Nazianzen says in reference to the works of God that are called “external [ad extra]”: “That which acts is one Deity common to the three” (Orat. 5. de theolog.). Furthermore, in prophetic statements we have the word Elohim, which expresses plural persons.

(III) They make the exception that “the word ‘God’ is emphatic and means increase and greatness. Thus the ‘fear of Jehovah’ and ‘the sleep of Jehovah’ (2 Chron. 20:29; Gen. 35:5; 1 Sam. [26]:12) are taken as great and vehement; ‘the fire of Jehovah’ (Num. 11:1) as great and vehement; ‘the wind from Jehovah’ (v. 31), that is, great and vehement. So also here, ‘Jehovah’ is an epithet for fire and brimstone.”

We respond. (1) This exception militates against the first, for the vehement effect of God is not true God Himself. (2) This exception would have some attractiveness if the fire and brimstone were called “the fire of God” and “the brimstone of God,” just as elsewhere things are called “the cedars of God,” “the mountains of God.” Yet Moses says far differently: “Jehovah rained fire and brimstone from Jehovah,” where the name “Jehovah” is related not to the noun but to the verb “rained.” (3) In 2 Chron. 20:29 and Gen. 35:5, the word “Jehovah” is not present but rather Elohim, which at times is attributed also to creatures. Therefore to this point there is a disparity. (4) In those passages, the word Elohim is not taken adjectivally, so as to extend the meaning, but substantively, to express the efficient cause, God Himself, by whom that terror was sent and from whom that fire came down. (Cf. Gen. 35:5; Exod. 23:27; Deut. 11:25.) (5) In 1 Sam. 16:13 it is not a vehement wind but the Spirit of the Lord who is said to have rested upon David, which must be understood as referring to the Holy Spirit, as is evident from other passages of Scripture. (6) The vehemence and uniqueness of that fire are denoted by the added section “from heaven” so that we understand that this was a unique, heavenly rain. (7) According to this hypothesis the word “Jehovah” would have a different meaning in one and the same sentence.

(IV) They make the exception: “In the first passage the angel is called Jehovah—the angel whom God had sent to destroy Sodom, who represented Jehovah, who brought down fire and brimstone from the true God Himself, whose ambassador He was.”

We respond. (1) This exception also conflicts with the first because a created angel is not true God Himself. (2) The name “Jehovah” belongs to the true God alone, as we proved in its own place. (3) This exception labors under the same absurdity as the third, namely, that the name “Jehovah” takes on a diverse meaning in one and the same sentence. (4) In Defens. animadv., p. 304, Socinus admits that Jehovah Himself, not the angels, destroyed Sodom with fire and brimstone, which rained down from heaven. He says: “The angels then say that they were sent by Jehovah to destroy that place not because they themselves were actually going to destroy it—for Jehovah Himself did that with brimstone and fire sent from heaven—but because Jehovah both was using and would continue to use their services to prepare the place for destruction after Lot and his household had been led out from there,” etc. (5) Moses never speaks in the singular but always in the plural with reference to the two angels sent to Sodom (Gen. 19:1ff.). And from v. 19 to v. 23 Lot is no longer speaking with the two angels who were the companions of the Son of God but directly with the Son of God Himself, who had come to this conference with the angels, as all the circumstances show. For he invokes Him and gains his request that the town of Zoar be spared, etc. Therefore He is the Jehovah who rained from Jehovah.

§ 157. In Exod. 11:3 the Lord is speaking about the Lord, Jehovah about Jehovah, saying that He “will give favor to the people in the sight of the Egyptians”32 to lend them golden vessels. Exod. 16:7: “In the morning you will see the glory of Jehovah because He has heard your murmurings against Jehovah.” In Exod. 23:20 Jehovah says that He will send an angel in whom is His name. For this reason He is called “the face of Jehovah.” In Exod. 24:1 the Lord says to Moses: “Come up to the Lord.” In Exod. 30:16 the Lord commands that the atonement money be given “as a remembrance before the Lord.” In Exod. 33:19 the Lord says to Moses: “I shall make all My goodness pass before you, and I shall call in the name of Jehovah before you.” Exod. 34:5–6: “Jehovah descended in the cloud and stood there with Moses and called in the name of Jehovah. And Jehovah passed before him and cried: ‘The Lord, the Lord God, merciful,’ ” etc. Num. 14:21: “As I live, says the Lord, the glory of the Lord will fill all the earth.” (Cf. Isa. 6:4; John 12:41.) In 2 Sam. 5:23–24 the Lord said to David: “You shall come upon the enemies from opposite the mulberry trees. And when you hear the sound of marching in the tops of the mulberry trees, then you will move, for then Jehovah will go out ahead of you.” 2 Sam. 7:11: “Jehovah declares to you that Jehovah will build you a house.” Ps. 45:[7]: “God, Your God has anointed You with the oil of gladness.” (Cf. Heb. 1:9.) Ps. 110:1: “The Lord said to My Lord: ‘Sit at My right hand.’ ” (Cf. Matt. 22:44; Mark 12:36; etc.) The Targum Onkelos: “The Lord said to His Word.” Midrash Tillim on Psalm 17: “It will happen that the holy and blessed God will cause the King Messiah to sit at His right hand, just as it was said: ‘The Lord said to My Lord.’ ” Isa. 44:6: “Thus said the Lord the King of Israel [image: ]and His Redeemer the Lord of hosts.” Isa. 60:19: “The Lord will be your everlasting light, and your God will be your glory.” Jer. 23:5; 33:15: “Behold, the days are coming, says Jehovah, and I shall raise up for David a righteous shoot … and this is His name by which they will call Him: ‘Jehovah our righteousness.’ ” Dan. 9:17: “Hear, our God, the prayer of your servant for the sake of the Lord.” In Hosea 1:7 the Lord says: “I shall have pity on the house of Judah, and I shall save them in the Lord their God.” Zech. 2:8ff.: “Thus says the Lord of hosts: After the glory He sent Me to the nations who plundered you, for he who touches you touches the apple of My eye. Behold, I shall lift up My hand over them, and they will be plunder for their servants. And you will know that Jehovah of hosts has sent Me. Sing and rejoice, O daughter of Zion, because, behold, I shall come and I shall dwell in the midst of you, says Jehovah. And many nations shall be gathered to Jehovah on that day, and they will be My people, and I shall dwell in the midst of you. Then you will know that Jehovah of hosts has sent Me to you.” Zech. 3:2: “And Jehovah said to Satan: ‘May Jehovah rebuke you, O Satan! May Jehovah, who has chosen Jerusalem, rebuke you!’ ”

§ 158. (IV)33 Those passages in which mention is made of the Son of God, for it is necessary that He be true God, otherwise He will not be the proper and natural Son of God. Ps. 2:7: “I shall tell of the decree that Jehovah said to Me: ‘You are My Son; today have I begotten You.’ ” This psalm speaks in the literal sense not about David but about Christ. This is shown: (1) By the aim and argument of the psalm. It deals with the doctrine of the person of the Messiah and His prophetic and royal office, and with the fortune of His kingdom in this world.

(2) It is shown by the entire context and individual parts. (a) For it is not against David but against Christ, the Son of David, and His Gospel that the heathen have raged; that is, the whole world has conspired against Him. (b) Christ alone is described in Holy Scripture in such a way that He was established as the “King of Zion” (Zech. 9:9); that “He sent forth the scepter of His kingdom,” that is, the preaching of the Gospel, “from of Zion” (Ps. 110:2); that He is “the salvation given from Zion” (Ps. 14:7). There is a prophecy about Christ in Isa. 59:20: “The Redeemer will come to Zion.” Isa. 52:7: “How beautiful upon the mountains are the feet of him who preaches the Gospel … who says to Zion: ‘Your King has reigned.’ ”(Cf. Ps. 74:2; 76:[2]; Joel 3:[2]; Mic. 4:7; etc.) (c) Christ alone is the natural and proper Son of God begotten of the Father “today,” that is, from eternity. (d) To Christ alone have been promised the inheritance of the whole world and the possession of dominion (Ps. 8:[6]; 72:5; Isa. 49:6). However, David never received the nations as his inheritance. He subdued the neighboring peoples in war and subjected them to himself, but his kingdom was closed in by much less than the limits of the whole world. But it is this breadth of the kingdom, of which the psalm speaks, that is clearly promised. (e) The power of life and death, to be able to save and destroy, belongs neither to David nor to any man but to Christ alone (Acts 10:42; 17:31; Rom. 14:10). (f) Least of all can we apply to David what is said at the end of the psalm: “Blessed are all those who trust in Him.” (Cf. Jer. 17:5.)

(3) It is shown by the consensus of the apostles in the New Testament, who expressly and clearly apply this psalm to Christ (Acts 4:25; 13:33; Heb. 1:5; 5:5; Rev. 2:27; 19:15).

(4) It is shown by the approval of the ancient Jews. You see, if the early Jews had been persuaded that this psalm was speaking about David, they would have objected to Paul and the rest of the apostles when they applied it to Christ. Lyra, from Rabbi Salomon: “Our teachers explained this psalm as referring to the King Messiah, by which Christ is understood, who was promised in the Law and the prophets.” (Cf. the Midrash Tillim and the testimonies of the other rabbinic scholars on this psalm. See the Disput. Giessens., vol. 4, disp. 5, pp. 117, 131, 247, and in our Commonplaces, On the Three Elohim [1610 Loci Theologici, locus 4], § 9.)

Ps. 72:17: “His name was begotten [filiatum] before the sun,” for Burgensis explains the word [image: ] in this way. He also witnesses that the ancient Hebrews taught that “Yinnon is one of the names of the Messiah” and that they counted this psalm among the prophecies of the Messiah. (See vol. 4, Disput. Giessens. 5, p. 118.)

Ps. 89:[26–27]: “He will cry to Me: ‘You are My Father, My God, and the rock of My salvation.’ I shall make Him the firstborn, the highest among the kings of the earth.” The rabbinic scholars themselves admit that this passage must be taken to refer to the Messiah. For thus Rabbi Nathan writes on Exodus 13 (“Consecrate to Me all the firstborn”): “Just as I made Jacob the firstborn, so I shall make the King Messiah the firstborn, as it says in the psalm: ‘I shall make Him the firstborn, the highest among the kings of the earth.’ ”

Prov. 30:4: “Who ascends into heaven and comes down? Who has wrapped up the waters in a garment? Who has established all the ends of the earth? What is His name and what is His Son’s name? Surely you know!” Mercier takes this as a reference to power in this sense: “What man will be able to accomplish such things that are mentioned? Will you ever be able to name someone or designate someone by your name or by your son’s name?” But the aim and complete context show that the discourse refers not to power but to knowledge. You see, the words are expressly added, “Surely you know!” The meaning, then, is “Surely you know His or His Son’s name who works such things in nature.” Later, it is added in v. 5: “Every saying of God is purified. … Do not add to His words,” etc., so that from the revealed Word alone the name of God and of His Son is signified. That is, one must seek the true knowledge of God the Father and of His Son from it alone. Furthermore, those questions cannot be understood to refer to the power of man because, in accomplishing those actions that are listed, the ability of man is clearly nothing. Also, in Holy Scripture parents are not named from their children but, vice versa, children from their parents.

§ 159. The Jews refer this to Moses. Yet: (1) Neither Moses’ nor his son’s name was unknown, for to Moses two sons were born in the land of Midian, and their names are expressed in clear words. They were called Gershom and Eliezer (Exod. 2:22; 18:3). (2) “Every creature is capable of being named,” as the Damascene argues correctly from the ancients. However, as the divine essence is incomprehensible, so also is it nameless. Therefore Agur [in Proverbs 30] is speaking neither about Moses nor about any human but about God alone and the Son of God. (3) They cannot attribute to Moses the miracles of nature that are listed nor do ascending into heaven and descending from it befit him. (4) The exclamation set ahead of the questions shows that Agur is looking at something more lofty, for he arranges the wording in this way: “I have not learned wisdom nor have I known the knowledge of the saints” [Prov. 30:3]. That is, though I have learned many things in the realm of nature, nevertheless in the divine mysteries I did not learn the wisdom of the saints from myself and from the native powers of my own reason outside of and beyond the revealed Word—what the name of God and of His Son is. Consequently, Lyra comments on this passage: “The philosopher cannot say this because he does not have a knowledge of the Godhead except from creatures, which the divine essence surpasses infinitely. And the distinction of Father and Son in the Godhead could never be known through human wisdom, though one does know it through divine wisdom.”

Therefore the words of the wise Agur are correctly and simply taken to refer to the Son of God. This proves: (a) His true divinity, because the works that are attributed here to the Son of God are purely and truly divine works that pertain to the article of creation, as is clear from parallel passages of Scripture (such as Job 38:5ff.; Isa. 40:12; Jer. 5:22; and in many other places). Also, He whose name is unspeakable is the true God.

(b) His personal distinction from the Father, because He is distinguished from the Father by the name “Son” and because there is no question whether God has a Son; rather, it is presupposed that He does have one.

(c) His consubstantiality with the Father, because the name of both the Son of God as well as of God Himself is said to be unspeakable and unutterable. Surely, then, a unity of essence exists between the Father and the Son. (Cf. parallel passages in Gen. 32:29 and Judg. 13:[18], where the Son of God says: “Why do you ask My name, which is wonderful?” And this, too, pertains to the demonstration of this consubstantiality and equality of the Son with the Father: the name and knowledge of the Father and of the Son are most closely joined, for because the Father is in the Son and the Son in the Father—because the Father and the Son are one—so also “no one knows the Son except the Father, and no one knows the Father except the Son and anyone to whom the Son wills to reveal Him” (Matt. 11:27; Luke 10:22; John 1:18; 6:46; etc.).

For this reason the earlier rabbinic scholars themselves have taken this passage as referring to the Son of God. Rabbi Moses Hadarsan, on Genesis 44, on the words “And we said to my lord, ‘We have an old father, and the child of his old age,’ ” here says:


It is written: “Who ascends to the heavens and descends? Who gathers the wind [spiritum] in His palms? Who has wrapped up the waters in a garment? Who has established all the ends of the earth? What is His name, and what is His Son’s name?” Who ascends into heaven and descends? The holy and blessed God ascends into heaven and descends, as it says in Job 28: “Binding the waters in His clouds.” Here Scripture teaches us to say: The old father is His name, and the child of His old age is the name of His Son.





 

So much for the tradition in which God the Father is called an “old man” because He had no beginning nor will He ever have an end and the Son is called “the child of His old age” because He is begotten from Him from eternity.

§ 160. Here belong those passages of Scripture: (1) In which the eternal begetting of the Son from the essence of the Father is being discussed, for by reason of that begetting He is called the “Son of God.” (2) In which Jehovah is said to send the kind of angel to whom is attributed the name “Jehovah” or purely divine works or divine worship. For then the word “angel” is understood to mean not a created angel (to which these predicates do not belong—neither individually nor universally) but the uncreated Son of God. We spoke of this earlier.

§ 161.34 To the latter class of testimonies belong these passages of Scripture: (I) Passages in which the three distinct persons of the Godhead are enumerated: Gen. 1:1–2: “In the beginning God created heaven and earth by saying,” that is, through the Word, “and the Spirit of the Lord was brooding upon the waters.” We provided the explanation of this passage earlier.

In Exod. 31:1, “the Lord speaks to Moses,” and v. [3] says that Bezalel was filled “with the Spirit of God” (of His Son).

2 Sam. 23:2: “The Spirit of the Lord speaks by me, and His Word is upon my tongue.” For a clear explanation of this passage, see Luther’s treatise De novissimis verbis Davidis, vol. 8, German edition of Jena.

Ps. 33:6: “By the Word of the Lord were the heavens made and all their host by the Spirit of His mouth.” For the explanation of this passage, see above.

Ps. 45:[7]: “Therefore God Your God has anointed You with the oil of gladness above Your fellows.” Here there is mention of Him who anoints, that is, God the Father; of Him who is anointed, that is, God the Son; and of Him with whom the anointing is done, that is, the Holy Spirit of God. Weidner applies this a bit differently in his Loc. fidei Christian., where he says: “Because the name ‘God’ is doubled or said twice on the part of God who anoints—when he says, ‘God, Your God, has anointed You’—he wanted to denote the person of the Father and the person of the Holy Spirit, the Spirit by which the Son was anointed.”

Ps. 105:4: “Seek the Lord and His strength and His face always.” The “face of God” is understood to mean the Son of God, as we taught above from Exod. 33:14. The “strength of God” is understood to mean the Holy Spirit, as is concluded from a comparison of Matt. 12:27 and Luke 11:20.

Ps. 143:10 in the Aramaic paraphrase: “I have established Your Word as Redeemer. O Lord, teach me to do Your will and let Your good Spirit lead me in the right path.”

In Isa. 42:1 the heavenly Father says to His Son, who in the fullness of time would come to minister: “Behold, My servant, My chosen, in whom My soul delights. I have put My Spirit upon Him.” (Cf. Matt. 3:17; 17:5; Luke 4:18, where the explanation is set forth.)

In Isa. 48:16 the Messiah, the Son of God, says: “Draw near to Me and hear this. From the beginning I have not spoken in secret; from the time it came to be I have been there. And now Adonai Jehovah, and His Spirit, has sent He.” V. 17: “Thus says the Lord, your Redeemer, the Holy One of Israel.” Jerome comments on this passage: “When the Father was creating all things, He (the Son) was with Him, and the Father rejoiced in Him. Now the Son also says: ‘I who have always been with the Father and in the Father and have never been without the Father—even now do I speak and according to the frailty of the assumed flesh I say that the Lord God, and His Spirit, has sent Me.’ In this brief verse the mystery of the Trinity is revealed to us.”

§ 162. Socinus makes the exception: (1) “The authority of Jerome cannot be used against me because he was a sworn enemy of the Photinian opinion and violently and shamelessly twisted passages of Scripture to prove the Trinity” (Defens. animadv., p. 311). We respond. We set against our adversaries not so much the authority of Jerome as the evidence and explanation of the prophetic text given in the New Testament in John 18:20. Not only Jerome but the entire chorus of the teachers of purer antiquity—in fact, of the prophets and the apostles—are the sworn enemies of the Photinians. Therefore will they not allow the authority of these people to be set against them?

(2) “With the expression ‘mystery of the Trinity’ Jerome in this passage could have understood not that there are three persons in God—Father, Son, and Holy Spirit—but that those three concur in the mystery of our salvation.” We respond. There is no need for doubtful conjectures as to what Jerome meant by “the mystery of the Trinity” because he has explained his opinion clearly in other places. Jerome’s adversary is accusing him of this: that “he has violently and shamelessly twisted passages of Scripture to prove the mystery of the Trinity.”

(3) “The words ‘Thus says Jehovah, your Redeemer,’ etc., belong not to the words that precede but to those that follow.” We respond. On the contrary, they can and should be referred to those that precede, as is clear from John 18:20 where Christ, our only Redeemer, says: “I have spoken nothing in secret.”

