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ARGUMENT.
The First Part of the Apostles’ Creed—viz. the knowledge of God the Creator,
being disposed of, we now come to the Second Part, which relates to the knowledge of
God as a Redeemer in Christ. The subjects treated of accordingly are, first, the Occasion
of Redemption—viz. Adam’s fall; and, secondly, Redemption itself. The first five
chapters are devoted to the former subject, and the remainder to the latter.
Under the Occasion of Redemption, the Fall is considered not only in a general
way, but also specially in its effects. Hence the first four chapters treat of original sin, free
will, the corruption of human nature, and the operation of God in the heart. The fifth
chapter contains a refutation of the arguments usually urged in support of free will.
The subject of redemption may be reduced to five particular heads:
I. The character of him in whom salvation for lost man must be sought, Chap. 6.
II. How he was manifested to the world, namely, in a twofold manner. First, under
the Law. Here the Decalogue is expounded, and some other points relating to the law
discussed, Chap. 7 and 8. Secondly, under the Gospel. Here the resemblance and
difference of the two dispensations are considered, Chap. 9, 10, 11.
III. What kind of person Christ was, and behaved to be, in order to perform the
office of Mediator—viz. God and man in one person, Chap. 12, 13, 14.
IV. For what end he was sent into the world by the Father. Here Christ’s
prophetical, kingly, and priestly offices are considered, Chap. 15.
V. In what way, or by what successive steps, Christ fulfilled the office of our
Redeemer, Chap. 16. Here are considered his crucifixion, death, burial, descent to hell,
resurrection, ascension to heaven, and seat at the right hand of the Father, together with
the practical use of the whole doctrine. Chapter 17 contains an answer to the question,
Whether Christ is properly said to have merited the grace of God for us.
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This chapter consists of four parts. I. The sum, utility, and necessity of this
discussion, sec. 1. II. A proof that, generally speaking, the old and new
dispensations are in reality one, although differently administered. Three points
in which the two dispensations entirely agree, sec. 2–4. III. The Old Testament, as
well as the New, had regard to the hope of immortality and a future life, whence
two other resemblances or points of agreement follow—viz. that both were
established by the free mercy of God, and confirmed by the intercession of Christ.
This proved by many arguments, passages of Scripture, and examples, see. 5–23.
IV. Conclusion of the whole chapter, where, for fuller confirmation, certain
passages of Scripture are produced. Refutation of the cavils of the Sadducees and
other Jews.
Sections.
1.
2.
3.

4.
5.

6.

7.

8.

Introduction, showing the necessity of proving the similarity of both
dispensations in opposition to Servetus and the Anabaptists.
This similarity in general. Both covenants truly one, though differently
administered. Three things in which they entirely agree.
First general similarity, or agreement—viz. that the Old Testament, equally with
the New, extended its promises beyond the present life, and held out a sure hope
of immortality. Reason for this resemblance. Objection answered.
The other two points of resemblance—viz. that both covenants were established
in the mercy of God, and confirmed by the mediation of Christ.
The first of these points of resemblance being the foundation of the other two, a
lengthened proof is given of it. The first argument taken from a passage, in which
Paul, showing that the sacraments of both dispensations had the same meaning,
proves that the condition of the ancient church was similar to ours.
An objection from John 6:49—viz. that the Israelites ate manna in the wilderness,
and are dead, whereas Christians eat the flesh of Christ, and die not. Answer
reconciling this passage of the Evangelist with that of the Apostle.
Another proof from the Law and the Prophets—viz. the power of the divine word
in quickening souls before Christ was manifested. Hence the believing Jews were
raised to the hope of eternal life.
Third proof from the form of the covenant, which shows that it was in reality one
both before and after the manifestation of Christ in the flesh.

9.

10.

11.

12.
13.

14.
15.
16.
17.

18.
19.
20.
21.
22.
23.