(4) “He who is speaking here is someone and Jehovah, or God, is someone else, for he who is sent is undoubtedly speaking, and as he had said before that he had been sent by Jehovah, so also he had openly admitted that he was not Jehovah. Thus he is speaking about Jehovah, or God, as about someone other than himself. In fact, he speaks about Him in the third person and recites the words that contain his mission as reciting the words of a third person.” We respond. What a brilliant proof! He who sends is Jehovah; therefore He who is sent is not Jehovah! The Messiah is speaking here about Jehovah as another or distinct person. Therefore the Messiah is not Jehovah! But on the contrary, both sender and sent are Jehovah, as the evidence of the text shows quite clearly. The Messiah is speaking about Jehovah who is distinct from Himself not with respect to essence but with respect to person. Socinus objects in vain that “this response begs the question,” for because Scripture distinguishes the sent Jehovah from the sending Jehovah and yet clearly indicates that Jehovah is one, it certainly forces us to refer the former to the personal distinction and the latter to the essential unity.

§ 163. We go on, however, to the other passages of Scripture that belong to this class. In Isa. 61:1 the Messiah, the Son of God, says: “The Spirit of the Lord is upon Me because Jehovah has anointed Me,” etc. (Cf. Luke 4:1; John 3:34, where the explanation is given. Here the Word of God whom God sent is speaking because God does not give His Spirit by measure.)

Isa. 63:7–10: “I shall recount the mercies of Jehovah. And He said, ‘Surely, they are My people. The Angel of My face saved them.’ But they grieved His Holy Spirit.” See the explanation given above.

Hag. 2:[4–5]: “Behold, I am with you, says Jehovah of hosts. The Word that I covenanted with you when you came out of Egypt and My Spirit will be in your midst.” God the Father makes the promise to His Church of His own presence along with Christ the Mediator and the Holy Spirit. Junius and Tremellius render it: “The statement of Jehovah of hosts: ‘With the Word that I had covenanted with you,’ that is, in whom, through whom, and for the sake of whom I had accepted you and taken you into My covenant. For this reason He is also called ‘the Angel of the covenant’ (Mal. 3:1).”

Hag. 2:[5]: “And My Spirit abides with you. Fear not.” The word [image: ] often is used in place of the preposition “with.”

§ 164. (II) Passages in which the name “Jehovah” and “God” is said three distinct times, for there the three persons of the Godhead are indicated in a way of revelation harmonious with the Old Testament. We have listed those statements in our disputation on the benediction of Numbers 6.

(III) Passages in which the word “holy” is repeated three times in hymns by the angels and the elect, such as Isa. 6:3 and Rev. 4:8. The matter was discussed in detail in the Disp. public. Liseriana.

(IV) Passages in which the Lord speaks about the Lord and God speaks about God, for when the two persons are named at the same time, the person of the Holy Spirit speaking in Scripture is included at the same time. (See 2 Sam. 23:2; 2 Pet. 1:21; 2 Tim. 3:16.)

(V) Here some of the ancients refer the divine appearance made to Abraham in the three men (Genesis 18). For because it says “Jehovah” appeared to Abraham and later the addition is made that Abraham saw “three men” and that he addressed and worshiped one of them, they conclude that God appeared to Abraham in three distinct persons. Sozomen reports: “In memory of the appearance that happened near the oaks of Mamre, Jews, Gentiles, and Christians were accustomed to gather there annually. There each performed their sacred ceremonies according to their own ritual” (Hist., bk. 2, c. 3).

However, one cannot draw any solid argument from that appearance: (1) Because the ancients were not yet agreed on who those three men were who appeared to Abraham. The Hebrews mingle together here two appearances and, therefore, explain the words at the beginning of the chapter (“And Jehovah appeared to him”) as a theophany, but the rest as relating to an appearance of angels. Yet we must not allow them to wickedly tear apart the connected words, for why would Moses explain a summary of the entire account and say at the beginning that God appeared to Abraham unless he would later explain in particular the manner of that very appearance? The connective word opposes that tearing apart: “The Lord appeared to him by the oaks of Mamre. [image: ] And he was sitting in the door of his tent.” That is to say, that appearance had been arranged in such a way that God appeared to him in human form. Furthermore, the same one who promised Abraham a son from Sarah and declared judgment against Sodom is addressed by the holy name “Jehovah” by which He had been honored at the beginning of the chapter. Therefore some of the ancients claim that the three persons of the Godhead appeared to Abraham in three distinct forms of men. And because the patriarch knew that there was one God, he addressed those three in the singular number. However, because in Gen 19:1 two of those are called angels who say in v. 13, “Jehovah has sent us to destroy this place,” Burgensis concludes from this that the Father and the Holy Spirit cannot be understood by those two because the Father nowhere is said to be an angel or sent. Furthermore, only one of those is called “Jehovah.” Had these three men been the three persons of the Deity, the Epistle to the Hebrews would have recommended hospitality all the more from this in c. 13. Therefore a third explanation is given by Augustine (De civ. Dei, bk. 16, c. 29; De Trinit., bk. 2, c. 11), Cyril (Contra Julian., bk. 1), Gregory of Nyssa (De trinit.), and others whom Cornelius à Lapide follows. They think that all three were angels appearing in human form to signify symbolically the Trinity. Yet one of them is clearly called “Jehovah,” which name is nowhere given to a created angel. Therefore He is not a higher angel, as Cornelius à Lapide wants; not the archangel Gabriel, as pleases Burgensis; not Michael, as the rabbinic scholars dream—but the very Son of God. Most fitting, then, is the position of Hilary (De trinit., bk. 4), of Theodoret (Quaest. 68. in Gen.), of Nazianzen (De theol. Constant., orat. 2, in Eusebius, De vita Const., bk. 3, c. 50), and of Eusebius himself (Demonst. evang., bk. 5, c. 9), etc., that those three men were the Son of God accompanied by two angels. Therefore this can be applied to the mystery of the Trinity—that the Son of God, accompanied by no more and no less than two angels (and thus in three men) appears to Abraham—but one will hardly be able to extract a demonstrative argument from it.

(2) Because Abraham sometimes addresses those three men in the singular number because, according to Chrysostom, one of them—namely, the Son of God—was [image: ], more glorious and illustrious, than the others. Consequently, from the actual majesty of His visible form and from other indications, the patriarch gathered that the one whom he was addressing uniquely was chief among them and was the one whom the other two honored. The same thing is known to happen in legations.

(3) Because only one of them is called “Jehovah,” as the entire sequence of the text reveals. Yet if the three persons of the Trinity had appeared to Abraham, the name “Jehovah” would be given to any which one of those three men. Socinus adds: “Even if it were true that one of those angels was called ‘Jehovah’ quite often, this would prove nothing, for that could have happened because Jehovah had sent one of them. You see, in Holy Writ the sent one is called by the name of the sender” (Anim. ad assert. 3, p. 39). However, this begs the question, for we proved in its own place that nowhere is a created angel called by God’s proper name.

Passages of the New Testament.

§ 165. So much for the two classes into which the Old Testament passages can be distributed that are brought forth to affirm the mystery of the Trinity. The New Testament passages can be divided into four classes: (1) Some prove in general a plurality of persons in the Godhead, namely, those that speak of God in the plural: “We speak of what we know and bear witness to what we have seen; and no one receives our witness” (John 3:11). Some people refer these words to the prophets, apostles, and John the Baptist. Some explain it as a general reference to all faithful witnesses. Some assert that Christ speaks about Himself alone in the plural. Some take it as a proverbial expression. However, Cyril refers it most suitably to the mystery of the Trinity because Christ alone, and not the Baptist or any other minister of the evangelical preaching, has seen the things of heaven (John 1:18; 3:13). Christ alone speaks what He Himself knows or what He Himself has seen, while the prophets and apostles spoke those things that they had heard by revelation. For this reason their preaching is called a “hearing” (Isa. 53:1). Furthermore, it would not be fitting to number Christ, upon whom the Spirit of God rests (Isa. 11:2; 61:1), with the other common witnesses. Therefore it is more correct to take it as referring to witnesses who are divine by nature and essence, according to the explanation given in John 5:37 and 1 John 5:7.

To this class belong also these passages: “I and the Father are one” (John 10:30). “If anyone loves Me, he will keep My word, and My Father will love him, and We shall come to him and make Our dwelling with him” (John 14:23).

(2) Some passages describe the theophanies of God in the Baptism and transfiguration of Christ: Matthew 3 and 17, Mark 1 and 9, Luke 3 and 9, in which the individual persons of the Godhead revealed themselves by audible or visible, external symbols.

(3) Some passages mention the three persons of the Godhead clearly and expressly: Matt. 28:19; Luke 1:35; John 14:16–17; 15:26; Acts 10:38; Rom. 1:2–4; 8:11; 2 Cor. 13:[14]; Gal. 4:6; Eph. 2:18; Titus 3:4–6; 1 John 5:7; Rev. 1:4–5.

(4) Some passages make the mystery of the Trinity known through the distinguishing words [image: ], and [image: ]: Rom. 11:35–36. (See our Loci [1610 Loci Theologici, locus 4 (On the Three Elohim)], §§ 16–17, 19.)


[image: ]

31 From this § on, Cotta’s paragraph enumeration matches that of Preuss.

32 The verb “give” is future in the Vulgate and Luther’s translation.

33 Continuing the argument from § 155.

34 Continuing the argument from § 153.



  


CHAPTER XIII: WHICH PROVIDES THE RESPONSE TO THE ARGUMENTS OF THE PHOTINIANS
 

§ 166. Up to this point we have been discussing the first part of the factual material, which was constructive. Now follows the second part, which will be destructive and opposed to those who deny the mystery of the Trinity. The Photinians not only stubbornly deny this mystery but also attack it bitterly and blaspheme it shamelessly. We can place their arguments into two classes. (1) Some have been taken from statements of Scripture, which they have twisted badly. (2) Some have been taken from philosophical principles, which they have applied badly.

The statements of Scripture that they urge against the trinity of persons are those in which the Father of our Lord Jesus Christ is called “the one and only true God” (John 17:3; Eph. 4:6; 1 Cor. 8:6; etc.). However, we have shown in our immediately preceding treatise that the exclusive adjectives “one,” “only,” etc., are not opposed to the other persons of the Godhead but to created and fictitious deities that are outside the essence of the Godhead.

Earlier, in the preface, thesis 6, we showed the general response that should be given to the philosophical principles that they have applied badly to this mystery. We set forth a special explanation of the cunning of the Photinians in our commonplace On the Three Elohim [1610 Loci Theologici, locus 4], § 83. Therefore here we shall examine only three of their subtleties in particular.

§ 167. (I) From the unity of the divine essence. “An essence one in number cannot be common to plural persons, for ‘person’ is an intelligent individual substance. Therefore where there are three persons, there are three essences.” We respond. (1) Galatino provides this objection in De arcanis cathol. verit., bk. 2, c. 2: “If the divine essence, one in number, can, without a multiplication of itself, be in several places, surely the same can, without a multiplication of itself, be common to several persons.” He says:


Scripture asserts clearly, and the Jews admit, that God is everywhere. This cannot be confirmed according to diverse parts because, since God is spirit and supremely simple, He does not have any diversity or composition of parts. We must also not say that He is successively in diverse places because He would then be changeable with respect to place, which certainly does not befit God because—since He is eternal, immense, and supremely simple—He cannot be changed according to time or place or form. They (the Jews) must admit on account of this that, though God is one, He can be whole at one and the same time in various places with the truth of His unity. Therefore they must also concede that, though the Divinity exists as only one in number, it can be entirely in several persons at the same time. But if they concede that former, why do they deny the latter—since they should concede the one no more than the other?





 

However, God is in many places in a far different way than His divine essence is in plural persons. God is in many or, to say it more accurately, in all places freely and voluntarily, but the divine essence is not and cannot be outside the three persons. God and the creatures to whom God is present are distinguished in reality from each other, but the divine essence and the three persons of the Godhead are not distinguished in reality; otherwise there would be a quaternity.

(2) It is true when speaking about an essence that is finite, created, and immersed in corporeal matter to say that an essence one in number cannot be in several persons. However, this cannot be applied to the divine essence, which is infinite, without measure, uncreated, utterly simple, and completely immaterial, for because of its infinity and simplicity it can be in plural persons without any division, composition, multiplication, etc.

(3) Christian faith responds quite simply: We must acknowledge, worship, and invoke God in the way that He reveals Himself in His Word, and we dare not listen to the shrewd arguments of human reason contrary to this revelation given in the Word. But God has revealed Himself in the Word in such a way that He is one in essence and three in persons. Therefore we must acknowledge, worship, and invoke Him in this way and not listen to the shrewd arguments of human reason contrary to this revelation.

(4) Justin tries to prove with some sort of simile that the modes of existence [[image: ]] do not change the essence itself, for he writes (QQ. et resp., q. 139, p. 377): “Just as there is one kind of essence in Adam, Eve, and Seth—a rational soul and a mortal body—but the modes of existence vary, for Adam was made from the earth, Eve from his rib, and Seth from the genital seed, even in diverse modes of existence one and the same kind of essence continues and in this essence distinction and change do not occur. So it is also in the case of God: Because the essence of the persons is the same, we believe that there is one God: Father, Son, and Holy Spirit. God is one by the coexistence of the three divine persons [[image: ]] that differ from one another not in essence but in their modes of existence. The distinction of the modes of existence does not remove what is in the essence.” Meanwhile, we must note that the unity of the human essence in Adam, Eve, and Seth is merely one of species. However, the unity of the divine essence in the Father, Son, and Holy Spirit is numeric; therefore that simile is not adequate nor does it explain the magnitude of the mystery.

§ 168. (II) From the simplicity of the divine essence. “The simplicity of the divine essence excludes every compounding. Yet where person and essence exist, there is a compounding.” Socinus, Defens. animadv., p. 45: “If from the fact that the essence of God is utterly simple every compounding of the same essence is necessarily excluded, it clearly follows that in the essence of God there cannot be plural persons distinct from each other, unless we take the essence of God as a species or as a nature common to several persons.”

We respond. (1) Essence and person in God do not make a compounding because essence is not distinguished from the persons in reality, as Sommer falsely charges we believe (Refut. Carolini, p. 25). Rather, the three divine persons in reality are nothing other than the divine essence common to the three persons, and the divine essence in reality is nothing other than the three divine persons; otherwise a quaternity would be introduced instead of the Trinity.

(2) Although the persons are distinguished from each other in reality, that cannot make the simplicity of the divine essence fraudulent, because as Thomas argues ([ST,] part 1, q. 39, art. 1):


Just as relations are in created things according to accident, so the divine essence is in God. From this it follows that in God essence is not something other than person according to the thing and, nevertheless, that the persons are distinguished from each other in reality. You see, “person” signifies a relation as it subsists in the divine nature. Moreover, a relation compared to essence does not differ in thing but only in manner; and when compared with the opposite relation, by virtue of the opposition it does have a real distinction. Consequently, there continues to be one essence and three persons.





 

Some respond that relations of category create a compounding, but transcendental ones do not. But now in the case of God it is not a relation of category but a transcendental relation that occurs.

(3) The Christian faith responds most simply. Scripture teaches both: that the divine essence is utterly simple without any compounding and that the same essence is common to the three persons who are distinct from each other in reality. Therefore reason must be held captive under the obedience of faith and both must be believed, though we cannot comprehend how the simplicity of the divine essence remains with a trinity of persons. (See our De gloria Dei, disp. 10, § 36; and our locus On the Nature of God [1610 Loci Theologici, locus 3], § 85.)

§ 169. (III) From the majesty of the heavenly Father. “The confession of the Trinity weakens the glory of the one true God, who alone is the Father of our Lord Jesus Christ.”

We respond. (1) The glory of God consists of being confessed and worshiped in the same way as He reveals Himself in His Word. But God has revealed Himself in His Word in such a way that He is one in essence and three in persons.

(2) Therefore we invert the argument: “All people should honor the Son [image: ] [“just as”] they honor the Father. Whoever does not honor the Son does not honor the Father who sent Him” (John 5:2). Therefore by denying the Trinity the glory of the Trinity is weakened. Athanasius: “The Father does not accept honor toward Himself with the insult of His Son.” Augustine, Serm. 51, de verb. Dom.: “When you honor the Father and insult the Son, you offend both the Son and the Father.” Prudentius: “Do you not violate the Father when you refuse to know His Son? Nor are you able to call upon the Father when you cheat Him out of His Son.” (See our De gloria Dei, disp. 10, § 33.)

As concerns the rest of the clever arguments of the Photinians, which they have woven out of the judgment of reason like threads of sand, we respond with the words of Augustine: “If reason were unable to refute these arguments (the arguments formed against the mysteries of faith revealed in the Scriptures), faith should laugh them to scorn” (De civ. Dei, bk. 12, c. 17); and with those of Chrysostom: “Human reason, when compared with divine matters, has nothing in common with them. Therefore it is blasphemy to wish to examine divine matters with reasonings” (homily 5 on 1 Timothy). In and with this pronouncement we conclude our treatise on the mystery of the Trinity.
  



Glossary
 

absolute. Not having any relation to anything else, relationless, independent, or unconditional.

absolute attribute of God. An attribute that describes God as He is in Himself, not as He relates to the created world.

act first. To act in the first place, not in reaction to something else.

act of itself (per se). To act by one’s own nature or power, not by the power of something else. For example, one who opens a window shade lights up a room, but not by his own power. The sun, however, lights up the room by its own power. The sun acts per se, of itself.

actuality, primary (actus primus). The essence of a thing and its integrity, or the bare existence of a thing.

actuality, secondary (actus secundus). The function of a thing.

adjunct. Something added to or connected with. Essential feature.

aeviternity. The measure of the duration of an unchangeable yet created being, such as an angel.

benediction (benedictio). The effectual speaking of a good thing upon someone else.

blessedness (beatitudo). A state of life perfected by every aggregation of good things. A state of sacred happiness or bliss.

component, first (momentum primum). A noncomplex principle, namely, “essence,” composed of matter and form.

component, second (momentum secundum). A noncomplex principle, namely, “existence,” composed of subject and accidents.

distribution. When something whole is explained more broadly by separating it into parts (either properly or analogously).

entity. Character of being.

entity, minimal. A characterization of prime matter (q.v.). It is so low in the scale of being as to be nonactual.

entity, supreme. A characterization of God. God’s essence is the highest of all beings.

evil of fault. An evil that is constituted by deliberate fault or guilt.

evil of punishment. The punishment that God renders for sin according to His justice.

factual material ([image: ]). Explains the “things” or facts of a topic. An explanation of the actual subject matter. See nomenclature.

fallacy of “in a certain manner and simply.” Taking something that was stated only in a certain manner or respect and applying it simply or absolutely.

fallacy of multiple questions as of one. An argument in which something absurd is concluded from one answer given to multiple different or opposite questions. For example, if one asks, “Is Bill a man and Joe not a man?” no matter whether one answers “yes” or “no,” he will answer falsely.

fallacy of the consequent. Or “fallacy of the conclusion,” committed by confusing the antecedent and consequent parts of a conditional sentence. For example, it is true that if Joe is a man, he is an animal. But it is a fallacy of the consequent to say that if Spot is an animal, he is a man.

formal principal (formale). That which makes something what it is.

habit (habitus). A durable, accidental quality in the nature of a thing; or a disposition or inclination toward something. Sometimes a synonym of habitudo, relation.

hypostasis. Subsistence, person. See suppositum.

matter, prime. Or “primary matter.” Purely potential matter, without any form or actuality. When form and matter are combined, they produce actually existing beings. On the scale of beings, God is at the top, as pure actuality, and primary matter is at the bottom, as pure potentiality.

mediation of addition (suppositum). An agent is said to work without the mediation of addition when it works without any cause interposed between the agent and that upon which it acts.

mediation of might. An agent is said to work without the mediation of might when it acts with its own might, which is not begged from elsewhere.

mode, first. Plato’s “first mode” of genera, dealing with “essence,” that which pertains to the definition of a thing.

necessity of the consequence. A necessity that is based on contingent circumstances. It is a necessity by which something is not necessary by its own nature but only on the supposition of something antecedent. For example, supposing that all the boys in Illinois own a ball, it is necessary that John, who lives in Chicago, owns a ball. Yet there is no intrinsic relationship of living in Chicago and owning a ball.

necessity of the consequent. The necessity that stems from an intrinsic connection of cause with effect.

nomenclature ([image: ]). Explains the “words” of a topic. See factual material.

notional actions of God. Eternal actions of God that constitute the distinguishing characteristics of the divine persons. For example, the begetting of the Son and the breathing of the Holy Spirit.

[image: ] “That it is,” that is, the question as to the existence of a thing. See [image: ]

potential, active. The capability of acting upon something else. Opposite of “passive potential.”

potential, passive. The capability to be acted upon by something else. Opposite of “active potential.”

power of God, absolute. The omnipotence of God limited only by His own nature.

power of God, ordinary. Or “ordained power.” What God can do given the fact that He has created this world and wants to preserve it.

predication
in quid. A statement that has to do with the essence (quiddity) of a thing.

predication, denominative. A statement that names. A manner of predicating accidents of a substance.

prime matter. See matter, prime.

primitive words. Words not derived from others.

principle of number. “One” in the genus of mathematics. Thomas Aquinas, ST, p. 1, q. 11, art. 3 ad 2: “ ‘One,’ according as it is the principle of number, is not predicated of God, but only of those things which have being in material. For ‘one,’ which is the principle of number, is of the genus of mathematics, which has being in material but is abstracted from material by reason.”

quiddity. What a thing is. The essence of a thing.

relation of reason. A relation produced by the mind and existent only in the mind.

respectively. In a relative sense.

sense, composite. The meaning of a concept when considered together with other facts or concepts.

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, or taken in the divided sense, from sitting, the proposition is true because the one who is now sitting can run later.

substance, first. Substance that is concrete and individual. Cf. Thomas Aquinas, ST, 1a, q. 29, art. 1, reply to 2.

substance, second. Substance that is abstract and general. Cf. Thomas Aquinas, ST, 1a, q. 29, art. 1, reply to 2.

suppositum. A complete substantial nature, subsisting of itself. Individual substance that underlies all the accidents of a thing. Synonym of hypostasis.

[image: ] “What it is,” that is, the question as to the essence or nature of a thing. See [image: ]

will of good-pleasure (voluntas beneplaciti). What God is well-pleased to do, which is not (always) revealed to humanity.

will of the sign (voluntas signi). God’s will as it is revealed to humanity.
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(FerencDavid)  dier5

Davidis, Franciscus
(Ferene David)

and Georgius
(Giorgio) Blandrata

De cogn. verae vitae

De medictori Jesi
Christ hominis
dvinitate

Demundo

de Soto, Domings.

See: John of Darnascus

Opuscula e theslogica. Geneva: Evstathius
Vignon, 1583

Etenchi haeraticorun. d ed. Genevac: Apud
Hacredes Eustathi Vignon, 1582

Al Augsini enchiridion ad Lawrentio, sve
S et proceipuatotias christanae religianis
capite, ier ... repurgats et commentaris llstra-
s per Lamb. Danacun. Geneva, 1575

Orationis domminicae explcata per Lanbertm
Danacun. Eiusden. ... heses, quibus tota de
eratione doctrina comprehenditur [Geneval:
Vignon, 1582

See: Callected worls

Sec: Blandrata, Georgius

Se: Augustine, De cogn. verac it

De mediators Jesw Christ haminis divinitate. Alba
Jula, 1568

Sec: Arisotle, De coclo e mundo

See: Soto, Domingo de
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Author/Title

Gregery Nazianzen
(of Nazianzus)

Abbreviation
Collected works

Carmina

De thel, bl 2
Orat. 2. de Filio

Orat.2. depace

Oret. 2. de the,

Orat. 3¢

Orat. 35, in Chist.

Orat. 4. de the,

Full Title

‘Sanct Gregorii Nazianzeni

& Latine coninnctim cdita .
itio aliquammalis ... Gregorij

Parie: Clande Morel, 1600

Carnina (PG 37)
Sex: Orat. 2 de thel,
®G36)

opera

®G33)
®G36)

Oratio 34. In Aegyptorun adveniam (PG 36)

Oratioin Theophania (PG 36)

(®G36)

‘English Title/Trans.

~Gracce
Ancta et haee

Oration 30: The fowreh
theclogical oraion,
which s the second con-
ceming the Son
NPNET)

Oration 26 The second
Oological oration
NPNET)

Oration 34: On the
Arrvalof the Egyptians
ey

Oration 35:On the
Theophany or bty
o Cirist (NPNF 7)
Oration 30 Thefourh
Ocologialoraion,
which s the second con-

ceming the Son
(NPNE2T)
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Gyt Fnro D veni,

Galen (Galenus)  Collected works

De phitos.his.
De s prt,

Gelastus of Cyzicus Act. conc. Nic

Tipart
Gellvs, Aulus

Genebrard, Gilbert Commentaries
o the Peslms

Genils Joannes  Proteses
Valentins

(Giovanni Valentino
Gentile)

De arcanis catholicae veritatis. [Hanau].
Wechelus, 1603

[Opera quac exiant omia]. Basel: Hicsonymus.
Froben & Nikolaus Episcopius 1. 1362

D philoscphica histora. Coloniae: Aquensis, 1543
De s partian lbrs XVII

Commentaris actorun Nicaeni concili [Heidel-
bergac]: In Bibliopolio Commeliniano, 160+

See: Soceates, Tripart

Noctes Auticae, seu vigiliae attcae, ques nanc
primam a mago mendorum nmero megnus
Veteram exemplariam namerus expurgavic.
Frankfurt am Main: Zacharias Palthenius
Erben, 1624

Pealmi Davidis varis calendari e commentariis
genuinion sensin & hebraismos aperintins,
Coloniae: Boetzerus; Mertzenich, 1615

Gaten cn the Usefness
of the Pars of the Body.
Tranclated by M. T
Mag Ihaca: Comell
Universty Press, 1968

The Attic Nightsof
Audus Gelins (LCL.
195,200, 212)
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Author/Title  Abbreviation Full Title English Title/Trans.

Fagius, Pl Exodus Die i Bcher Mosis sampt dem Hohenlied Salo-
‘menis, Ruth, Claglied Hieramie, Preiger Salomonis,
and Exther: auch der Juden Evangehen, dic s Haph-
arthmemnen .. auf hebrascher Sprach nach
Jidischer Art, von Wort zu Wortins Teutsch verlol-
“mtschet, und it hebreischer Shriff . gedrucht.
Costenz! [Paul Fagius & Jakob Froschesser], 1344

Fickler, Rettng der Concilien Retung der Concilen, cathlischen Glaubers, und An-
Johann Baptist raffung Mariae der Mtter Gotes, wider dos wnmitze
Gescnsitz Doctor Jacob Heylbrunmers in ciner Prediy
nchst Visitations Mariae, 1380 aufigorsen. Ingolstat

Eder, 1500
Fildinus, See: Pucei, Francesco

Francesco Pucei

Fioravani, De beatssima Triniate: libri tres. Moguntiae:
Geronitmo Gualtherus: Volmarus, 1616

(Hicronimus

Floravantius)

Flacius, Matthias  De dis.

& doctoram po

Queck, 1565

Clais Serie. Clavis scriptarae 5. sew de sermone sacrarum
Basel: Schastian Henricpetri, 1600

Forst ™ Johann Forser Theologenata sccinca & rovnda,
TN T i, De Deo rime t o, Ami.
riars tm priocs tm receatims eppositn.
Wittcaberg: Johann Gorman, 1608 ()

Fulgentue Collectsd works  Opera B. Fulgentii Aphri ... item opera Maxes
of Ruspe Hagenaw: Anton Koberger Feben, 1520

Ad Monim. Ad Monimaom (CCSL 91)
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Atphab,

De remed. psil.

Giorgio, Francesco Harm. mandi
(Franciscus
Geargius Venetus)

Gloss Ordinaria

Goclenius, Rudolph Probl. logic.
(der Aliere)

Geslavius, Adamus Contra Keckern.
(Adamus Goslawski
de Bebelna)

Grawer, Albert Evan.sophistc.

“Proime | speain] paa | spiviisn] Josonis
Paris Jean Petit & Francois Reg

Joannes Nider, Alphabetaon divini amoris de
clevatione mentis in Dewm. Paris: de Marnef, 1516

Tracttal de remedics contra pusillanimitatem

De Harmonia munditotius canica ria. Venetis,
1525

Testus bibli: Cunm glosa owtinaria, Nicoli de Ly
postila, moratatibus ciusder, Pani Bargensis
addiconibus, Mathic Thoring replics. [Basileac]:
Froben & Peti, 1506,

Problematum logicorun. Marpurgi: Egenolph,
150105

Reutatio corun, qua Bartholomaes Kechermannis
by prime systematis i theclogic dieputat.
Racoviae, 1613

Exanmen praccipucran sophisticarionam, quibas

complares argamenta,

Rauchman, 1613
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AuthorTitle
Gerhard, Johann

Abbreviation
Asronic benediction

benediction
of Numbers 6

De goriaDei
De Phsinianis

Dig. 2 exdicto
joh 5

Disp.de goriaDei

Disp.theol.
Harmon.

Pract. aphor

Praciect.inmech.the,

Full Title English Title/Trans.

Abyog nepl g ethoyios ExrnoaoTIXn:
Benedictonis Ecclesiasticae Nuun. 6. 22. & seqq,
descriptae Expheatio De qua Deo potenter adjwvate
maimo in @xpotTTpLy Theologico Dic .. i
publice disputabitar pracside Joheamne Gerherdo
Jena: Tobias Stcinmann, 1630

See: Aaronic benediction

See: Disp.de gloria Dei

Symopsis Neo-Photinianismi, cuhs theses inllstri
‘gymnasio Cobuugensi ublice dhspraandas s pracsicio
Johannis Gerhards ... proviril dfendet Buchards
Trengus ecclsiae Watzendorflnsis pastor Habebitur
disputato 15. Apris. Coburg; Rertsch, Kaspar, 1616

D.0. M. A, Disputationis thalogicae ex dicto apos-
tolico L Joh. 5.5 7. Tres sunt, g estimoniuon dant

i coclo, Pater, Verbuom & Spiricus sanctus, & hi tres
anum sunt: Pracsde Johane Gerado .. Publice
nstitatae, Pars posterior Jena: Tobias Scinmann, 1610
Disputationaon theologicarin, in quivs loria Dei

per comuptelas Pontifiics, Calinianas & Photinianas
labefactari ostendita Jena: Steipman, 1618

See: Disp.de gloria Dei

Harmaniae evangelistarum Chemniio-Lyseriance &
Johanne Gerhard D. continsatae & justa commentario
llstratae Pars prime | tertial, Jena: Tobias
Stcinmann, 1626-

Aphorismisacr praccipua theslogia practiac.

Jena: Scinmann, Tobias, 1616

Methods stuli theologic publicis praclctionibus in
Academia Jenensi anno 1617 Exposita. Jena: Tobias
Steinmann, 1620; repr., 1622
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Author/Title
Harding

Hellopacus,
Valentins

Henricus
Gandavensis
(Henrik Gocthals)

Hermes
Trismegistus

Hesiod

Hesychiue
of Jerusalem

Hilary of Patiers
(Hilarius
Pictaviensis)

Homer

Abbreviation
De conmunione
aubuna specie

Qo

Pocmander

Pymander

Theogonia

InLevit

Collected works

De Dei Patris
et Filtant

De synod.

De Trni

Palne

Odyss

Full Title English Title/Trans.

See: Zikzai, Valentinus Hellopacus

Qualibeta magisrs Herici Gocthals a Gandao.
Paris, 1518

Sex: Pymander

Mercurii Trismegist Pymander, de potesiate ct
i asc: Michacl Isengrin, 1532

Theogony
1 Leviecum b scptens]. Basel: Andreas
Cratander, 1527 (PG 93)

Lucabrasiones quotquot extant. Basel: Fuschivs
Episcopius & Nikolaus Episcopius Il Erben,
1570

Pe-Hilary Liber de Patris . Fili witte

De synodis (PL 10) On the Councils
(NPNF20)

De Triniate (CCSL 62, 624) On the Triniy
NPNE20)

Commentarii in Psclmas (CSEL 22) Commentary on the
Pains (abridged:
NENFO)

The Odyssey
(LCL 104.3)
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Grynacus,
Johann Jacob

Gwalther, Rudolf.

Hacker,Jacob

Haferreler,
Matthiss

HaKadosh,
Rabbeinu
(udah haasi)

Hardenbery,
Albert Rizacus

Orthodavographa
patram

Apologia

In evangelio dominic
el

Commentat.in Thom.

Tompl. Ezech.

Gale razeia

Seripe

Monwnentas. patrum orthodoxographa h.c.
Checlogicas doctares ciciter 85 anthores partin
sraci patim lasini. Rasileae: Henr Petr, 1560

Ad catholicam ecclesiam omnemaue fdelium poster-
tatem,pro D. Huld: Zvinghio et operum s ditione
apologia. Tiguri: Chest. Frosch., 1545

Homlicein Evangelic domivicala. 2 vols., Lugehuni
Batavorum, 1585

Commentaic

om theologicaram ad medhodur,
quan Doctor Angelicus invenit et eniv,directarum
Goms primus de Deo, . Trinitate t angelis. Fri-
burg im Breisgaw: Heinrich Dulcken, 1610

Templum Ezechiclis, sve in IX. postrema proph-
ctac capita commentarius. Tabingen: Johann
Berner. 1615

Julius Conrad Oto, Gali Razia Oceuliorum deectio,
Hoc est: Monstratio dogmatun, quac onmnes rabbini
rece sentientes, ante et post Christinatiitatem, de
antate essntiae divinae, Triitte personarum & de
Messa postriatsreliquerant .. D it Endechung
der Leh wmd meymung aller Rabbinen, die vor und
nach Christi et von dem Messia und gantzem
Goeichen Wesen, zur waohet defyEvangeli, eschrieb-
en haben, Noribengae: Korberus, 1605

De ubiquitate, scripta due. 51,1564 (7)
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AuthorTitle
Hutter, Leonhard

lamblichus
Chalcidensis

Ignatus of Antioch

—

lsengrinins
(Martin Esengein)

Abbreviation
Loci

Demyst.

Epis.ad Antioch.
Epist. ad Magnes.

Epist. ad Philadelph.
Epist. ad Phitp.
Epist. ad Smym.

Epist. ad Tallan.

A hres,

Exposit. evang,
dom. Septac,

Full Title

Loci communes theologic, ex sacrisliteris di
eram testimoniis pafiim

: ad methodum Locorun

Puilippi Melanthonis, adeogue

tate i explicat, ut divine vritas ex is facile

English Title/Trans.

ingular dexteri-

cognosci, & adversariorum sophiswaia sufficientur

refutari pofint. Wittenbers:

Demysteris Aegyptionon, Chaldacorun
Assyriorun. Lugduni: Tornacsius, 15

The Apostalc Fathers. Edited by I B. Lightfoot
and ] R Harmer London: Macrallan, 1026

The Apostolic Fathers, Edited by | B. Lightfoot
and ] R Harmer London: Macraillan, 1026

The Apostalc Fathers. Edited by 1. . Lightfoot
and ] R Harmer London: Macrillan, 1026

The Apostolc Fathers, Edited by . . Lightfoot
and ] . Harmer London: Macrillan, 1926

The Apostolic Fathers. Edited by 1. B. Lightfoot
and ] R Harmer London: Macrillan, 1026

Adversus haereses (PG 7)

Postil Odert Chistlichel walve Evangelische Predi-
g ound Aulegingen aller Son- und Feyerglichen
Evangelent durch das ganize Jar: Darbmmen di -
membsten Hauperecad unser Allrhetlgsten Religion/
deutlich erklaet] auch wider die ezt schwebende.
Sectent aut H. Schrift und sinhallgen Zeugnssen
der . Vatter warhaffiglch bekraffigt weden: Der
erste wnd ander Theyl, Meyntz: Albinus, 1601

aul Helwig, 1610

On e Mysterie.
Translated by Eroma C
Clarke. Atania: Socicty
of Biblical Literature,
2003

Episte tothe Magnesians
(acw1)

Epistlcta the Philadel-
phians (ACW 1)

Episle o the Phiippians
(acwn)

Epistlcta the Smym-
acans (ACW 1)
Epistlcta the Trllians
(acwn)

Agains Hereses (ANF 1)
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Hommius, Festus

Hostus, Stnislaus.

Hugh of St Vicwr
(Hugo de Soncto
Victare)

Hugo Eterianus

Humbertus Sylvac
Candidse

Hunnius, Nicolaus

Specim. controx Belgic

De nctor: Seript

De sacrament.