Confirmation of the former proof from the clear terms in which the form is
expressed. Another confirmation derived from the former and from the nature of
God.
Fourth proof from examples. Adam, Abel, and Noah, when tried with various
temptations, neglecting the present, aspired with living faith and invincible hope
to a better life. They, therefore, had the same aim as believers under the Gospel.
Continuation of the fourth proof from the example of Abraham, whose call and
whole course of life shows that he ardently aspired to eternal felicity. Objection
disposed of.
Continuation of the fourth proof from the examples of Isaac and Jacob.
Conclusion of the fourth proof. Adam, Abel, Noah, Abraham, Isaac, Jacob, and
others under the Law, looked for the fulfilment of the divine promises not on the
earth, but in heaven. Hence they termed this life an earthly pilgrimage, and
desired to be buried in the land of Canaan, which was a figure of eternal
happiness.
A fifth proof from Jacob’s earnestness to obtain the birth-right. This shows a
prevailing desire of future life. This perceived in some degree by Balaam.
A sixth proof from David, who expects such great things from the Lord, and yet
declares the present life to be mere vanity.
A seventh proof also from David. His descriptions of the happiness of believers
could only be realised in a future state.
An eighth proof from the common feeling and confession of all the pious who
sought by faith and hope to obtain in heaven what they did not see in the present
shadowy life.
A continuation and confirmation of the former proof from the exultation of the
righteous, even amid the destruction of the world.
A ninth proof from Job, who spoke most distinctly of this hope. Two objections
disposed of.
A tenth proof from the later Prophets, who taught that the happiness of the
righteous was placed beyond the limits of the present life.
This clearly established by Ezekiel’s vision of the dry bones, and a passage in
Isaiah.
Last proof from certain passages in the Prophets, which clearly show the future
immortality of the righteous in the kingdom of heaven.
Conclusion of the whole discussion concerning the similarity of both
dispensations. For fuller confirmation, four passages of Scripture produced.
Refutation of the error of the Sadducees and other Jews, who denied eternal
salvation and the sure hope of the Church.

1. FROM what has been said above, it must now be clear, that all whom, from the
beginning of the world, God adopted as his peculiar people, were taken into covenant
with him on the same conditions, and under the same bond of doctrine, as ourselves; but
as it is of no small importance to establish this point, I will here add it by way of

appendix, and show, since the Fathers were partakers with us in the same inheritance, and
hoped for a common salvation through the grace of the same Mediator, how far their
condition in this respect was different from our own. For although the passages which we
have collected from the Law and the Prophets for the purpose of proof, make it plain that
there never was any other rule of piety and religion among the people of God; yet as many
things are written on the subject of the difference between the Old and New Testaments in
a manner which may perplex ordinary readers, it will be proper here to devote a special
place to the better and more exact discussion of this subject. This discussion, which
would have been most useful at any rate, has been rendered necessary by that monstrous
miscreant, Servetus, and some madmen of the sect of the Anabaptists, who think of the
people of Israel just as they would do of some herd of swine, absurdly imagining that the
Lord gorged them with temporal blessings here, and gave them no hope of a blessed
immortality.228 Let us guard pious minds against this pestilential error, while we at the
same time remove all the difficulties which are wont to start up when mention is made of
the difference between the Old and the New Testaments. By the way also, let us consider
what resemblance and what difference there is between the covenant which the Lord
made with the Israelites before the advent of Christ, and that which he has made with us
now that Christ is manifested.
2. It is possible, indeed, to explain both in one word. The covenant made with all
the fathers is so far from differing from ours in reality and substance, that it is altogether
one and the same: still the administration differs. But because this brief summary is
insufficient to give any one a full understanding of the subject, our explanation to be
useful must extend to greater length. It were superfluous, however, in showing the
similarity, or rather identity, of the two dispensations, again to treat of the particulars
which have already been discussed, as it were unseasonable to introduce those which are
still to be considered elsewhere. What we propose to insist upon here may be reduced to
three heads:—First, That temporal opulence and felicity was not the goal to which the
Jews were invited to aspire, but that they were admitted to the hope of immortality, and
that assurance of this adoption was given by immediate communications, by the Law and
by the Prophets. Secondly, That the covenant by which they were reconciled to the Lord
was founded on no merits of their own, but solely on the mercy of God, who called them;
and, thirdly, That they both had and knew Christ the Mediator, by whom they were united
to God, and made capable of receiving his promises. The second of these, as it is not yet
perhaps sufficiently understood, will be fully considered in its own place (Book 3 chap.
15–18). For we will prove by many clear passages in the Prophets, that all which the Lord
has ever given or promised to his people is of mere goodness and indulgence. The third
also has, in various places, been not obscurely demonstrated. Even the first has not been
left unnoticed.
3. As the first is most pertinent to the present subject, and is most controverted, we
shall enter more fully into the consideration of it, taking care, at the same time, where any
of the others requires explanations to supply it by the way, or afterwards add it in its
proper place. The Apostle, indeed, removes all doubt when he says that the Gospel which
God gave concerning his Son, Jesus Christ, “he had promised aforetime by his prophets