De process.Spiriis
< contra Graccas

Disputatio ads Graecos

Esam, emor Phcin

Esam, emor Phctin
e cogn. Dei

Esam, emor: Phcin
e e Tt

‘Specimen controversiarum Relgicaram. Se
Confessio ccclesiarum Reformatarum in Belgio.
Leiden: Officina Flzcviriana, 1615

Opera omia n duos divisa toms, Colonine:
Cholinus, 158+

Tractatus.. de sacramentis libri duo, Venetis: On the Sacraments of

Benedici Fontamae, 1506 the Chisian Faith
Translated by Deferar.
Cambridge, MA
Mediaeval Academy of
America, 1051

En habs lector D. Hugonis Eteriani Thisei, De
<pirits<anct processione, autori pervetsi lbios
res. Basel Robert Winter, 1543

Thactatus adversus Greecorion calumnias

Examen ermorum Photinianorum quos il 1. De
reigionis, ac fidi fundamento, 2. De cogni
Dei, 3. De nominibus Det, hactemus prodiderunt.
‘Wittenberg: Heyden, 1618

See: Exam, eror Photn

Sex: Exam, ervr: Photin
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AuthorTitle  Abbreviation
Gregory of Nyssa. De resurs: Chiisiarat.

Detrini.
Gregory Comment.in Thom.
of Valencia
(Gregorius de
Valentia)

Contro:

De i, e rin. proleg

De i, e rini

Dispu

InThom.

Gregory the Great Collected works
In Ezcch.

Job
Meral

Full Title ‘English Title/Trans.
In sancton Pascha sve in Christ resurectionem

®G 46)

Ad Eustathio de sancta Tinitate (F Mueller ed.) On the Holy Trnity,and

of the Godhead ofthe
Haly Spirk (NPNF5)

Commentarionun theslogicorum toms quatur:
I quibus omnes mteriae, quac continentur in

Sunoma theclogica . Thomae Aquinatis,ac suis

et locs controversioe omnes ude explicantu:
Ingplstadii: Sarorius, 1603

De rebus fidei hoc tempore contrversis o

Lutetae Parisiorurn: Theodoricus & Chevalerius,
1610; Lugduni apud hacredes Gulielmi Rovilli, 1591

See: De it et rinit.

Libri quingue de Trinitae.
Ingolsadii: Sarorius, 1586

Disputatio de natun et usu theologiae,
procsertim scholasticae. Ingolstadt: David
Sartorius, 1387

See: Comment. in Thom.

Opera. stribuia. Paris, 1605

Homiliaein Ezechiclem (PL 76) The Homiles of . Gre-
oy the Great on the
ook of the Prophet
Exchicl Translated by
Geay (Buna, CA: Center
for Traditionalist Orth-
odox Studies, 1000

See: Moral

Esquritioin Libron Jab,sive Moralan s XXV Morals onthe Book of
*L7) Job(LEC 18,21, 23,31
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Gregory of Nyssa

Orat.

Orat
Orat

Orat
Orat
Orat
Orat

Orat
Orat

Orat

40, in sanct. bapt.

deFilio
de theg,

51
e Epiph.

defide
delaud, Adhanas,

inlauden: Newonis

inpat

Sctoliaon letter
o Nemesie

Collected works

Ad Ablabim.

Debesticud

Dediffer essent

ypost

De diffren.esseniae

Supposit

(PG 36)

Sex: Orat. 5. de theclo.
®G36)

See: Orat. 38, in Chris, nati

®G33)

Oratioinlaudem Heranis philosaphi (PG 35)
®G33)

®G36)

Oration 40: On Holy.
Bapisn (NPNF 7)

Oration 31: The ifth
theslogical oration—an
the Holy Spirt
NPNET)

Oration 21: On the great
Athancsius (NPNF: )

Oration 12: T s
Father (NPNE37)

Oration 30: On the Holy
Lights (NPNF: 7)

Opera. Basdl: Enschius Episcopius & Nikolaus

Episcopins IL. Exben, 1571

Ad Ablabium, quod o st s det (PG 45
F Mucller, Gregorsi Nysseni Opera domatica
minera Leiders Bril, 1058-1)

De beaticudinibs (PG 44)

AdPetrum frgrem de differenti ssentiae et
ypostaseos, epitle 38 (PG +)

See: De diffr esent. e hypost.

On “Not Thee Gods,™
o Ablabius (NPNF25)

On the Bectitudes
(AW 18)
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Author/Title
Jerusalem Tengan

Jobius Monachus

Jobn Chrysastorn,

Abbreviation

Deincarn, verbi

Collected works

1 Timothy

AdStelch. sive
e compunct.

Colossians

De incompr Dei nt.

De poeni.
Deprovid
Ephssians
Genesis
John

Hebrews

Full Title

See: Targon Hierosolymitani
D verbo incamato commentarius (PG 103 822)

Opera... tomus primus |- quintus]. Bascl:
Hicronymus Froben & Nikolaus Episcopius L,
1558

In Homilice in eistulan 1. ad Tonothesn (PG 62)

De compunctione libri I, ad Stelechiun

Inepisadam ad Colossenses homiliae (PG 62)

Contra Anomoeos de incomprehensibili De natura
homiliae (PG 48: SC28)

Homilia de paenitentia (PG 49)
D futo et providentia (PG 50)

I episadam ad Ephesios argumentuon t homilce:
(®G62)

Homiliae in Genesin; Homilce 67 in Genesin
(G 53-54)
InTohannem homilae 58 (PG 59)

In Epistlan ad Hebracos anganentaon e homilice
(PG 63)

English Title/Trans.

Homil

< o the Epistles
o Timahy, Tius and
Philemon (NPNF: 13)

A companion forthe
Sincere penitent o @
reatise o the compunc-
ionof the hear, London:
T Wornl, 1728

Homil

< on the Epistle
o the Colossians
(NPNF13)

Honilies on the Episte
o the Ephesians
(NPNFL13)

Honmilis on the Gospel
of St John (NPNF? 14)
Homilies cn the Episte
o the Hebrews
(NPNF! 14)
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Lsidore of Pelusium epistles 94, 109, 11
(sdorus Pelusiom) 241

tedorus Dl
Hispalensis

Jansen, Comelius  Harmon.

Jerome (Sophronius Collected works
Euschius
Hieronyrmus)

Elg tbv Epusvelav i Geias ypagiic Emomoldv
Bifbia wéovapa. De interpretatione divinae.
Scripturae epistolarun fibri 1. Heidelberg]
Hicronymus Commelinus Erben, 1606

Hominis & ratonis, dialogus. [Cologne: Pracl|
1532

Commentarionan in suam Concondiam, ac totam The Consent of the foure
storiam Encngelicam Partes IIL Lyow:  Euangeliss. London,
Picrre Landry. 1606 1506

Opera omnia, quac extant. Kotn: Anton Hicrat,
1616. Operum, tomi 1. 1. IIL. comtinentes
epistolas, et libros contra haereticos. Kol
Anton Hicrat, 1616

2 Corinthians

Ad Damas, See: Epist.

Dial. ks Luciferiancs Alercato Lucierians e Ordhodaxi (PL23) The Diclogae against
the Lucferians

Ecclesisstes Commentarius i Ecclesisten (CCSL 72)

Epis. Episolae (CSEL 54-56) (Acw33)

Epitaph, Nepe.

Exekicl Commentariin Ezechiclom (PL 25)

aish. Commentart i Isciam (PL 24)

Prolog. galeatus

Prefce 0 the Bocks o Kings Somuel nd Kings) n the
Valgate. CI. Bibiasacraa vilgatam versionem, cd.
‘Robert Weber, Seuttgart: Deutsche Bibelgesellschafi, 1004
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AuthorTitle

Junius, Franciscus.
(Francois duJon)

Junius
and Tremellivs

Justin Marie

Abbreviation
Collected works

Bellarn.contro:

Defens. 2. de. Trinie.

Collected works

Agonisica ad
Tiyphonem

Apolog, 1. pr Christ.

Apolog, 2. pra Christ.

Full Title English Title/Trans.

Operathealogics, duobus tomis . .. nempe Excge-
ica prim, Flenctica altero, comprehensa, & nune.
primunm digesta. Geneva: Societas Caldoriana,
Teor

Animadsersiones ad controersiam secundan Christ-
(ane et de Chriso capite toius Ecclesie, quam
Robertas Bellarminus excravt. Lugdun Bat, 1600

L [IL] Defensio catholicae doctrinae de . trini-
tate persomaram in wnitate essentiae Dei. Neidel-
berg: [ Comelinus], 1591-92

Franciscus Junius and lmmanuel Tremellius
Testamenti Veteris Biblia Saca: sive Libri canon
prisca Judacorum ecclesiac a Deo tradic, Lt
recens ex Hebraco fact, brevibusque scholiis llus-
trac ab Inmanucle Tremello, & Francisco Junio.
Accesserunt libri qui vulgo dicuntur Apocry
Latine reddic, & notis quibusdam
Janio. Multo omnes g ante 1
ance Tocis immameris: quibus ctiam adjnxims
Novi Testament libros ex sermone Syro ab codem
Tremello, & ex Graeco a Theodoro Beza in Latimum
versos, notisque itdem illustratos. Hanaw: Clande
de Marne & Johann Aubry I Erben, 1603

TA EYPIEKOMENA . .. Opers quac andequaue.
imveniri potnerani. [Heidelberg): Hicronymus
Commelinus, 1503

See: Dial. con Trypho.

Apologia L (The Apologies o Justin Marty:  First Apology (ANF 1)
Edited by Basil Gildersleeve. New York: Harper,

1877)

Apologia IL. (The Apologiesoffustin Martyr Second Apology (ANF 1)

Edited by Basil Glderslceve. New York: Harper,
187
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John of Damascus
(the Damascene)

‘Homil. anteq. iret in exil
Matthess

Oper imperf.

Orat. 15
Orct. de Philogenio
Pl 14
Peslm 50

Collected works

Contrahaees. Manich.
De duc valun. Chriss
Dearh. i

Dl
Dialct.

Dt

Leagag,

Orthfid

Teptob puouiov

Sermo cum irct in exsilium (PG 52)
In Matthacuon homilce: (PG 57-58) Homilies on the Gospel

of St Matthew
(NPNFi10)

Paeudo-Chrysostom, Opus imperfctun in
Mathaes evangeluon (PG 56)

Oratio de'. Philogonia (PG 50)

In il 30; I pabmiam 50 homiliae (PG 55)

Loannis Damascen opera omia ... lem, loannis
Cassiawi cremitae non prorsus dissimilis angumens
libri afiquor. Bascl: [Sixtus & Sebastian Henric-
pets, 1575

Dialogus contra Manichaeos (PG 04)

De b in Christo oluantatibs (PG 95)

D orthoaxa fide (PG 94) Expusition ofthe Ortho-
dax Faith (NPNF2 9)

See: Contra haeres. Maich.
Dilectica (PG 04)

Institatio clementars (1) (PG 95)
See: De aeh. fil
Epistula de hynno trisagia (PG 05)
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Alexaice uf Hatps'
(Alexander Alcsivs
or Alexander ab Alee)

Alsied Johann
Heinrich

Lesicon heol.

Theel. schalast.

Ambrose of Milan D e a Grat.

De s g
De interplla,
De prad.
De i,

D spiieu.
Devoxat. gentum

Ephesians

Epst. ad Vreel el

Hexaan.
Pl

Romans

Mhedtonce. Lynu:

Leicon thealogicun
Anton Humm, 1612

[Frankfurt am M.

Theologia scholasica didactica, exhibens locos
communes theologicos methodo scholasticn.
Hanau: Konrad Eiricd. 1615

De e ad Gretianun (PL16)
Demscutione virginis (PL16)

De terpelation fob ¢ David (L 14)
De paradiso (CSEL 32,1
De pacnitenta (CSEL 73

PN 10)

OnPurade (EC 42)
OnPonnce
NPNF L)

Onde ol Spiric
NPNFL0)

On e Cllng o Al he
Gontiles (ACW 13)

De Spintu Sancta (CSEL 79)

Prosperof Aquiaine, De-ecatione miun:
sencton (L 17.51)

Sext Rormans

oL Epise 3, o he
Chch of Vol
oPNED)

Six Daysof reaton
e

Hexameron. Augsburg: Johann Schuler, 1472
(CSEL32)

Enaorationcs in X1 Pralmos Dusidicos,or Exposti
Psabuy CXVIIL (CSEL +4 and 52)

Ambrosiaster, Commentarius in epistulas Palinas
SEL 8L 1
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Aristotle

Collected works
Ay,

Deanim.

Decocloet munda

Demnd.
Etic. Nicom.

Metaph.

[ p—r
txpoio.

Physic

[Posterior] Anlyt

Top.

Operum ... Gracce & Latine. [ Geneva:]
Guillaume Laimarie, 1397

Organi .. pars prima cag. Analytica, Bascl:
wschius Episcopius, 1517

De anima

. de clo et mundo. Lyon: Jacque
Myt. 1520
See: De covl et mundo,

Ehicorum, sive De mribus, ad Nicomachum libri
decem. Hanoviae: Marnius, 1611

Duodecim libri methaphisi
Landsberg, 1490

. Leipsig: Martin

Aristoels physicarn acrocsio hoeest naturaluon
ausculationion liber Venetis: Locatellus, 1508
Libri physicoram octo: cum singuloram epito-

matis . Averrocque sius exatis. interpree: ac
M. Anto, imare .. interprete. Et hee ct alia

cins opera. Lyon: Scipion de Gabiano, 1520

Topica

Prior Analytics

Arisote De anion.
Tranclted by D. W.
Hamlyn, Oxord:
Clarendon, 1068

Nicomachen Ethics.
Tranclated by Michael
Palaluk. Osford:
Clarendon, 1008

Aristotle’: Metaphysics,
Oxford: Clarendon,
1071

Physics.

Aristode Posterior An-
alyics. Translaed by
Jonathan Bames. Ox-
ford: Clarendon, 1075

Topics. Tranclated by
Robin Smith. Osford:
Clarendon, 1997
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Author/Title
Ambrose of Milan

Andrada (Diogo
Paiva de Andrade)

Anselm
of Canterbury

st

Arias Montano,
Benito

Abbreviation
serman 21

Defens. conc. T,

Collected works

Cur Do homo
Devolunt.
Mol

Proslog

Prosal

Phaenomena

Joseph.

Full Title

Defenso tidentin fdei catholicae, e ntegerrnne.
Ingolstadii apud Davidem Sartorium, 1580

Opera omnia quatkor tomis comprehen
Collogne: Peter Cholinus, 1612

Cur Deus homo (PL 158)

De voluniate (PL 158)

Monclogium (PL 158)

Prostogion se lloquiun de Def exstntia (PL 158)

See: Prolog

Arati phaenomencs M. T. Ccerone interprete.
51,158

Liber Joseph, sve de arcano sermane ad sacri
apparatas mstractionen, Antverpiac.
Christophorus Plantinus, 1571

Biblia Hebraica, Antwerp: Christophe
Plantin, 1384

Novim tstaumentin Gracce, cum wlgata inir-

‘English Title/Trans.

Why God Became Man

Basic Woitings. Trans-
lated by 5. N, Deane,
La Salle, IL: Open
Cour, 1062

Bsic Writings. Trans-
ated by 5. N, Deane,
L Sall, IL: Open
Cour, 1962

pretatione Latine Gracci contextus lineis imseri.

‘Antwerp: Christophe Plantin, 1384
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Averrhoes

Bal Aruch

pr—
(Cesare Baronio)

Basl of Caesarea

Metaph.

P

Histamn.

Collected works

Contra Eunornian.
Defide

De gra. Deo agendis
De Spiricu.

D 5. ad Amphiloch.
Episiles 43,64,

141

A, 1Rl Metopliysions comi cosmeenitls  Si-Rushal Mk

Avermis. [Paaii, 1473] Physics Translated by
Charls Genequand.
Leiden: Brill, 1086

Annales ccclesiastic, 12 vols. Cologne, 1609-13

See A,

Opera Graca quac ad nos extant oms
Hicromymus Froben, 1351. Or Opera ... oy
Lam vecens per Wolfgangum Masculum partin:
locis aliqut castigata, partim huculentis accession-
ibus ancta. Basel: Johann Oporinus & Johann
Herwagen 1. Exben, 1363

Adversus Euncmison (PG 20)

Defide (PG 31)
Homili d gratianum actone (PG 31)
De Spirtu sancto (SC 17) On the Holy Spirc
oPNE g
See: Epistles
Saint Basil, The Leters
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AuthorTitle  Abbreviation Full Title English Title/Trans.

Avgustine e Trnit De Trinicate b XV (CCSL 50, 504) The Trinky (NPNF' 3)
Enarz P, Barationes in Psalmos (CCSL 38-40) Explanations of the
Psabms (ACW 20-30)
Enchir Echiridion ad Lawentiu, de fide, spe e caritate A Handbook on Faid,
(ccsL46) Hope, @l Love (ACW 3)
Episles Epistalae (CCSL 34, 44,57, 58,88) Episiles (NPNF 1)
John In Johannis evangelion tractates (CCSL36)  Tractateson che Gospel
of o (NPNF )
Manual. See: Enchir
Palms See: Enar: P,
QQVaN.T De octo quassionibus ex Veter Testamento and  On Eight Questions from
Quacstionss Evangeliorun the Old Tstament (WSA
LL4) and Questions on
the Gospes (WSAL13)
Quarst. in Gen. Quacsiones in Heptateuchum (CCSL33) Questions on the Hepta-
euch (WSALIS)
sermons 5,13,51,55, (CCSL41) OVSATILL-1T)
61,70, 77, 119,
130,181
Aventiows, Andl Chronicn, Dariun it allein def gar alien Hauft
Johannes. Beyern, Keiser, Kowige, Hertzogen, Fursten,

Graffen, Freyhecern Geschlechic, Herkommen,
Samon nnd Gesdrichte, sordern auch der wralien
Teutschen Ursprung, Herkonsmen, Siten, Gebrench,
Religiom, mannliche und treffiche Thaten, so sic
fast bt zu diser zey, allenthalben, it all
Tewsschland und Furopa, sondem auch in Asi
wnd Africa, anch vor Christ unsers Seligmachers
Gelour, gethan haben, zum fleissigsten beschriben,
wund aufi allerley Chronicken, Handschiffin,
alien Freyheiten, Ubergaben, Bricfen, Salbichern,
Reimen, Licdern, and andern glavbwirdigen Mon-
menten and Schrifien zusammen getragen und

in acht Bacher getheilt. Frankburt am Maios Sig-
cmind Feyerabend & Welgand Haa Erben, 1566
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Author/Title  Abbreviation Full Title English Title/Trans.

Basil of Cacsarea Hesaem. Homiliae in Hesaemeron (5C 26) The Hevaemeron.
(NPNEE®)
Lsish
John 1 Inlhud: I principio et Verbum (PG 31)
Becanus, Martin  Theol. schel. Theologiae scholasticac. Main: Johann Albin,
1610-20
Bechai (Bachya  Genesis Beershit,Jerusalem: Mosad ha-Rav Qu, 1991
Ben-Aser
IonHalawa)
Bede (Beda Collected works  Opera.. Omwia. Cologne: Johann Gymnich IV.
Venersbilie) & Anton Hierat, 1612
n Boethiust De trinit. In Boethi librian De sanctissims Trinitate
Behm,Johann  Tract. de actemn Theologicum thema e acterna Fili Dei diiniate,
(Behmius or Bshm) il diinic frmation b aeternitats attibuto, opposiun hod

emoram Ebinitaram in Hiungaria & Polonia bas.
phemii.Lipsiac: Lantzenberger, 1607

Bellarmine, Robert Contro de Christo. e Disputationes de controversis
(Roberto Bellarmine)
Debeatitud. sanctor. De acterna felicitate sanctoram lbri quingue.
Collogne: Bermhard Wolter, 1615

De Christo See: Disputations de controversiis

De concl See: Disputationes de controversi

De grat et arbitr See: Disputationes d controvers

De poeni. See: Disputationes de controversi

De script. ecclsiast.  De scriptoribus eclesiasticis. Cologne: Bernhard
Wolter, 1622

Disputationes de Dispatationam de controversiis christianc fidei

Controversis audersus hujus temporis hacretcos apus. lngol-
Stadt: Adam Sartorius, 1601
Esere. gram. super Evercitatio grammatica in P XXXIIL i

Peal. 33 Institsiones linguae Hebraicae. Cologne: Arnold
Birckmann 1. Erben, 1580
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Athenagoras
of Athens

Avgustine

Definitiones
Dl

Epist. ad Serap.

Epist. de sen. Dionysi
“Aexandrini

Epist. de synod. Nicen.
deere.

Epistol. ad Epict.

Orat 4. conta A,
Orat contra idola

Orat. quodanus it
Chsts

Symb.
Synapsis

Apotog,

Orat. pro Chist

Collected works

Liber de definitiomibus (spurious?) (PG 28)

Ps.-Athanasius, Dialogi de sancta Trnitate quingue

(PG 28), or P Athanasius, Dilogi contra Mace-

donianos duo (PG 28)

Episulae IV ad Serapicnem episccpuon Thmsitanson The Leters of Scint

(#G 26) Adhanasius concerning
the Holy Spirie. Trans-
laed by C. R B. Shap-
and. London: Epworth,
1051

De sententia Dienysii (PG 25) Defense of Dionysius
PNE )

See: De decret. sy Nicen.

Epistula ad Epictetuon episcopsan Corinhi (PG 26). Leter to Epictetus

PNE )
See: Contra Arianos
Ps.-Athanasius (Apollinaris of Laodicea), Quod
ans it Chrsts
Symbohon Athanasiann Athanasion Creed
Synopsis scripturae sacrae (spurious) (PG 28)
See: Orat. pro Chiis.
Oratio pro Christianis Supplication fo the
(Ubaldi et al, Atenagora, 1047) Christians (ANF 2)

Oumim operuum primus tomas |- decimus].
Paris: Clande Chovallom, 1531
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AuthorTitle

Armandus
de Bellovisu

Arnabius of Sicca.

Athsnasive

Abbreviation

Aders.gont.
Adberss nationes

Contra gentes

Collected works
Contra Ariancs

Contr gregales Sabeli

De commun detats

De decrt synod. Nicen.

D decret. synodi Arim.
et Seluc,

De deiate Christi
D inca Vet

De synod. Arimin,
et Seluc,

Full Title

Explicationes erminoruo theologicorun, philoso-

‘English Title/Trans.

phicorm, & logicorun .. His pracfixa est epistola

Pici Mirandilae, continens quid de sty Sehlasti-

corum it setienduon. Wittenberg: Samucl Selfsch

Erben, 1623

See: Contra gentes
See: Contra gentes
Contra gentes, Hamburg, 1610 (CSEL 4)

Opera quae reperiuntur omnia. [Heidelberg:]
Hicronymus Commelinus Erben, 1601

Orationss contra Arianos (PG 26)

P.Athanasius, Contra Sabellianos (PG 28)

Episala de decretis Nicaenae synods (PG 25)

See: De synad. Armin. e Seleuc.

Oratio de incamations Verbs (PG 25)

Epistale de synis Arimini in Il et Seluciae
i lsauria celebratis (PG 26)

Aganst the Heathen
(ANF &)

The Discourses against
thedrians (NPNF= 4)

Leter concerning the
Decreesof the Conncil
of Nicaca (NPNF? 4)

The Incamation of the
Word (LCC3)

Ltter concerning the
Synods of Ariminun
and Seleucia (NPNF? 4)
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De Genes. ad lit

De Genes. a it impef.

De Genes.contr
Manich.

De hares.
De haens.ad Quodvalid.
Delib. abi

De morib el cathel

De nat. boni contra
Manich.

Denatur e g,

De naturs boni
ad Manich,

De quant. anin.

De speclo
De Spin et i

De sprit et anim,

De sy

De Genesi ad litteram (CSEL 28.1)
Sex: De Genes.ad it
De Genesi adversus Manicheos (CSEL 91)

De hacresibus (CCSL 46)
See: De hares.

De gratia et bero arbitrio (PL 44)

e morins eclesae catholcas et de moribus
Manichacerun (CSEL 00)

Sect De s honi s Manich.
D naturac gt (CSEL 60)
De natura boni (CSEL 25.2)

De anie quanitate (CSEL 89)

Speadum (CSEL12)
Despiri  litera (CSEL 60)

Pe.-Augustine, De spirc t anima
De symbolo ad catechumenos (CCSL 46)

On the Literal Interpre-
tation of Genesis
(AW +142)

On Genesis, against the
Manichees (FC &)

On Heresies (WA L18)

On Grace and Free
Choice (NPNF 5)

On the Cathalic and the
Manichean Ways of Lfe
NPNFL )

On Nature and Grace.
NPNFLS)

On the Natureofthe
Good (NPNF 4)

On the Greatness of the
Soul (ACW9)

The Mirror (WSAL17)

On the Spirit and the
Leter (LCC8)

On the Creed, o Cate-
chumens (FC 27)
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Author/Title
Augustine

Abbreviation
800
AdSimp.
Confess.
Contra Arianos

Contra Faustum.

Contra Juian
Contraliter: Peil

Contra Masimin
De agone Chris.
Deci Deior De c. D,
Deciit

De cogn.verae it

Dedivqq
De i quaest,

De quingue haeres,
De doctr. Chris

De e ad Petruam,

Full Title
Sex: De div quaest.

Ad Smplicianon (CCSL44)
Confessiones (CCSL 27)

Contra sermenem Arianoran (PL42)
Contra Faustum Manicheun (CSEL 25.1)

Contra Julianun (PL44)
Contra ittras Petlani (CSEL 52)

Contra Maximinion Arianon (MPL 42)

D agone Chvisiano (CSEL 41)

See: Decix Dei

Honorius Augustodunersis, De verae itae
cognitone

Sex: De div quaest.

D diversis quastionibs octoginta ribus
(CCSL44A)

See: De haeres.
D doctring Chrisiana (CCSL 32)

Fulgentius of Ruspe, De ide ad Petrion (PL 40)

English Title/Trans.

o Simplicianes (LCC &)
Confessions (NPNFi 1)

Against an Arian
Sermen (WS4 118)

Against Fausus, «
Manichee (NPNF 4)

Against Jalian (FC 35)
Against the Letersof
Petilianus (NPNF 4)
Against Masimins, an
Arian (WSAL18)

On the Chistian
Struggle (FC 2)

The Cityof Gl
(FC8.14,24)

On Eighty-Thoee Varied
Questions (FC 70)

On Chisian Teaching.
(WsALLL)
Fulgentius of Ruspe,
On dhe Fih,to Peer
(FC03)
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AuthorTitle

Bernard
of Clairvaux

Berthorius
(Petrus Berchorius)

Abbreviation
De consd. ad Eugen.

Deint. don.
episte 190
InCant.

Med.

Serm. 1 de adv.
Serm. 2de sept.pan.
Serm. 2 P

Serm. 5 indie
Serm. super Missus st

Vita

Full Title glish Title/Trans.

De consideratione ad Eugenison papan tertiuan Five Bocks on Consider
ation: Advice t a Pope.
Translated by John T
Anderson and Elzsbeth
T Kennan. Kalamazac:
Cistercian, 1082

Deinteiori domo

Sermones in Cantica canticoram On the Somg o Songe.
Translaed by Kilian
Walsh. Kalamazoo
Cistercian, 1071-80

Meditationes ad humanae condititonis cogpitionen.

Coloniae, 1620

Serma 1. De dventa Domin, t sex circunstantis s

Serma 3 in natvitate Domini

. Bemadivia e e gestae lbris sptem compre-
hensac (PL185)

Morale reductoriam super totam Biblicn ... .
quatuor e triginta ibris consammatam . . ubi

notcbilioram, historiarum, ac igurarim veteris
et novitestamentorum: procemissa compendiosa
textus summa: Tropologia seu Allegorica, atque
nonnangue Anagogica subnectitur explanatio.

Bascl: Adam Petri, 1317
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Jud. de Form. Concord.  See: Jud. de lib. concord.
Juk de b, concord. Judicuon d lbro, quem hherani vocant Concorie.
Ingolstadt: Sartorius, 1585

Pragat.cont. de Christ See: Disputationes d controversis

Benzoni, Girolamo De ndia occdent.  Novae v orbis historiae,id e, es ab Hispanis in

Indha occidentali actenus gesta, & acerbo lloram
i eas gentes dominatu, | Geneval: Eustathius

Vigaon, 1578
Hist See: De India cccident.
Berin, those at ol posterore contra Abraham Seultetus, Das Ander Chrislche Gesprach,
D.Hoe b e wah se, Weseen die Reformirten Kirchen nn

Destschland von D. Hoe . . Uber vorge wnd im ersten
Gesprich begriffenc 2ween srittge Artckel
beschuldiget worden. Nachgedruckt durch Johan
Sehonteld, 1615

Bemard Collected works  Opera ... Ommia. Bascl: Johann Herwagen L.,
of Clairvaux 1552 (PL 182-185)
AdEugen See: De consid. ad Eugen.
De amore Dei De diligendo Deo. On Loving God. Edited

by Emera Sicgman.
Kalamazoo: Cisercian,
1005
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Author/Title  Abbreviation  Full Title. English Title/Trans.

Boethius, Anicius De consl. De conscltione philosphiae ibri V. Hanoviae:  The Consalation of Phil
Manlius Severinus Marnius; Aubrius, 1607 csophy. Translated by P
G. Walsh. Oxtord:
Clarendon, 1000
Dediuab maturis De dusbus aturis et s persona Chrit adversis

1

De i, Liber de Triniate ad Symmachim, [Venice:
Paganinus de Paganinis, ca. 1489]

Eutychen t Nestoriun iber. Tiguri, 157

Bonsvenre  Sent Prima |-Quarial pars . . Fbrasm Sententiarum.
11510]

Brokerus Ancide.

Bruleer, Bienne  prolog. Sent Reportata in IV Bonaenturac ... Sententiarim.
Basil, 1507

Bulinger, Heinrich Resp.ad Luheruon  Warhaffe Bekanntnu dr dicneren dr hichen 21
Zarych, was s uft Goteswort, mit der heyhgen alle-
‘meinen Christenlichen Kirchen gloubind ... i sonder-
et aber o dem Nachmal .. Jesu Chrici mit
ebirlcher Antwrt uff das nbegrandtengerich
Schelen D. Martin Luthers. Zoichs Froschauer, 1545

Thact. de verb, coenae Absoluta de Christs domini et Catholicae e ecclesiae

“acraments tractatio, Landini: Stephanus
Myerdmannus, 1551

Burgensis, Paulus  Genesis Textus bible: Cum glosa ordnaria, Niclai e Lyra.
(Paulus de Bungos, postilla, moralittibus esdem, Paui Burgensis
Pablo de Santa additonibus, Matthie Thoring eplics. [Basilac]
Marta) Froben & Peti, 1506
Bustorf,Johann  Lib radic Epitome radicion Hebraicarom et Chaldaicaron.
(der Alers) Basilcac: Waldkirch, 1607

Thes gram. Thesaurus grammaticus lngue sancae hebraes.

Baslea: Regis, 1620

Levicon hebraicin et chaldaicion. Basil: Ludwig
Konigl., 1622
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Bezs, Theodore  Collog. Momp.

oper
Resp.ad act. Cal

Resp.ad Call.
Biel Gabriel  Sent.

Binius, Severinus  Not. ad cone. Sard.

Blandrata, Georgius Refut. scrpti Georgi
(Giengio Blandrata)  Majoris

and Franciscus

Davidis (Ferenc

Divid)

Bodin, Jean Dacmonom.

De republ

Acta colloquii Montisbelligartensis: Quod habitum est.

(anno Christ 1386; Duter .. . Jacobuom Andreae et D,

Tesdoram Bezam ... A. Ch: 1387 publicata. Witien-

berg, 1605. Colloguiun Mempelgartense: Gesprich
Zwvischen Jacobo Andreae und Theadoro Beza

A dom Lat verteutscht. Tabingen: Groppenbach,

1587

Ad acta colloquii Montisbelgardensis ... respon-
i pars prior -alteral. Genera: Jean LePreux,
1580

See: Resp.ad . ol

Collctorancirca uattuor brossenteniaram,
Tabingen, 1501; Tabingen: Mok Siebeck, (20ih.c]

Conclis generalia et provincalic, quaccune reperiri
potuerant item epistolae decrtles, et Romanoram
ponefic. vite. Coloniae Agrippinae: Gymnicus &
Hicrat, 1606

Reutatioscript Geongi Maiors, in quo Desm trian
i personis, et naon in Essenti: wnicion deinde i
Filian in persons,[e] dglicem in naturs, ex lacunis
Antichris probare conatus est. 51,1569

De magoruom ducmenomania. Francofusti Bassacus:
Richierus, 1603

De republica lbri V1. Francofurt: Rosa, 1621
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AuthorTitle  Abbreviation

Cyprian (Thascius D vanit idol.
Cacilvs Cyprianus)
Serm. de Christi nat:

Serm. de orct. Domin.

Cyril of Alexandria Collected works

A anthrapenn.

Contra Juliann
De Tt

De Trni, .
John

Thesau

Gyl of erusalem  Catech

JEtaples

Full Title English Title/Trans.
See: De idol.vani,

See: De aperibus Christ carinalis
See: De orat. Dominic.

Opera....in tomos quingue digesta. Bascl:
Johann Herswagen 11 Erben & Fuscine
Episcopins. 1366

Adversus anhropomorphitas, liber s, gracce et
latine. Lugduni Batavorum, E typographia loannis
Pt 1605

ContraJulconas imperatorem (G 76)

Liber de sacrosancta Trivitate, & inprimis de

persona Christ agens. Augsburg: David Franck,

1608 (PG 7-

See: De Trnit.

Commentariin ohannem (PG 73-74) Commentary on the
Gospel acording to
St John (LFC 43, 48)

Thesaurus desancta st consubstantcl Trniate,
in Opas.... Thesaurus nuncapats, quatsordecis
libros complectens: <t de consubstantialitate fiii
& spiritus sancti cum patre, cotra hereticos
Iuculentur disserens. [Paris: Wolfgang Hopyl),
1514 (G 75)

Sance patris ostr CyrillHicrosalymoram archi- - Catechetical Lectures
episcopicatechese .. Graece omnes nunc primuun. (NNFE )

i lucem it con Lting interpretatione Joais

Grodecii Pars, 1608 (PG 33)

See: Etaples, Jacques Lefevre &'
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Council Acta
of Chalcedon

Crocius, Johannes  Conversat Prtenica

Cunaeus, Petrus e Republ.Judaic

Cyprian (ThasciusCollected works
Cascilius Cyprianus)

Ad Quirin.

Debapt. Chrisi
Deidol. vt

Demort
De aperibus Christ

cantimalibis

Dearat. Dominic.

Acta conciliorum oecumenicorum jussu atque man-
dato Socitatis scientann Argentoratensis. Edidit
Eduardus Schwartz, continuavit Johannes Strsub.
Berlin: de Gruyter, 1014

Comersaionis Pruenicae pars 1 & 11 Berclini
Guthius; Berlini: Rungius, 1618-20

De republica Hebracorum libri T, Lugduni
Batavorum: Elesir, 1617

Bascl: Johann Froben, 1520 .

Ad Quirimn: testimeniorson b I (CSEL 3,1)

Quen idols i nom st (CSEL3, 1)
De mortalitate (CSEL3, 1)
Arnoldus Bonavallis, Sermones de cardnalibus

Chris cperibes Davenie: Pafeaet, a. 1500
De dominica oratene (CSEL3, 1)

To Quirins: Thvee
Book of Testimonies
(ANF3)

That the Lols Are Not
Gods (ANF'3)

On the Mortality
(4NF5)

On the Lond Prayer
(ACW 20)
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AuthorTitle
Cappel, Louis

Casaubon Isaac

Cassian, John

Cassiodorus,
Flavius Magaus
Aurelus

Cassus, Dio
(Cassus Dio
Coceeianus)

Catechesis Racov

Abbreviation
Vindic. Casau,

Eere.ad annal, Baron,

Eere. contra Baron,

Deincam.

Palms

biography of Nero

Full Title

Vindiciae pro Isaaco Casaubono. Hidelber:
Johann Lancelot, 1610

nglish Title/Trans.

See: Exere contra Baron

Aunles, & primann corum partem, de Do
mostri lesu Clristi nativitate, v, paftione,
assumione. London: Officina Nortoniana, 1614

De incamatione Domini contra Nestoriun bri VI On the Incarmation of
®L50) the Low, Against Nesto-
rius (NPNF2 11)

In Pealterium exposiio. Bascl: Johann
Amerbach, 1491 (CCSL 97-08)

Dionis Cassi Coceciani Historiae Romanae ibri
XUV Hanoviae: Marnius, 1606

Cetechisms Racoviensi, & Poon. g in German- Racovian Catechisn,
icam tranlatus & Acadl Wit inseripe aVelent.  Translated by Rees.
Smacie, Racor. 1603, Catechiswns, Der Gemeine London: Longean,
dere Lt/ dic da. .. affriren und bekennen | Horst. 1818

das i i der Vatter

unsers Herm Jesu Christi der inige Gott Jsracl

scy- Rakow: {Sebastian Sternacki], 1608
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Cacsar, Philipp  Apolog.