in the holy Scriptures,” (Rom. 1:2). And again, that “the righteousness of God without the
law is manifested, being witnessed by the law and the prophets,” (Rom. 3:21). For the
Gospel does not confine the hearts of men to the enjoyment of the present life, but raises
them to the hope of immortality; does not fix them down to earthly delights, but
announcing that there is a treasure laid up in heaven, carries the heart thither also. For in
another place he thus explains, “After that ye believed [the Gospel,] ye were sealed with
that Holy Spirit of promise, which is the earnest of our inheritance unto the redemption of
the purchased possession,” (Eph. 1:13, 14). Again, “Since we heard of your faith in Christ
Jesus, and of the love which ye have to all the saints, for the hope which is laid up for you
in heaven, whereof ye heard before in the word of the truth of the Gospel,” (Col. 1:4).
Again, “Whereunto he called you by our Gospel to the obtaining of the glory of our Lord
Jesus Christ,” (2 Thess. 2:14). Whence also it is called the word of salvation and the
power of God, with salvation to every one that believes, and the kingdom of heaven.229
But if the doctrine of the Gospel is spiritual, and gives access to the possession of
incorruptible life, let us not suppose that those to whom it was promised and declared
altogether neglected the care of the soul, and lived stupidly like cattle in the enjoyment of
bodily pleasures. Let no one here quibble and say, that the promises concerning the
Gospel, which are contained in the Law and the Prophets, were designed for a new
people.230 For Paul, shortly after making that statement concerning the Gospel promised
in the Law, adds, that “whatsoever things the law saith, it saith to those who are under the
law.” I admit, indeed, he is there treating of a different subject, but when he said that
every thing contained in the Law was directed to the Jews, he was not so oblivious as not
to remember what he had said a few verses before of the Gospel promised in the Law.
Most clearly, therefore, does the Apostle demonstrate that the Old Testament had special
reference to the future life, when he says that the promises of the Gospel were
comprehended under it.
4. In the same way we infer that the Old Testament was both established by the
free mercy of God and confirmed by the intercession of Christ. For the preaching of the
Gospel declares nothing more than that sinners, without any merit of their own, are
justified by the paternal indulgence of God. It is wholly summed up in Christ. Who, then,
will presume to represent the Jews as destitute of Christ, when we know that they were
parties to the Gospel covenant, which has its only foundation in Christ? Who will
presume to make them aliens to the benefit of gratuitous salvation, when we know that
they were instructed in the doctrine of justification by faith? And not to dwell on a point
which is clear, we have the remarkable saying of our Lord, “Your father Abraham
rejoiced to see my day, and he saw it and was glad,” (John 8:56). What Christ here
declares of Abraham, an apostle shows to be applicable to all believers, when he says that
Jesus Christ is the “same yesterday, to-day, and for ever,” (Heb. 13:8). For he is not there
speaking merely of the eternal divinity of Christ, but of his power, of which believers had
always full proof. Hence both the blessed Virgin231 and Zachariah, in their hymns, say
that the salvation revealed in Christ was a fulfilment of the mercy promised “to our
fathers, to Abraham, and to his seed for ever,” (Luke 1:55, 72). If, by manifesting Christ,