Calvin John  Collected works

Epist ad Polon.
Insi

Genesis

1sish

Campianus R
(Edmund Campion)

Capito, Wolfgang Genesis |

Gegenbeweisung dafi die Heidelbergische Theologen
Gottes wor, der Augspurgischen Confescion deoselben
Apologia, und der Concardia Ao 36, it nichten wr-
‘semef ehren, noch on e Catechismo . im
seringsten abweichen. Armbeng: [Forster], 1505

Opuscula i n o volumen calleta, Genev:
Gerardus, 1552

Instituto christianae religionis. Genera: Robert Institees of the

Estienne, 1359 Chrisian Religion

Mosis libr V. cam ... Commentris. Geneva:  Cabink Commentris

Heari Esticnne, 1363 Grand Rapids: Baker,
1o74

Commentarii in Isaiam prophetam. Geneva:  Cebvink Commentaris

Jean Crespin, 1551 Grand Rapids: Baker,
1074

Rationes decern, quibus frets, ceriamen angl
canae ccclesiae, & omnibus orthodosis evange

Ccansa fidei e od aas Gl
Respansio. Lich, Hessen: Woll-
gang Ketzcl, 1604

Hexemeron Dei opus explicatum. Steashourg;
‘Wendelin Rihel I 1530
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Author/Title

Cicero,
Marcus Tlius

Clement
of Alexandsia

Confessin
Wirtenbergensis

Abbreviation

Deimvent. topc
et partit

Denat deor:

Deara.

Panit

Philip.
ProMilon.

Topic
Tise, quaest.
Collected works

Protrep. ad gent.

Stromata

Full Title ‘English Title/Trans.
I hoe vlianine haee continentur Rhtoricorum ad

. Herennian lib. 4. M. T. Ciceronis de inventione.

1 2 Ejusdens de oratar ad Qintam fratre 1. 3.

Ejusden de clais oratoribs, gui dicitur Erutas b, 1

‘Ejsdem Orator ad Brutum Ub. 1. Ejsdem Topica ad

Trchatiun lib. 1. Ejdem oratoriae partitones . |

Ejusden de cptino genere rctamom pracfato quae-

dam. Post Naugerianam et Victoriana conrectionen

emendatia Joan. Sturmi. Strsbourg, 1578

De natura deorin The Nature of the Gk
Translted by . G.
Walsh. New York:

Clarendon, 1007

De oratare Dearatore
(LCL348-349)

Sarum, Strasbourg:
Josias Riel, 1593

Orationes philppicae Philippics (LCL 139)

o Milone,in M. T C. Orationes Noven. Lipsiae: Pro Milone (LCL 252)
Apelus, 1602

Topica Topics (LCL386)

Tusculange quaestiones: pr Des. Erasmu Rotero- Tusculan Disputations
damon dilgenter emendatee, & scholi lustretae. (LCL 141)
Baslcas: Froben, 1536

opera omnia.

Prtreptios pros Hellenas (SC 2) Eshortaions o the
Greds (ANF2)
Stromata (SC 30) Carpets (ANE2)

Confessa lustrissm princpis ac domin, 0.
Chisophons ducis Witenbergenss ot Theccensis,
comitis Mondbeligds ... un cum apelogeticis
<eripts quorm auctores sun, Joannes Brent,
Jacobus Beurlinus,d. Joannes Tsermannus .. Theo-
“dovices Snepifius, Francalurtt: Brabackius, 1561
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Catharinus, 1 Timothy In cmnes divi Pauli apostoli, et alias septem

Ambrosive canonicas epistolas .. Commentaria. Paris, A
(Lanceloto Polit) . Chesneau, 1568
Cont Magdeb. [Maubias Flacius lyricus, e al] Ecclesiastica

histria integram eccleiae Christ idean, quaniaon
adlocuon, propgationem, persecutionens . doctri
nam, haereses ... gubemationem, schismata, synodes

& Satim impes polticum ateinet, secunduon sin-
gl centurias, persprcuo adine complectens . ex

istorici, patribus, & s scriptoribus congeste
Peraliquot . viros n urbe Magdeburgica Basel
Jakob Kandig, 1550

Chassanion,  Loc. comm. Loc afiquot commanes. [ Geneva] Jacque Choust,
Jean de 1508
Chermniz, Martin Delectpatr See: Loci
Harm, Harmaniae evangelcae ... lbri V. Francofurt
Porss, 1622
Loc,deTin  SeeLoci
Lock Loc theologici Witienberg; Meisnerus, Bergerus, Loci theologici Trans-
Schorerus, 1615 lated by J. A. O, Preus.
St Louis: Concordia,
1089
Chiskins Exodus 3
Chrysostom See: John Chrysostom
Cieero, Collected works  Opera omia, quac exsiant [ Tomas 1-11]
Marcus Tullive Paris: Jacque Du Puis 1L, 1366

De imvent. Deinventione On Invention (LCL 386)
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s Agrippa von
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Albertus Magnus

Albo, Yosel

Alcuin (Flaccus
Alevinws)

Shireriation.

Commentary
on Genesis

Proverbs

D procus Ind. sl

g,

Devani. scen.

Comp.theal.verta,

Dikarin

D dhvins ffcis

De T,

Enn Title- Fugish Ty Trans.

Lberest pereq 13 matase benesic omclate Tbm Exras Commentary

son eden.London: ham-Me Khabber, 1990 on the Pntateuch. Trars-
lated by H. Norman
Strickman, New York
Menorah, 1088

Perush mishle. Oxford: Clarendon, 1850

De mataranavi orbis i duo et de promlg-
one Evangel apud barbros, sive de procurande
Indoru salute i sex. Coloniac Ags: Mylius,
Bieckrmann, 1596

Adrians sagoge sacraron lterarn e aneiquisi-

morum Graccorun in Propheas fragmenta
Augustae Vindelicorum: Praciorius, 1602

De ncerttudine e vanate omniaon scientiaram
& artuon ibe [Suasboury, Zetzner] 1622

Compenduun ttis theclogicae veriatis VIL
Hbris digestam. Lugduni: Rovillus, 1560

SeferIgqarim

De divaniscatholicac ecclesia offcts  minseris,
ot vetustorun ahguot ecclesae patron ac srit-
orion libri videlce B. Isdors Hispalensis episcap,
Albins Flace Alcam, Amalarn Trevrens. Episcop
Coloniae: Calenivs & Quenel, 1568

De sancrissima Tri
Nikolaus Kalt, 1396

e Fibellus. Konstanz
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Lycinius
Namisloviensis
Polonus, Johan.

Lyra, Nicolaus of

Macariue
the Egyptian

Disputat. de dicto
Nerban caro

Jactum est”
Genesie

Nt

Vo Schem Hamphoras

Paraenes Pelonica t
Latina ad ministos
cvmgel pro neunda
concondia

homily 12

Disputatio de sententia: Verbum caro factum st The Disputation Con-

(oh. 114), January 11, 1530 (WA 30.2) cerning the Passage
“The Word Was Made
Flesh,” 1530 (AE 38)

Enamatio in Genesin (WA 42-44) Lectures on Genesis
(E18)

Marginal notes o Luthers version of the Bible,

1545 (compare with WA DB 8:37)

Vo Schenn Hanphoras snd vom Geschleche Christ,

1543 (WA 53)

Testus bibic: Cun glos endinria, Ci

Pl Burgensis addic
replicis. [Basil: Johann Amerbach, 1508]

Homiliae spirituales quinquaginta. De integritate,
quac dece Clristanes. Cances,quibus awimae
Salus revera curae es, cum propter insignem pistats
doctrinam, tum propter simiiu frequenciam,
meaxime utles ac necessariae. Frankfort am Main
Nikolaus Basse, 1504
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AuthorTitle

Lombard, Peter
(the Lombard)

Lombard.hist

Lubberus,
Srandus

Luther, Mardin

Abbreviation

Comment. ad 99
e Vors,

Collected works
(Jens edition)

Collected works
(Wterberg editon)

Conft retionum
Latomi

D conc. et sccles
De concl
De navissimis

verbis Didis

Devotis manasticis

Full Title
See: Peter Lombard

glish Title/Trans.

Lombrdica histria e Jacobus de Voragine,
Legenda aures

Commentar, ad nenaginta noven erores Conradi|
Vorsti Franclerse Frsiorum: Ex offcina Ulrici
Dominici Balck, 1613

Der Evste [-achte] el alle Bicher wd Schrifen des
thewren, sligen Mavs Dot Mart. Luther Jera
Donatus Richtzenhain, 156062, Tobias Scinmann,
1081615, Tonmus prims -quarcus] v aperaon
Reserends atrs D. M. L. Jena: Doratus Richtenbain,
 Tobias Steinmann, 16001611
e, Siebend) Teil der Biicher
Wittenberg: Hans Luff.
1548-54. Tomus primus [septimus] omnin
eperun reverendi Domnini Martins Luthers, Doctors
Theologiae. Witcbergae, 1545-58
Rationis Latoniance confisatio, 1521 (WAS)  Against Latoms, 1521
(432
Vo den Konzilts und Kirchen, 1530 (WA'50)  On the Councils and he
Chureh, 1530 (AE 41)

See: De conc. et eccles,

Vo den letzen Worten Davids, 1543 (WA 54)  Treaise on the Last
Worek of David, 1543

(aE15)
De vots monasticis M. Luthers ciciun, The Judgnent of Martin
1521 (WA 8) Luther on Monasic

Vows, 1521 (AE 44)
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Meisner, Balthasar

Melanchthon,
Philipp

Menizes, Blthasar

Mercier Jean

Mercurine
Trismegistus

Cansid. theol. Photin.
Det.

Sl phil

Epist. ad Caner

Disp. Gissens

Genesis

Job

Proverbs

Brevis consideratio theologiae photinianae.
Wittenberg: Kaspar Heyden. 1623

Dissertatio de legibus. Wittenberg: Bechtold
Rab Erben., 1616

hoc est: Pia consideratio
theologicis, quas Calvinian moverunt Orthodoxis,
‘subinde occurrentium. Giessen: Nikolaus Hampel
1611

Epistola sclections aliquot. Wittenberg: Johann
Krafft, 1565

Disputaionun theslogicaruan, de praccipuis quibus-
dam horu temporum controversie, in academia
Gressene pblice habitarion, Giesoe Hessarum:
Hampelius, 1620

In Genesin primsum Mosis ibraom, sic a Graccis
appellation, commentaris. Genera: Mathica

Berjon, 1598

Loannis Merceri .

Genera: Eustache

Commentaris in Salomonis Proverbic, Ecclesiasten,
et Canticaan canticorun: Adiecims d celcens horian
Commentarioran Harmonian sive Tabulas wtlfimas
i Prverbia e Ecelesasten. Geneva: Vignon, 1373

Sext Hermes Trismegistus
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Author/Title  Abbreviation

Maccovius, Disp.
Johannes

Magnus, Alberus

Miimonides  Dector peplesorian
(Moses ben

Maimon the son

of Maimon)

Mildonado,  Matthew
Juan de (loannes
Maldonatus)

Marcianus Nemo, c. de smm.
rinit. et il cathol.

Mara

Martini, Jacob D tribus Eloh.

Martyr, Peter

Maximus Decar.
Contessor

Maximus, Valerius

Full Titke ‘English Title/Trans.

Volimen thsiun theclogicarum per locos conmunes
disputatarim in academia Francquerans Editio al-
tera. Franckerae, 1639. Or Disputatio deologica de
quacstione hac, Pro quiusnam Christus st mortus?
Franckerac: Baek, 1625. O Collegiuo theologicum
miscellanarim quacstionn: publce deputatarun
i Academia Francherand anno 1622. Franckerse:
Balck, 1631

See: Albertus Msgrus

Liber mare nevaim Dector Perplesorum: Ad dubia. The Guide o the Per-

& abscuriona Seripturas loca recis itelligenda.  plesed, Translated by

velut Clasem continens.Basileac: Konig; Basileac: Chaim Rabin. London:

Genath, 1620 East & West Library,
1052

Commentari in quatmor evgelistas.
Pont-a-Mousson: Eticane Marchant, 1596

See: Vengilios Maro, Publius

De tribus Elohinm liber primus [-tertius], Phari
ianorum novoram et cum primis Geongi Enicdini
blasphemiis oppositus [ Wittenberg:] Zacharias
Schrer L. 1614

See: Vermigl, Peter Martyr

Senteniarum centariae quatnor de caritate.
Helmstedt: Jakob Lucius 1. Erben, 1616

See: Valerius Maximus





images/01088.jpg
Apologetica ad Graecos.
Cohort ad G,
Conft. Grace. g0
Conft. Graccor: quacst.
Contra dogn. Arist.
Contra Typh

De manareh. Dei

Dial. cuom Trypho.

ke, riorens
Epist. ad Diognet.

Evers. dogm. Aris

Exposit. fil
Paraenesi ad Grae.
Paraens. d getes
Paraenctica

QQ. tresp. ad Graecos

Q. atresp. adorthad.

See: Cohert. ad Gracc.
Pcudo-Justin, Colortatio ad Graeces (PG 6)
Sec: QQ. et . ad Gracees

Sec: QQ. et . ad Gracees

See: Evers. dogm. Arist.

See: Dial. con Trypho.

Ps.Justin, De monarehia Dei (PG 6)

Dialogus cin Tryphone (Diclogue avee Tryphon.
Edited by Georges Archambaul, Paris: Picard.
1900)

See: Expusit fid
Anonymous, Epistula ad Diognctun (PG 2)

Pe.Justin, Confitatio dognatson quorundan
Arisoelicorum (MPG 6)

Ps.Justin, Expositio Fdet seu De Trinitate
See: Cobort. ad Graee.

See: Cobort. ad Graee.

See: Cobort. ad Groee.

Ps.Justin, Quaestiones Christianoru ad Graecos
®G6)

Ps.Justin, Quaesiones Graccorum ad Christianos
PG6)

Diclogae with Trypho
ANE D)

Epistl o Diognetus
ANF 1)
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Lampadius, Johann Cens. ubiquit

Lapide,
Cornelive s
(Cornelivs van
den Steen)

Leo the Great

Lerive
(ean de Lery)

Levia, Elias
(Elijah Levits)

Liber formatonis
Liberinus, Abdias

Lindanus,
Wilhelmus
(Willer van
der Linds)

Comment

Collected works
Serm. 4. quadrag.

Hist. nas in Brasi

Thesste

Syntagn.
Panapl

Censura ubiquitatis: Hoc est, Succincta confutatio
agumentorsan Ubiguitariorim, & onion . Pilpp
Nicolas, ubiguitaticccerrimi propgnators, Wbrorun:
quibus lle corporis Chiist omnipracsentian defender
Conctu; quoraom catalogun ersa pogina nclicabit: pr
simpliciae catholcae & orthodosae fulet scripta.
Marpurgi: Egenolphus, 1600

pematenchan Mosis. Antverpiac:
hacr. 1616

Opera omnia. Paris: Jerome Drouart, 1614
Sermo XLIL De Quadragesima IV (PL 54)

Historia navigations in Brasiliam, quse et America
dicitur .1 Evstathius Vignon., 1586

Tishbi Basileae, 1557

See: Johann Pincier, De sacr, de coen. Domin.

Pancpla engelica, sve De verbo Dei esangelic lbr
quingue, quins e serptura prophetica ct apostolica
illius enie, et declratur indeles aque natura: Partes
exphicantu, Seripion atge (PN, o scripta
et quae ad Traditones indubitaa Apostlicas .. prt.
nent, pertractanta Coloiae Agrippinae: Maternus.
Cholinus, 1563,
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Author/Title

Justinian

Justnianus,
Augustinns

(Agostine

Giustiniani)
Keckermann,
Bartholomavs
Kidduschin

Kimchi
(David Kirshi)

Lacuniius, Lucius
Caccilive
Firminianus

Laertius, Diogenes

LaHaye, Jean de

Abbreviation

Derect. confess:

Octaplo palterii

Syt dhic

Syt theol.

Lib.radicum

Michal

Collected works

DeiraDei
Disnsie.

s

biography

Vit Zenen,

Evang. disp.

Full Titke English Title/Trans.

Edicton pissimi imper. Lustinian,rectac ide confes-
sionem continen, et refitationem hacresiom quae.
adversantur Catholicae ecelese: Ed. . Semrus,
[Tiguri, 1571

Peclcriun Hebreun, Grecun, Arabicun, et Chaldewn,
cum tribus atnis inerpretationibus  glosss
Genuae: Paulus; Porrus, 1516

Systema cthicae. Hanoviae: Antonius, 1610

Systemass. Theologae. Hanoviae: Antonius, 1607

See: Michal

Compendian Michlal Passis, Apud Carolum  David K Hebres
Stephanum, 1554 Grammar: (Mikhol).
New York: Bloch, 1052

Opera, quae quidem exstant omwia. Bascl:
Heinrich Pets, 1363

DeiraDei (CSEL27) The Anger of God
(ANF7)

Divinaraom institutiomm 1bri VIL Antwerps  The Divine Isttutes

Christophe Planin, 1587 (CSEL 10) (ANF7)

See: Dic it

D viea et moribus philosophorian o X, Lugeluni
Gryphius, 1566

Sex: biography

Evangelstarun guaternio: seu evangel. historice
dispositio. Duaci: Balt. Beller, 1607
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Nicetas Choniates

Nicholasof Cusa
Nicoli, Philipp
Nilus Cabasilas
Occolampadivs,
Johannes

Occumenins

Origen

Thesaurus

De concond. cath.vere.

De regn. Chriti

Liber praccegtorum

Exegen.