the Lord fulfilled his ancient oath, it cannot be denied that the subject of that oath232 must
ever have been Christ and eternal life.
5. Nay, the Apostle makes the Israelites our equals, not only in the grace of the
covenant, but also in the signification of the Sacraments. For employing the example of
those punishments, which the Scripture states to have been of old inflicted on the Jews, in
order to deter the Corinthians from falling into similar wickedness, he begins with
premising that they have no ground to claim for themselves any privilege which can
exempt them from the divine vengeance which overtook the Jews, since the Lord not only
visited them with the same mercies, but also distinguished his grace among them by the
same symbols: as if he had said, If you think you are out of danger, because the Baptism
which you received, and the Supper of which you daily partake, have excellent promises,
and if, in the meantime, despising the goodness of God, you indulge in licentiousness,
know that the Jews, on whom the Lord inflicted his severest judgments, possessed similar
symbols. They were baptised in passing through the sea, and in the cloud which protected
them from the burning heat of the sun. It is said, that this passage was a carnal baptism,
corresponding in some degree to our spiritual baptism. But if so, there would be a want of
conclusiveness in the argument of the Apostle, whose object is to prevent Christians from
imagining that they excelled the Jews in the matter of baptism. Besides, the cavil cannot
apply to what immediately follows—viz. that they did “all eat the same spiritual meat;
and did all drink the same spiritual drink: for they drank of that spiritual Rock that
followed them: and that Rock was Christ,” (1 Cor. 10:3, 4).
6. To take off the force of this passage of Paul, an objection is founded on the
words of our Saviour, “Your fathers did eat manna in the wilderness, and are dead.” “If
any man eat of this bread, he shall live for ever,” (John 6:49, 51). There is no difficulty in
reconciling the two passages. The Lord, as he was addressing hearers who only desired to
be filled with earthly food, while they cared not for the true food of the soul, in some
degree adapts his speech to their capacity, and, in particular, to meet their carnal view,
draws a comparison between manna and his own body. They called upon him to prove his
authority by performing some miracle, such as Moses performed in the wilderness when
he obtained manna from heaven. In this manna they saw nothing but a relief of the bodily
hunger from which the people were then suffering; they did not penetrate to the sublimer
mystery to which Paul refers. Christ, therefore, to demonstrate that the blessing which
they ought to expect from him was more excellent than the lauded one which Moses had
bestowed upon their fathers, draws this comparison: If, in your opinion, it was a great and
memorable miracle when the Lord, by Moses, supplied his people with heavenly food
that they might be supported for a season, and not perish in the wilderness from famine;
from this infer how much more excellent is the food which bestows immortality. We see
why our Lord omitted to mention what was of principal virtue in the manna, and
mentioned only its meanest use. Since the Jews had, as it were by way of upbraiding, cast
up Moses to him as one who had relieved the necessity of the people by means of manna,
he answers, that he was the minister of a much larger grace, one compared with which the
bodily nourishment of the people, on which they set so high a value, ought to be held
worthless. Paul, again, knowing that the Lords when he rained manna from heaven, had

not merely supplied their bodies with food, but had also dispensed it as containing a
spiritual mystery to typify the spiritual quickening which is obtained in Christ, does not
overlook that quality which was most deserving of consideration. Wherefore it is surely
and clearly proved, that the same promises of celestial and eternal life, which the Lord
now gives to us, were not only communicated to the Jews, but also sealed by truly
spiritual sacraments. This subject is copiously discussed by Augustine in his work against
Faustus the Manichee.
7. But if my readers would rather have passages quoted from the Law and the
Prophets, from which they may see, as we have already done from Christ and the
Apostles, that the spiritual covenant was common also to the Fathers, I will yield to the
wish, and the more willingly, because opponents will thus be more surely convinced, that
henceforth there will be no room for evasion. And I will begin with a proof which, though
I know it will seem futile and almost ridiculous to supercilious Anabaptists, will have
very great weight with the docile and sober-minded. I take it for granted that the word of
God has such an inherent efficacy, that it quickens the souls of all whom he is pleased to
favour with the communication of it. Peter’s statement has ever been true, that it is an
incorruptible seed, “which liveth and abideth for ever,” (1 Peter 1:23), as he infers from
the words of Isaiah (Is. 40:6). Now when God, in ancient times, bound the Jews to him by
this sacred bond, there cannot be a doubt that he separated them unto the hope of eternal
life. When I say that they embraced the word which brought them nearer to God, I refer
not to that general method of communication which is diffused through heaven and earth,
and all the creatures of the world, and which, though it quickens all things, each
according to its nature, rescues none from the bondage of corruption. I refer to that special
mode of communication by which the minds of the pious are both enlightened in the
knowledge of God, and, in a manner, linked to him. Adam, Abel, Noah, Abraham, and the
other patriarchs, having been united to God by this illumination of the word, I say there
cannot be the least doubt that entrance was given them into the immortal kingdom of
God. They had that solid participation in God which cannot exist without the blessing of
everlasting life.
8. If the point still seems somewhat involved, let us pass to the form of the
covenant, which will not only satisfy calm thinkers, but sufficiently establish the
ignorance of gainsayers. The covenant which God always made with his servants was
this, “I will walk among you, and will be your God, and ye shall be my people,” (Lev.
26:12). These words, even as the prophets are wont to expound them, comprehend life
and salvation, and the whole sum of blessedness. For David repeatedly declares, and with
good reason, “Happy is that people whose God is the Lord.” “Blessed is the nation whose
God is the Lord; and the people whom he has chosen for his own inheritance,” (Psalm
144:15; 33:12); and this not merely in respect of earthly happiness, but because he
rescues from death, constantly preserves, and, with eternal mercy, visits those whom he
has adopted for his people. As is said in other prophets, “Art not thou from everlasting, O
Lord my God, mine Holy One? we shall not die.” “The Lord is our judge, the Lord is our
lawgiver, the Lord is our king; he will save us” “Happy art thou, O Israel: who is like unto
thee, O people saved by the Lord?” (Hab. 1:12; Isaiah 33:22; Deut. 33:29). But not to