Hebrews

Collected works

Epist. Rom,
Exodus

Genssic

Numbers

P e, (Tlepl appav)

Romans

Sangof Scloman

Thoasanrws el colfaliciee Pavic Fotet, 1610

De concordanti catholica ibritres Paris: 1. B
Ascensius, 1514 repe., Bonn: Rohrscheid, 1028

Commentarioram de regno Christ .. b duo.
Frankfurt am Main: Johann Spict, 1397

Capita sex pracceptionss sententiosae Lugduni
Batavorum: ex of. Pantinians, 1500

I libron b excgemata. Geneva: Crispinus, 1567

Commentariin P epistdi

ommic.. . com vita auctoris Bascl
il

Opera
Euschius Episcopius & Nikolaus Episcol
Eben, 1571

See: Romans
In Exodion hemiliae (GCS 29; 5C 16)
In Genesim homiliae (GCS 20,5C.7)

I Noneros homiliae (GCS 30; 5C 20)

Pert archon, or De principiis (GCS 22) On First Principles
(ANF )

In Epistlaon ad Romanas (PG 14)

Libri X in Candctom cancoram, or In Canticun
canticonan homiliae 1 (GCS 33)
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AuthorTitle  Abbreviation  Full Title English Title/Trans.
Midrash Tilim Midrash Tillim. Venetia, [1546]

Milews, Views  Discus. emor. Brevis discussio et refutatio sexcentorum errorum
quos duo proedicantes saxonics Tbnanas Heshusies
et Joannes Olearis, pontfics, hoc est, chrisianis
catholois vanissime hactens atribuerion, Mogunitise

Albinus, 160+

ministers See: Transsylvani minisri

of Transylvania

Minucius Felix  Octavins Octavins (CSEL 2) Octavius (EC 10)

Montanus, Arias Sec: Arias Montano, Benito

Momacus Deverit relig.  De veriate religionis Chistianae iber; adversus

(Philippe Christian.  Atheas, Epicureos, Echnicos, Judacos, Malume

de Momay) distas, & cacteros nfdeles. Herborn: Christoph
Corvinus, 1602

Morton, Thomas  Apol.Cathol.  Apologiae Cadholicae libri duo. London: John
Norton, 1606

Mopses Acgyptivs More

Rabbi

Musculus, Lock Loci con

Welfgang, Henricpetsi, 1599

Musso, Comelio Postil Conciones exangelioram de dor
Jestissolemnioribus. Cologne: Amold Quentel,
1603

Nasianzen See: Gregory Nzianzen

Nicephorus His.eccles. Ecclesiastcae historiae. Frankfurt am M

Callstos Sigmund Feyerabend. 1585

kst
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Author/Title  Abbreviation Full Title ‘English Title/Trans.
Orpheus O THE HPOIKH MOIHIEQE TIPQTETONTES

TIOIHTAL KA AAAOI TINE .. Pesta Gracei

principes heroici carminis, & it nonmll: Homerus,

Hestodus, Orphaus, Callim, Arats, Nicand. Henri

Estienne, 1566

Orthodovographa See: Grynacus, Johann Jacob
petrum

Osiander, Andreas Harm. Harmeniae Evangelicae Libr 1 Basieac: Froben,
(1408-1552) 1561

Osiander, Lucas Refutato scriptsatanic, & Francisco Puccio, Fiidn
i lucem edi, e Goudac impresst anno salats 1502.
Tubingae: Gruppenbach, 1503

Ostorod, Contra Tradelium  Disputato .. wider Georgen Tradeln. Rackaw:
Christoph, Stematzki, 1625

Disput. German, See: Contra Tradeiun:
Tiad. oppositac

st Unterrichtung von den wrnemsten Hauptpuncien
der christlichen Reli welcher begriffen
Jast die gantze Confession oder Beleentnis der Ge-
meinen im Koigreich Polen, Grossfirstenthionds
Littawen und. anderen zu der Kron Polen gehorenden
Landsdiaffien. Rakow: Sebastian Sternacki, 1604

Toadel Sex: Contra Tradeiuns

Pagnin, Sante Gramm. Thesaurs Hebraicae Lingua, olim a Sane Pagnino
Lucensi conscript, epitome. Ca accesit Grammatices
Libellusex ptimis quibusque grammeticis collecu.

Antverpiae: Plantn, 1572

Eiblia Hebraica. Cum iterkineari inerpretatone
Latina Xants Pagnini. Quae quidem interpretti,
cun ab Hebraicarum dictonun proprictae discedt
sensun, vdelicet, magis qua verba exprimens,in
margine br st colloata; atque alia Ben. Ariae Mon-
s lorumqu collato studio ¢ verbo ediits, ac
diverso charctern genere disinct, in jus ocun

st substituta. Access biblorun pare quae Hebraice
o repernt tem Testamentun Norwam Greee, ciom
ulgata interprtatione Latin, Graeess contestelneis
inserta. [Leiden:] Raphelengius, 1615
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AuthorTitle  Abbreviation Full Title
Salmeren, Alfonso. Hebrews Commenta

nglish Title/Trans.

in cvnnes epistolas B. Pauli, &
Canowicas; in quatnor tomos distribus - quoram
hic est primus, in odine autem Tomas decims
tertus. Cologne: Anton Hicrat & Johann
Gymaich IV 1604

Salomon Joshua R[abbi] Salomonis Jarchi Commentaris Hebraicus
in b Josuae, Judicun, Rach,Saomuels, Regun,
Chonicorum, Esrac, Nehemiae et Etherae, e in
Salomonis Proverbia, Ecclesiasten et Canticun Canti-
corum, Latine verss. Gotha: Reyher, 1714

Proverbs Sec: Joshua
Sondacus Thema seculae d secta. Thema secalare de canfis, post mimicum centuplics
of Worzhurg Protest. deserenda inconstaniae ludibrium, deserendac, semperguc
(Maximilisnus fugiendae synagogac Protestanicae solenni discep-
Sandacus) ation proposta, & oppositam themat scculri

Sonfort. D disc.
Saul (Abba) Sanhedrin
Savonarola, Deveritfid, Triomphus crucs, sive de vertate fide iri V.
Girclama Antverpiae: Aerissens, 1533

Palm3l Psalmos Miserere mei Dews. 50.

i. 30. Qui regis Ismel ntende.
o sponsac Christ adersus
tepidos, &c. Tabingen: Eberhard Wild, 1621

Scaliger, B See Exere.
Julios Cacsar

B Exotericarum exercitationsm lber XV. De subtilitate.

Frankfurt am Main: Claude de Mame & Johann

Aubry L. 1502
D susil See: Exere.
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Procopius Gazacus Isaiah. Catena in Isaiam (PG 87.2)

Pradrom.
Darmstatinorian

Prosper
of Aquitsine  De vocat,gent. De vocatione cmmi gentam (PL51) On the Callng of A
Nations (ACW 15)
Sent Liber sntentiarum ex operibs S Augisting
delibatarin (CCSL 684)
Pucci Francesco De Christ servatorss eficacitate in omnibus et
singuls hominibus. Goudae: Hoen, 1502
Parstinger, Theol. Germanica  Theologia Germanica: In qua contnentur el
Berthold (Beroldus e fide, csangelo,viratibus e sacramenti: Quoriom
Chicmensis) materia am nostra tempestate contovert sle.
[Augsbusg]: Sllereysen, 1531
Quintiian (Marcus Instiutionum oratoriarum libr XIL Lyon:
Fabius Quintiianus) Sebastien Gryphius, 1540

Quoniam 23, . de
episc. et cleric

Rabonus Maurus D int, clerc De clericonum instiuione et ceremenis Ecclsiae,
ex Vites et Novo Testamento, ad Heistlphun.
Archiepiscopun libri Il Coloniae: loannes Pracl,
1532

Exodus Hrabant Mauri, Abbatis priman Fuldensis;Ordinis

. Bencdicti; postea Archicpiscopi Mogunéni Operam
quotquct reperir pouerunt: Toms 2: Continens
Commentariain Pentatnchuo, sve Quinge Libros
Moysis, Colonise Agrippinae: Hieratus, 1626
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AuthorTitle
Plutarch

Polanus
(Amandus
Polanus van

Polansdord)

Polonus, Johan.
Lycinius Nami-
cloviensis

Pelyearp
of Smyma.

Possevino,
Antonia

Prochorus

Proclus
of Constantinaple

Abbreviation
De placi.phios.

Syl the. th.

Syntagn.

System.

Epist. ad Philippenses

Eiblioth.

De nais verbi Dei

Historia

Homil
“ntrangis, Do,

Serm. de fide
g e

Full Tide English Title/Trans.

De phitosophorion placics libelhs cleganissimi.
Argentorat: Schurerivs, 1516

Sylloge thesium theclogicaron, ad methadieges
conserptanon et disputationibus Robert Bellarmini
praccipu oppositaron. Basileae: Waldkirch, 1507

‘Symtagma theologiae christianae. Hanau: Johamn
ubry . Exben, 1615

See: Syntagn.

Sec: Lycinius Namisloviensis Polonus, Johan.

Epistala ad Philippenses (The Apostolc Fathers.  Episte o the Philippians
Edited by . B. Lighttootand |. R Harmer.  (ANF 1)
London: Macmillan, 1026)

Biblitheca seect de ratone studiorum, Ad discipli-
nas, & ad sabuter i gentuon procurandan

& i duos Tomos distrbuta. Coloniae Agrippinac:
Apud loannem Gmynicus sub Moncerote, 1607
Notae divin verbi. E apestoicaeecclesice fdes,ac
Jacies ex quator primis oecamenics synodis
Adversus responsaun cuivsdam Devidss Chytrcei
Posnaniac: Wolrab, 1586

De Joanne theslogo & euangelistahistori.
Basilae, 1567

Homilia n tansfgurationem (PG 63, 61)

Toms ad Armenios (ACO4, 2; PG 65)





images/00579.jpg
12 7K





images/01106.jpg
Reuchlin, Johannes Anmnot. ad q. 1. Athanas. Liber S. Athanasii de variis quacstionibus nuper
ex graeca in latimon tradctus, Toanne Reuchlin
nterprete: Adhac tem Annotatones Caprione.
Hagenoae: Thomas Anshelm, 1510

Cabbal. ‘De arte Cabbalistica e 1" in Galatino, De
arcanis catholica vertats Basel: Hervagius, 1561

Not. ad quaest. Sex: Ao, ad g, 1. Athans,
1. Adhan
Ribera, Hebrews In epistolam B. Pauli Apostoli ad Hobracos
Francicco de commentari, Cologne: Armold Mylius, 1600
Richard of De trin. De trinitatelibrisex. Nurerberge: F. Peypus, 1518
St Victor
(Richardus
aSanco Victore
or Richardus
Victorinus)
Ritershusivs,  Analect Oppiani poctae Cilics De venctione . 1. Depi
Conrad ‘ad Oppiani @h1ei. catc b, . Cum nterpretatione Lating, commentariis,
& indice seruns i eroque apere memorablion o
pletifim, confcts, studho & opera Conrad: iter-
Shosi Eronswmensis . V. D Lugduni Batavorum,
Raphelengius, 1507
Rufinus Espos. ymb. Esposito symbali contra Jovianun haerticum. A Commentary o the
Koln: U. Zel, ca. 1470 (CCSL 20) Aposies Creed
(AW 20)

Rupert Geneil
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Author/Title  Abbreviation Full Titke English Title/Trans.
R Bersith

Racovian Catechism See: Catechesis R
Raimundus Theol. nat Theologia nataralis ... Sew verius thesaurus divi-
de Sebunda naruam considerationum ex naturae fontibus has-

tarum, tiom Theologis, tim Prilosoplis, atque
niversis scientiaram artinmque studioss plari-
mam profuturus. Venice: Francesco Zilett, 1381

Rambam. More Nebuchim Moses Maimenides, Sefer more nevaki. Jerusaler:
[1050/60]. Rabii Mosis Majemonidis Liber More Ne-
bukim Dactor Perplesarun: Ad dubia & cbscuriora
Seripturae loca rectas intelgenda vets Clasem con-
tinens, Prout in Pracfatione, in qua de Authoris vita &
Opers tetius ratione agit, plenius explicatur: Priman
ab Avhore in Lingua Arabica ante CCCCL. crcer an-
nos n Agypto Conscripts Deinde a Rlabbi] Samacle
Aben Tybbon Hispano m Linguan Hebrieam, sty
Philosaphico & <cholastico, adeoce difficilime, Trans-
Tatus: Nunc vero nove .. n Lingucon Latinam pers-
picus & feliter Comersus,  Johanne Bustorfio, Fil.
Addi siont Indices Locorum Seripture, Rerum, &
Voaun Hebraicarum. Basileae: Konig; Genath, 1620

Reshe Tebor
Rochi (Rabbi Genesis Perush Rashi al hattorah: Shemot, Wa-yiqra’ “Raschi on he Penta-
Shloma Vithagi) wBemidbar New York: Hotsat Qeren teuch: Genesis. Trans
Menashsheh we-Sarah Lehmann, (1981 ated by James H. Lowe
London: Hebrew
Compendium, 1028
Raynerius de Pisis Sunma Pantheclogia sive Summa wniversae theologic.

Augsburg: Ganther Zainer] 1474





images/00105.jpg
2 DX






images/00347.jpg
(Al





images/00104.jpg
X X





images/00346.jpg





images/00107.jpg
Beoc.





images/00106.jpg
TN





images/00101.jpg
O TN NO





images/00343.jpg





images/00585.jpg
X72" X7





images/00100.jpg
Pl





images/00342.jpg
M- IN





images/00584.jpg





images/00103.jpg
7N





images/00345.jpg
NP





images/00587.jpg
IRi=Pie





images/00102.jpg
mpwtpb





images/00344.jpg
7 X WK





images/00586.jpg
X7





images/01111.jpg
AuthorTitle
Sats

Steidanus,
Johannes.

Smiglcki, Marcin
(Martius
Smiglecins)

Socinus
(Fausto Sozzini)

Abbreviation

episle of March O and
of June 30, 1608

Conn.

Contra Schmalizin

Dedivina verbi

D o o Arian,

Adcbjet, Cutieni

AdRades
Ad Bell, et Wik

A Franc. D
de e, Christ

praTe——
Animdy.
i, ad asert.

Animac, ad asert,
Posman,

pr——

Full Title English Title/Trans.

Commentarioram de statu religionis & n
ca, Carolo quinto Cacsare, libri XXVL
bourg: Theodosins Rihl, «.d. Or De statu
et reipublicac, Carolo quinto, Caesare
mentarg, Bascl, 1336

De Christavern et natural Dei flo eiusdemaue pro
peccatis nostris satisactione i cio adverss mpics
dogmata Valentini Smalci, Arcna sectae minisr.
Cracoviae: A Petricovius, 1615

Verbon cara factun sex De Diving verb incamti
natura. Cracoviae: Andreas Petriconius, 1613

De erroribus wovorsam Avianoram fibri duo:

Adversas responsum Valentini Smalci. Kraka:
‘Andezej Piotekoweyk. 1613

See: Resp.af abjct. Cuteni

See: Epist
See: Contra Bellar.e¢ Wickim
De esu Christi imvocatione disputatio, quan Fasts

Socinus per sripea habuit con Francisco Davicis
anno 1578 et 1570, Racoviae: Sternacius, 1626

See: Animas assert,
See: Animads assert,

See: Animas assert.

Assertones theologicae de trin et uno deo, adversus
naros Samosatenicos. Ex praclctionib collei
Posnaniensis excerptae. Una con cnimadersionibes
Faaust Socini Senensis. Qua plenae resporsionis loco
e pusant, Rserviie: v, 1614
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s,
Lucius Annacus

St

Servetus, Michael

Severus
of Alexandsia
(Severus

of Antioch)

Sigehertus
of Gembloux
(Sigebertue
Gemblacensis)

Sintus of Sicana
(Sixtus Senensis
or Sista da Siens)

Slade, Matthes

Collected works

Natural, qusest

Epist. ad Cal

Derie bapt. et synasios

Choon,

Amt,

Eibbith.sanct

Disp. conra Vorstion

K0, apesem weiainty el 5. Tacli Ennelion:
Episcopius, 1390

Naturales quaestiones
See: Petr Lombard, Sent.

Episola doci et pi cuidan viri, qua macam
Servaticae haresis aspersam sibi a Cabin cbtergit
(1538); Epistolae rginta ad Joanaem Calvinion
Gebennensua cncionatorem (CR 36)

De ritibus baptismi, ct sacrae synasis apud S ros
Chistiauos recepis, liber. Antwverp: Chistophe
Plantin, 1572

Chronicon Sigeberti Gemblacensis moncchi
Antverpiae, 1608

See: Bibith.sanct

Bibliotheca sancia. ... ex praccipuis catholicae
ecclesiae anctoribus collecta. Paris: Th. Rollin,
1610

Cum Conrado Verstio .. de Besphemis, hacresibus
et atheionis a ... Magnae Britannice .. Rege Jacobo
Primo.... in ejusdem Vors) de Deo Tractatu e Exgesi
apologet, nigr theta notats,scholast. disceptations
1. Amstelodami: Jodocus Hondius, 1612
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Author/Title
Sacinus
(Fausto Sozzini)

Abbreviation
Defens.animack: P,

Epist

Epist. ad Radecc.
Esplc.oc. de Spiri. .

Esplce. aliquot
Toc. Seripe.

Esplcet. oco. Seripe.
Miscel

Pract.thel

Practect

Quod evang, s Phatin
djungere debeant

Quod evanetict

Rt Bellarm.
et Wieeh

Resp. ad Bellarn.
Resp. ad object. Cuteni-
Salut sl

Tact. de Do,
Christo e Spir 5.

Full Title English Title/Trans.
See: Defers.animacts advers. Enerp

Adamicos Episolae: In quib arice d rebs dvins
uaestiones xpediunta mulague scraron lterarum.
Toca explanantu: Racovise: Stermacius, 1613

Sex: Epist.
See: Explcat. aliquot o, Serip.

- Adjectae sunt cap: 9.
orum quorundan . scripturae locorum
planaiones. Rakow: Scbastian Sternack, 1618
Sex: Explicat. aliquot o, Serip.

Miscellanca: hoc est, scripta theologica, seu tract-
atus breves de diversis materiis, Rakow: Sebastian
Stermacki, 1611

See: Pracect

adjungere, quiin isdem locis falso atque immerito
Arriani atgue Ebionitac vocantar. Rakonw:
Sebastian Sternacki, 1611

See: Quod evang, s Phtin.adungere debeant
See: Contra Bl ¢ Wickun:

See: Contra Bl t Wiekun

Sex: Defens. animacks adver. Eutrap. (7)

Tractatus de Dea, Christo, et Spiricu Sancto.
Rakow: Sebastian Sternacki, 1611
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Animady. defens.
contra Evgrapiaon

A, n aser:
"Poman

Animads, P,

Contra Belax:
et Wiekun

Contra Vo,

Cont. Wickiun
De auctor Serip.

De bagtiom. aq.

De Christa
Defens. animeds.

Defens. animeds
advers. Eutra.

Defens. animes
g

See: Defens. animadv. advers. Eutrop.
See: Animads assert,

See: Animas assert,

Responsio ad lielhon Tacobi Wil esuitce.
[Rakcow]: Sernacki, 1624

De esi Chrit il D naturs sve ssenta, e nan
de peccatoruom per ipsuom expiaione disputato,
adiersus Andream Volaonam. 5.1, 1588

See: Contra Bellar. et Wickum

De sacre scripturae auctoriate Fbellus, Rakovr:
Schastian Sternacl, 1611

De baptismo cquae disputatio, Rakor: Schastian
Sternacki, 1613

See: Tract,de Des, Chiisto et Spi =

See: Defens. animads. advers, Eutrep.

Defensio
Assertiones theologicas Collegii Posnanicnsis de

Trino & uno Dea; Adsersus Gabriclem Eutrapim.
Rakow: Schastian Sternacki, 1618

See: Defens. animads. advers. Eutrep.
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Author/Title

Abbreviation

Schmalz, Valentin - De di verbi

[ESp——

Examen 157 errer.

Rt disp.post 12
D. Frantz.

R doct. Frantz.

Rt corum, quac
exan. 100 eror
Smiglec. objecerat

Reft. Frant

Reut. o mnst.
Smigleci

Rec. thes. D Franiz.

Rt thesiun D.
Grawen de Spiric .

Reftat. doct. Frantz.
respone to Sriglecki

Schroder, ohannes De prine. theol

Seots,
i T

Full Title ‘English Title/Trans.
See: De Christ diint. or Smiglecki, D divina verbi

Examinaio contum errorum, quos Martinus

Swiglecius Jesuita ... Collegit. Rakow: Schastian

Stermacki, 1615

Examinatio contum quinguaginta septem reli-

quorsm erroru, quos Martinus Swiglecius .