labour superfluously, the prophets are constantly reminding us that no good thing and,
consequently, no assurance of salvation, is wanting, provided the Lord is our God. And
justly. For if his face, the moment it hath shone upon us, is a perfect pledge of salvation,
how can he manifest himself to any one as his God, without opening to him the treasures
of salvation? The terms on which God makes himself ours is to dwell in the midst of us,
as he declared by Moses (Lev. 26:11). But such presence cannot be enjoyed without life
being, at the same time, possessed along with it. And though nothing more had been
expressed, they had a sufficiently clear promise of spiritual life in these words, “I am your
God,” (Exod. 6:7). For he declared that he would be a God not to their bodies only, but
specially to their souls. Souls, however, if not united to God by righteousness, remain
estranged from him in death. On the other hand, that union, wherever it exists, will bring
perpetual salvation with it.
9. To this we may add, that he not only declared he was, but also promised that he
would be, their God. By this their hope was extended beyond present good, and stretched
forward into eternity. Moreover, that this observance of the future had the effect, appears
from the many passages in which the faithful console themselves not only in their present
evils, but also for the future, by calling to mind that God was never to desert them.
Moreover, in regard to the second part of the promise—viz. the blessing of God, its
extending beyond the limits of the present life was still more clearly confirmed by the
words, I will be the God of your seed after you (Gen. 17:7). If he was to manifest his
favour to the dead by doing good to their posterity, much less would he deny his favour to
themselves. God is not like men, who transfer their love to the children of their friends,
because the opportunity of bestowing kind offices as they wished upon themselves is
interrupted by death. But God, whose kindness is not impeded by death, does not deprive
the dead of the benefit of his mercy, which, on their account, he continues to a thousand
generations. God, therefore, was pleased to give a striking proof of the abundance and
greatness of his goodness which they were to enjoy after death, when he described it as
overflowing to all their posterity (Exod. 20:6). The truth of this promise was sealed, and
in a manner completed, when, long after the death of Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob, he
called himself their God (Exod. 20:6). And why? Was not the name absurd if they had
perished? It would have been just the same as if he had said, I am the God of men who
exist not. Accordingly, the Evangelists relate that, by this very argument, our Saviour
refuted the Sadducees (Mt. 22:23; Luke 20:32), who were, therefore, unable to deny that
the resurrection of the dead was attested by Moses, inasmuch as he had taught them that
all the saints are in his hand (Deut. 33:3). Whence it is easy to infer that death is not the
extinction of those who are taken under the tutelage, guardianship, and protection of him
who is the disposer of life and death.
10. Let us now see (and on this the controversy principally turns) whether or not
believers themselves were so instructed by the Lord, as to feel that they had elsewhere a
better life, and to aspire to it while disregarding the present. First, the mode of life which
heaven had imposed upon them made it a constant exercise, by which they were
reminded, that if in this world only they had hope, they were of all men the most
miserable. Adam, most unhappy even in the mere remembrance of his lost felicity, with

difficulty supplies his wants by anxious labours; and that the divine curse might not be
restricted to bodily labour, his only remaining solace becomes a source of the deepest
grief: Of two sons, the one is torn from him by the parricidal hand of his brother; while
the other, who survives, causes detestation and horror by his very look. Abel, cruelly
murdered in the very flower of his days, is an example of the calamity which had come
upon man. While the whole world are securely living in luxury, Noah, with much fatigue,
spends a great part of his life in building an ark. He escapes death, but by greater troubles
than a hundred deaths could have given. Besides his ten months’ residence in the ark, as
in a kind of sepulchre, nothing could have been more unpleasant than to have remained so
long pent up among the filth of beasts. After escaping these difficulties he falls into a new
cause of sorrow. He sees himself mocked by his own son, and is forced, with his own
mouth, to curse one whom, by the great kindness of God, he had received safe from the
deluge.
11. Abraham alone ought to be to us equal to tens of thousands if we consider his
faith, which is set before us as the best model of believing, to whose race also we must be
held to belong in order that we may be the children of God.233 What could be more
absurd than that Abraham should be the father of all the faithful, and not even occupy the
meanest corner among them? He cannot be denied a place in the list; nay, he cannot be
denied one of the most honourable places in it, without the destruction of the whole
Church. Now, as regards his experience in life, the moment he is called by the command
of God, he is torn away from friends, parents, and country, objects in which the chief
happiness of life is deemed to consist, as if it had been the fixed purpose of the Lord to
deprive him of all the sources of enjoyment. No sooner does he enter the land in which he
was ordered to dwell, than he is driven from it by famine. In the country to which he
retires to obtain relief, he is obliged, for his personal safety, to expose his wife to
prostitution. This must have been more bitter than many deaths. After returning to the
land of his habitation, he is again expelled by famine. What is the happiness of inhabiting
a land where you must so often suffer from hunger, nay, perish from famine, unless you
flee from it? Then, again, with Abimelech, he is reduced to the same necessity of saving
his head by the loss of his wife (Gen. 12:12). While he wanders up and down uncertain for
many years, he is compelled, by the constant quarrelling of servants to part with his
nephew, who was to him as a son. This departure must doubtless have cost him a pang
something like the cutting off of a limb. Shortly after, he learns that his nephew is carried
off captive by the enemy. Wherever he goes, he meets with savage-hearted neighbours,
who will not even allow him to drink of the wells which he has dug with great labour. For
he would not have purchased the use from the king of Gerar if he had not been previously
prohibited. After he had reached the verge of life, he sees himself childless (the bitterest
and most unpleasant feeling to old age), until, beyond expectation, Ishmael is born; and
yet he pays dearly for his birth in the reproaches of Sarah, as if he was the cause of
domestic disturbance by encouraging the contumacy of a female slave. At length Isaac is
born, but in return, the first-born Ishmael is displaced, and almost hostilely driven forth
and abandoned. Isaac remains alone, and the good man, now worn out with age, has his
heart upon him, when shortly after he is ordered to offer him up in sacrifice. What can the

human mind conceive more dreadful than for the father to be the murderer of his son?
Had he been carried off by disease, who would not have thought the old man much to be
pitied in having a son given to him in mockery, and in having his grief for being childless
doubled to him? Had he been slain by some stranger, this would, indeed, have been much
worse than natural death. But all these calamities are little compared with the murder of
him by his father’s hand. Thus, in fine, during the whole course of his life, he was
harassed and tossed in such a way, that any one desirous to give a picture of a calamitous
life could not find one more appropriate. Let it not be said that he was not so very
distressed, because he at length escaped from all these tempests. He is not said to lead a
happy life who, after infinite difficulties during a long period, at last laboriously works
out his escape, but he who calmly enjoys present blessings without any alloy of suffering.
12. Isaac is less afflicted, but he enjoys very few of the sweets of life. He also
meets with those vexations which do not permit a man to be happy on the earth. Famine
drives him from the land of Canaan; his wife is torn from his bosom; his neighbours are
ever and anon annoying and vexing him in all kinds of ways, so that he is even obliged to
fight for water. At home, he suffers great annoyance from his daughters-in-law; he is
stung by the dissension of his sons, and has no other cure for this great evil than to send
the son whom he had blessed into exile (Gen. 26:27); Jacob, again, is nothing but a
striking example of the greatest wretchedness. His boyhood is passed most
uncomfortably at home amidst the threats and alarms of his elder brother, and to these he
is at length forced to give way (Gen. 27:28); A fugitive from his parents and his native
soil, in addition to the hardships of exile, the treatment he receives from his uncle Laban
is in no respect milder and more humane (Gen. 29). As if it had been little to spend seven
years of hard and rigorous servitude, he is cheated in the matter of a wife. For the sake of
another wife, he must undergo a new servitude, during which, as he himself complains,
the heat of the sun scorches him by day, while in frost and cold he spends the sleepless
night (Gen. 31:40, 41). For twenty years he spends this bitter life, and daily suffers new
injuries from his father-in-law. Nor is he quiet at home, which he sees disturbed and
almost broken up by the hatreds, quarrels, and jealousies of his wives. When he is ordered
to return to his native land, he is obliged to take his departure in a manner resembling an
ignominious flight. Even then he is unable to escape the injustice of his father-in-law, but
in the midst of his journey is assailed by him with contumely and reproach (Gen.
31:20.234) By and bye a much greater difficulty befalls him (Gen. 32, 33). For as he
approaches his brother, he has as many forms of death in prospect as a cruel foe could
invent. Hence, while waiting for his arrival, he is distracted and excruciated by direful
terrors; and when he comes into his sight, he falls at his feet like one half dead, until he
perceives him to be more placable than he had ventured to hope. Moreover, when he first
enters the land, he is bereaved of Rachel his only beloved wife. Afterwards he hears that
the son whom she had borne him, and whom he loved more than all his other children, is
devoured by a wild beast (Gen. 37:33). How deep the sorrow caused by his death he
himself evinces, when, after long tears, he obstinately refuses to be comforted, declaring
that he will go down to the grave to his son mourning. In the meantime, what vexation,
anxiety, and grief, must he have received from the carrying off and dishonour of his