Opposuic. [Rakow:] Sebastian Sternacki, 1616

See: Reft. thes. . Franez.

See: Refut. thes. . Frane.
See: Exa. cent, o

See: Ret. thes. D Franz,

itubon fect, Nows mowstra noviariamisni
Rakow: Schastian Sternacki, 1613

Refutatio hesiaam . Wolf
praccipuis Christanae relgio
Rakowr: Scbastan Stcrnacks, 1614

hoc anno.
Rakow: Schastian Sternacki, 1613

See: Ret. thes. D Fram.
See: Reut. v, monst. Smiglcii

Opusculum theclogicum de principio theologiae <t
naturali notitia D, Sweinfust: Chenlin, 1603

Sex: Duns Seotus, John
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Schimbers,
Theodosue

Schindler, Valentin

Schimalz, Valenin

Pragfa. refut.
Carol. pragfisa

Praca. e
Corelispracmissa

Fracie.refutationi
"B Caroln a Joh.
Sommero adornatae

Lesicon

Contra D. Frantzium

Contra D. Sclhlopper,
e T

Contra disp. Frantz.

Contra disp. Frantz,
e e jucicio

Contra Ravensperg,

De Chvisti divini,

Preface to Johannes Sommer, Refutatianis scripti
Petri Carsi it Wittehergae, script. Ingoletadii
Petri Rausin, 1582

See: Prasf.refut. Canl. pracfia

See: Prasft.refut. Canl. pracfia

Lesicon pentagltton, Hebraicun, Chaldicun,
Syriacom, Tamudico-Rabbinicun, & Arabicun,
Hanoviac: Henneus, 1612

Sec: Refu. thes. D. Frantz.
Refutatio thesium de sacrosancia witate Divinae
esseniae, & in eadem sacrosania personarun
Trinitate, a laccbo Schopper propositarum.
Rakow: Sternacki, 1614

Sec: Refu. thes. D. Franiz.

Sec: Refu. thes. D. Franiz.

Responsio ad scriptuan Hermanni Ravensperger
. ecit: Par wnum Sophismatum.

Rakow: Scbastian Sternac, 1614

De divinitate Jesu hriti, iber: Rakow: Scbastian

Sternacki, 1608
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AuthorTitle  Abbreviation

Steuco, Agostino  De peren.phil.
(Stenchus) Brylinger & Scbastian

nglish Title/Trans.

Tosophia libri X. Bascl: Nikolaus
anc, 1342

Stobacus, Johannes Serm. Ioanis Stobaci Sententiae x thesauris Graccorum
delectae, quarum authorescirciter ducentos et quin-
quagints citat et i sermones s locos commines
digestae & Conrado Gesnero, Lugdun: Frellon, 1608

Suwrm Hubert  Depracdest D acterna Dei pracdestinatione, diatibe.
Hanau: Wilhelm Antonius, 1604

Suirez Francisco  Comm.super  Commentaria ac dispuationes in primam paicm
primeon Thom.  divi Thomae. Moguntiae: Mylius: Moguntic:
Lippius, 1607

Suidas Suidee levicon: Graeee et Lat Osabricl: Biblio-Verl.,
1986, Se also Adam Staub, Studien zu den Biogra-
phik ds Suidas. Hildesheimn: Gerstenberg, 1072

Tanner, Adam  Disp. in Thomon  Disputatiomum Theologicarum

quatuor. Quoram si
Sunmme responde

- Ingolstadt: Wilhelm Eder,

1618
Targn. Khanishshat Khunshe torah: Biblia Hebraca cun
Hierosalymitcman, eiplics Targum in Pentteuchion, Onkol,fomcthan &

Jerosolymitanc: & Commentario R. SalorJarchi in
omnes 24,5, Scripurae ibros, Hancwryahs Hans
Yaqopo Hane, 161+

Tangion Jonathan See: Targan Hierosalymitan
T Oulickos See: Targuan Hicrosolymian
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Socrates

Sohn, Georg

Sommer,Johanes

Soph Tebot

Soto, Dormings de

Sozomen

Stephanus,
Robertus

Tripart

Hist
Hist. cccles.
Historia tipart.

Collected works

Eseg.Aug

Reuta. Peei Carolini

Py

Hist

Concordantiae bibhcae

Tripertite historic ex Socrate Sozomeno et Theo-  The Ecclesiastical His-
doricoin unsam collect ... de greco i latiwamtory of Socrates
manslate ibri mumero duodecim. Angsburg: | Scholasticus (NPNF: 2)
Johann Schafler, 1472

See: Tripar,

See: Tripar,

See: Tripar,

Operum .. tomus primus [-trtins). Sicgen:

Christoph Corvime, 1308

Operum .. tomas secundus; continens Excgesin

praccipuorim articulorum Augustanae Confefi-
fonis. Sicgen: Christoph Corvinus, 1598

Refutatio scripti Petri Cali edit Wittbergae,
Ingolstadii: Ravistus, 1582, epr, Vienna, 1006

I oxto lbros Physicorum Aristtelis. Dusaci
Borremars, 1613

Historia ecclsiasica (PG 67) Church History
PN 2)

Concordantiae Eibianon utrinsque Testament,
Veteis et Novi,novae e integrae; Quas Majores
esera appelare posis. Oliva: Rob. Stephan, 1
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Author/Title

Tertlian (Quintus
Septimus Florens
Tetullisnue)

Thalassive

Thames, Theotald

Thecdorstof Cyrus
(Theodoretus
Cymhensie)

Abbreviation
Eshort. ad castit

o Paulinus
the presbyter

boaks published.
at Mainz.

Collected works

De Grace. affec.
Dl

Dial. 3 contra Eutyehen
Exodus

Genesis

Haerst. fib,

Hist

Pealme
QQ.in Genes.

Quast. in Gen.

Serm. 4. de provid. Dei
Tipart

Full Title English Title/Trans.
De exhortation castitais (CCSL 2) Exhortation o Chastity
(AW 13)

Apologia Theobalds Thameri de varis cabumnis
s b anno quinguagesimo secundo e ad hunc
Sexagesanuom primom had suo merico i a Lcher-
anis Euangelstis.. . atque e priman in e
acdita. Mainz: Behem, 1561

Operum .. tomus sccundus, Pavis: Michel
Sonmius 1L 1608

Graccaru affectionum curatio (SC 57)
ATPEITTOE AIAAOTOE . 5. Dialogus
primns [-secundas) ... perpetu analysi logica
expositus, locis Seripturae, & selectissimis ta
‘Graccoru, quam Latinorum Patrum scnientis
illustratns, & ad controversias mosirac tempestatis
recte imelligendas & dijudicandas accomodatus.
Zarich: Johannes Woll, 1503

Eranises seu Polymorphus (PG 83)7

Quastiones in Octateucham (PG 50)

Quastiones in Octateucham (PG 80)

wipen: KakowBtas emton, Haeredcanon

Jabularan compendun (PG 83)

Histora ccclesiastica (GCS 10, PG 82)  Ecclesiasical History
PN 3)

Interprtatio in Psaimes (PG 80, 84)
See: Genesis

Sex: Genesis

D providentic oratones decem (G &3)
S Sacsiien. Blgan
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Ttinn

Taurellus, Nicolaus

Terullian (Quintus
Septimus Florens
Terwllianus)

Conlra gontes

Synops. metaph.

Collected works

pra—
A Judaeos
A Marcion
A Prascam

A Vilen.

Apoog
ContraMare
Contra Praseam
De anima
Dbt

D came Chrsti
De resur camis

De Tt

Ovidin ag Graeces (PG:G3: K diomsashadodond
Greeks (ANF 2)

Symopsis Aristoelis metaphysices:ad norman Chris-
uange religions explicatae, emendtae & compleae,
Hanoviac: apud Guiliclmum Antonium, 1505

Opera omnia. [Heidelberg]: Hicronymus
Commelinus Erben, 1608

Adversus Hermogenem (CCSL 1) Against Hermogenes
(ANF3)

Adversus udaces (CCSL2) Aganst the ews
(ANF3)

Adversus Marcionem (CCSL 1) Against Marcion
(ANF3)

Adversus Prasean (CCSL2) Against Praveas
(ANF3)

Adversus Valentinianas (CCSL 2) Aganst the Valetinians
(ANF3)

Apologetcum (CCSL 1) Apology (ANF3)

See: Adk Marcion,

See: Adk Prasean

Deanima (CCSL2) On the Soul (ANF'3)

Debaptismo (CCSL 1) On Bapti (ANF 3)

De came Chrisi (CCSL2) On the Flesh o Chiist
(ANF3)

De resurectione mortuorum (CCSL2) The Resurection of the
Flesh (ANF 3)

Novatian, De Trinitate (PL 3)7 Novaian, On the Tiny

(ANF 57
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Virg,

Vives, Juan Luis

Vorstius, Conrad

lssish 12
Collected works

Comun. Aug,

Comn. Augst,
de i Dei

Deverit fid Christ,

Deverit. i
on Augusine Dec. D.
Apol.exeg

Deattribue. di
DeDeo

De Dot atrib i
De saif.

Disp. de Deo.
Eseg. aploget

Orat. apotoget.

Opera, in duos distncta tomos. Basel:

Episcopius, 1553

See: Comn, August. de civi. Des

. Auwreli Augustini Hipponensis episops De ciitate
Dei b XXIL... Ludovics Vivis commentariis
llstrat [Geneval: Stoer, 1596

De veriate fidei Christianae libri quingus.

Basel: Johann Oporinus, 1543

See: De vri. i Christ.

Sex: Comm, August. de civi. Des

Sex: Exeg. apologet
See: Tract de Dea

Sex: Traet de Dea

See: Taet de Dea

Sarex Vorstianus,Hoc est: D. Conrad Vorstitheclogi
confesscr De it Det. Merio & satsactione
Christi. Fide nstficante. & hoc genusahis, Stenfurt:
Genatblius, 1614

See: Tact de Dea

Jomica collato.. . exegesin apologetcan. Goudse
Caspari Tournaci, 1613

Oratio apotagetica habia in plenc comsecs
Hollandhae et Wesfisiae Ondimam Hagae Comits 22,
Martij Stilo novo. Lugduni Batavorum: Patius, 1612
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Author/Title  Abbreviation Full Title English Title/Trans.
Valles, Francisco  Sacra Philoso. De Sacra Pilosoplia,sive d iis quae physice

scripta sunt in Libris Sacri

Nikolans Basse, 1600

. Frankfurt am Main:

Vatablus, Amotations

Franciscus
acci... Nowam Testamentarm Graccolatinsun
Ben. Aviae. [Heidelberg] Hicronymus Commeli
nus Erben, 1616

commentary See: Amnotatons

Vazquez, Gabriel Commentari, ac disputationss in priman parten .
‘Thomae. Ingelstadis Nutius € Hettroy, 1609

Vega, Emanuela  Oppugnat. Dei Facts samoscteniani det appugnatio a acternae

Samosatenani  Chriss generations, vercegue deitatss defnsio,

Vienna, 1500

Venet Georg See: Giorgio, Francesco

Vergilius Maro,  Collected works  Opera, cun figuris,lctionibus propris t gis e

Publius varis exemplaribus congesa, i gratiam studiosae
sentuts Francofurts ad Oderam: Hartmannus, 1618

Vermigli Peter  Histor novi orbis  De rebus oceanicis et nov orbe, decades tes, Petr

Martyr (Pietro Martyris ab Angleria mediolanensis. Coloniac:

Martire Vermigh) Calenium & Quentelios, 157+

L. Loci commanes. Heidelberg: Andeas Cambicr,

1603

Vietorinus, ContraArian. D generatione diaini Verbi, confutatorium Candids

Gaius Marius Ariani, ad cwndm (1545)

Vigilins Contra Eutych. Libri V. contra eatychianiam confessionems durum

(Thapsensis) naturaruns, damnatam in Synodo Chalccdoen,

[Leipzig:) Ernst Vogelin, [1573] (PL 62)
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AuthorTitle — Abbreviation

Vorstius, Conrad  Parase. ad Piscat.
Tiact de Deo
Weidner, Paul  Loca fid Christ.
praccip
Wigand Jobann D sacramentarismo
Wolt Johann  Cent 1
Xenophon D dict. e et Socrat

Zabarela, Giacomo D at. scent consi.

Zanchi, Girclamo D na. Dei

De ri Elohim

Zilcai, Valentinus D re sacram,

Hellopaeus
Zrch, Resp. ad Lutherun
preschers at
Zwinger, Theador - Theatrun it
(15331588)
Zuingl, Ulich  Colleced works
De provid
Blench. contra Anabape.
Expos. fid. ad

Chictian. regem

Opena

Full Tide
Parasceve ad anicam collationen. .. . ohanne
Piscator. Goudac: Typis Caspari Tournaci, 1612
Tracttus theclogcus de Deo, sive de natura et
attribuss Det. Seinfurts: Cacsar, 1610

English Title/Trans.

Loca praccipua fidei Christianae,collecta, et
explicta, Vienns, 1562

De sacramentariamo, dogmata et angumenta e
quatuor patrarchis acramentarionan, Carlstadic,

Zwmglio, Occolampuaio, Calving potissimun, et

quibusdam als. Lipsiae: Grosse: Dellner, 158+

{1585

Lectionum memorabilium et reconditarum cent-

enarii XVL [Tomus LT Laviogen: Leonhard

Reinmichel. 1600

De facts 7 dictis Socratis memorata dignis. Rome: Memorabilia (LCL 163
Joanais Mazochi Bergomatis, 1521

Liber de aturalis scentiae consttutione.
Lugduni, 1587

De natnra Dei, seu de divinis attibusi
Neustadt an der Haardt: Wilhelm Harnisch
Witwe, 1508

De tribus Elohiom, acterno Patre; Filio, et Spiricu
‘Sancto, uno codemque Jehova, Libri XIIL Neu-
Stadt an der Hasrdi: Nikolaus Schramm, 1604

De sacramenis in genee sive, detota e sacramen-
ara,tractatio. Geneva: Bustathius Vigron €
Tacobus Stoer, 1585

Sec: Bullnger, Resp.ad Luheram

Thectrum humanae vige. Vl. 17. Basel: per
Sebastianvin Henvricperr, 1604

Opera Huldryehi Zwinghi Tigur, 1545
Adllstrissimon Cattorum principem Pilipuan,

Sermonis De providentia Det ancmnema, Tigor
Christophorus Froschouer, 1530

Chrisianae fidi brevis st clara xposico... Ab
ipso Zunglio paulo ante mortem e ad regen:
Christianon seripea. [Tiguri, 1536

Sest Collected worls'
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Theodosius

Theodulus
Theol, Germanica

Theophilus
of Antioch

Theophylact
(Theophylactus
de Achrids)

Theupolus,
Stephanus
(Francesco
Piccolormini)

Thomas Aquinss

C. de haer.

onRom, 1:19

Ad Autalye.

Orat. 1. o Auselye.
Matthess

onHeb. 116

Aca. contempl

Collected works

T |

Constitutiones imperatorum veterum, Theodosii
Secundi, t ustnsani Prm, coninentes piam de Dea
et de Filio Det Domino st les Christo & de
b llies naturis confecsonen & prohibiinem
everam, n lbr haeretcoruo aliud setieniam.

habeantur cut sparganta Vitcbergae: Crato, 1568
Fragnentun in p. ad Reomancs
See: Parstinger, Theel. Germanica

Ties ad Aty Vi (PG 6) Theophilus to Autalycus
(ANF2)
See: Ad Autalye.

In quatuor Evangelia cnarrationes. Basck:
Andrcas Cratander, 1525

Academicarin contempletionuon Basilise: Conrad.
Waldirch., 1500

Opera omnia. Rome: Antonio Blado hicrs.
Giovanni Gigliott, & Giulio Accolt, 156071

[HARE R





images/01120.jpg
i
mmanel

Tripart.
Trismegistus

Torsellinus, Histr Lauret,
Horatius (Orazio
Toreelini)

Ursinus, Zacharias Catech.

Valencia (Valentia)

Valerius Maximus

Valla Lorerzo  Collected works
legant.

ee: Juniusand fremefhus

Sec: Socrates, Trpart
See: Hermes Trismegistus

Lawetanae historiae libri V. Coloniac: Henningus,
1612

Catechesis religionis Christiance. Heidelherg: An ntroduction to the

Michae Schirat & Johann Mayer, 1563 Heidelbery Catechism
it translation of the
amalle and larger cate-
chisns o Zacharias
Ursinas. Translated by
Bierma, Grand Rapid:
Baker Academic, 2005

See: Gregory of Valencia

De facts ac dicis memorabilibus Excmplorsm
Libr novem. Leipzig: Melchior Lotter 1. 1312

Opera. Bascl: Neinsich Peti, 1532

Elegansiarun libri sex. Strasbourg: Ulkich
Morhart L. 1521
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AuthorTitle

Thormas Aquinas

Tlemann,
Frisdrich

Tilenus, Daniel

Top.

Tessanus, Daniel

Tessanus, Paul

Tostado Ribera,
Alfonso

Transsylvani

Abbreviation
Dot

Sent
Summa theologica (ST)

Discurs.policc

Collected disputations

Not. ad Bellarmin,
e Christo

Contra Marbachion.

marginal note

Full Title English Title/Trans.

Quacstiones ... De potentia Dei. De unione verbi
De spiritualibus creataris De anima De virtutibus
De malo. Strasbourg: Martin Flach 11, 151

In... Sententiaron Voo interpretatio

Sunma theclogica The Summa Thestogica
of St. Thomas Aquinas.
2 ed London, 1020

Discurss pliticus, Witchergae: Iohannis
Cratonis, 1505

Symtagmaris disputationum theologicaram
pars prima. Scdan: Jean Jannon. 1613

Sec: Arisotle, Top.

Nerantwortang Der reinen und vom Bapstischen
‘Saurte durchan’ eseuberten Lehx von dem .
Abendanel .. Wider die widerwertige, truszige
Lesterschrifft D. Iohann Marbachs. Neustadt sn
der Haardt: Matthius Harnisch, 1580

Biblia Das it/ Die ganize . Schrifi Durch D Martin
Luaher Vrteatsch .. Sonst sind uch Vorredend Sun-
maren . .und nderschidiche Register .. beygeit
durch Padion Tossanon. Franckfurt: Tamspach: Hey-
delber Lancello, 1617

Opera omni, quotquot in Seripturae sacrae
Exposicionem & alia, adiuc extare inventa sunt.
Vemice: Sessa, 1396

Sanomaprofesioni dectrinae de o vero Deo

per ministros ecclesiae Claudhopolianae aliosque

pastores in Transylaia et Hingria in hac doctring
Covmiiontes. Claaipuli, 1570
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