daughter, and the cruel revenge of his sons, which not only brought him into bad odour
with all the inhabitants of the country, but exposed him to the greatest danger of
extermination? (Gen. 34) Then follows the horrid wickedness of Reuben his first-born,
wickedness than which none could be committed more grievous (Gen. 36:22). The
dishonour of a wife being one of the greatest of calamities, what must be said when the
atrocity is perpetrated by a son? Some time after, the family is again polluted with incest
(Gen. 38:18). All these disgraces might have crushed a mind otherwise the most firm and
unbroken by misfortune. Towards the end of his life, when he seeks relief for himself and
his family from famine, he is struck by the announcement of a new misfortune, that one of
his sons is detained in prison, and that to recover him he must entrust to others his dearly
beloved Benjamin (Gen. 42, 43). Who can think that in such a series of misfortunes, one
moment was given him in which he could breathe secure? Accordingly, his own best
witness, he declares to Pharaoh, “Few and evil have the days of the years of my life
been,” (Gen. 47:9). In declaring that he had spent his life in constant wretchedness, he
denies that he had experienced the prosperity which had been promised him by the Lord.
Jacob, therefore, either formed a malignant and ungrateful estimate of the Lord’s favour,
or he truly declared that he had lived miserable on the earth. If so, it follows that his hope
could not have been fixed on earthly objects.
13. If these holy Patriarchs expected a happy life from the hand of God (and it is
indubitable that they did), they viewed and contemplated a different happiness from that
of a terrestrial life. This is admirably shown by an Apostle, “By faith he [Abraham]
sojourned in the land of promise, as in a strange country, dwelling in tabernacles with
Isaac and Jacob, the heirs with him of the same promise: for he looked for a city which
has foundations, whose builder and maker is God.” “These all died in faith, not having
received the promises, but having seen them afar off, and were persuaded of them, and
embraced them, and confessed that they were strangers and pilgrims on the earth. For
they that say such things declare plainly that they seek a country. And truly, if they had
been mindful of that country from whence they came out, they might have had
opportunity to have returned. But now they desire a better country, that is, an heavenly:
wherefore God is not ashamed to be called their God: for he has prepared for them a city,”
(Heb. 11:9, 10, 13–16). They had been duller than blocks in so pertinaciously pursuing
promises, no hope of which appeared upon the earth, if they had not expected their
completion elsewhere. The thing which the Apostle specially urges, and not without
reason, is, that they called this world a pilgrimage, as Moses also relates (Gen. 47:9). If
they were pilgrims and strangers in the land of Canaan, where is the promise of the Lord
which appointed them heirs of it? It is clear, therefore, that the promise of possession
which they had received looked farther. Hence, they did not acquire a foot breadth in the
land of Canaan, except for sepulture; thus testifying that they hoped not to receive the
benefit of the promise till after death. And this is the reason why Jacob set so much value
on being buried there, that he took Joseph bound by oath to see it done; and why Joseph
wished that his bones should some ages later, long after they had mouldered into dust, be
carried thither (Gen. 47:29, 30; 50:25).

14. In short, it is manifest, that in the whole course of their lives, they had an eye
to future blessedness. Why should Jacob have aspired so earnestly to primogeniture, and
intrigued for it at so much risk, if it was to bring him only exile and destitution, and no
good at all, unless he looked to some higher blessing? And that this was his feeling, he
declared in one of the last sentences he uttered, “I have waited for thy salvation, O God,”
(Gen. 49:18). What salvation could he have waited for, when he felt himself breathing his
last, if he did not see in death the beginning of a new life? And why talk of saints and the
children of God, when even one, who otherwise strove to resist the truth, was not devoid
of some similar impression? For what did Balaam mean when he said, “Let me die the
death of the righteous, and let my last end be like his,” (Num. 23:10), unless he felt
convinced of what David afterward declares, “Precious in the sight of the Lord is the
death of his saints?” (Ps. 116:15; 34:12). If death were the goal and ultimate limit, no
distinction could be observed between the righteous and the wicked. The true distinction
is the different lot which awaits them after death.
15. We have not yet come farther down than the books of Moses, whose only
office, according to our opponents, was to induce the people to worship God, by setting
before them the fertility of the land, and its general abundance; and yet to every one who
does not voluntarily shun the light, there is clear evidence of a spiritual covenant. But if
we come down to the Prophets, the kingdom of Christ and eternal life are there exhibited
in the fullest splendour. First, David, as earlier in time, in accordance with the order of the
Divine procedure, spoke of heavenly mysteries more obscurely than they, and yet with
what clearness and certainty does he point to it in all he says. The value he put upon his
earthly habitation is attested by these words, “I am a stranger with thee, and a sojourner,
as all my fathers were. Verily every man at his best estate is altogether vanity. Surely
every man walketh in a vain show. And now, Lord, what wait I for? my hope is in thee,”
(Ps. 39:12, 5, 6, 7). He who confesses that there is nothing solid or stable on the earth, and
yet firmly retains his hope in God, undoubtedly contemplates a happiness reserved for
him elsewhere. To this contemplation he is wont to invite believers whenever he would
have them to be truly comforted. For, in another passages after speaking of human life as
a fleeting and evanescent show, he adds, “The mercy of the Lord is from everlasting to
everlasting upon them that fear him,” (Ps. 103:17). To this there is a corresponding
passage in another psalm, “Of old thou hast laid the foundation of the earth; and the
heavens are the work of thy hands. They shall perish, but thou shalt endure; yea, all of
them shall wax old like a garment; as a vesture shalt thou change them, and they shall be
changed; but thou art the same, and thy years shall have no end. The children of thy
servants shall continue, and their seed shall be established before thee,” (Ps. 102:25–28).
If, notwithstanding of the destruction of the heavens and the earth, the godly cease not to
be established before God, it follows, that their salvation is connected with his eternity.
But this hope could have no existence, if it did not lean upon the promise as expounded by
Isaiah, “The heavens shall vanish away like smoke, and the earth shall wax old like a
garment, and they that dwell therein shall die in like manner; but my salvation shall be for
ever, and my righteousness shall not be abolished,” (Isa. 51:6). Perpetuity is here

attributed to righteousness and salvation, not as they reside in God, but as they are
experienced by men.
16. Nor can those things which are everywhere said as to the prosperous success
of believers be understood in any other sense than as referring to the manifestation of
celestial glory. Of this nature are the following passages: “He preserveth the souls of his
saints; he delivereth them out of the hand of the wicked. Light is sown for the righteous,
and gladness for the upright in heart.” “His righteousness endureth for ever; his horn shall
be exalted with honour—the desire of the wicked shall perish.” “Surely the righteous
shall give thanks unto thy name; the upright shall dwell in thy presence.” “The righteous
shall be in everlasting remembrance.” “The Lord redeemeth the soul of his servants.”235
But the Lord often leaves his servants, not only to be annoyed by the violence of the
wicked, but to be lacerated and destroyed; allows the good to languish in obscurity and
squalid poverty, while the ungodly shine forth, as it were, among the stars; and even by
withdrawing the light of his countenance does not leave them lasting joy. Wherefore,
David by no means disguises the fact, that if believers fix their eyes on the present
condition of the world, they will be grievously tempted to believe that with God integrity
has neither favour nor reward; so much does impiety prosper and flourish, while the
godly are oppressed with ignominy, poverty, contempt, and every kind of cross. The
Psalmist says, “But as for me, my feet were almost gone; my steps had well nigh slipped.
For I was envious of the foolish, when I saw the prosperity of the wicked.” At length,
after a statement of the case, he concludes, “When I thought to know this, it was too
painful for me: until I went into the sanctuary of God; then understood I their end,” (Ps.
73:2, 3, 16, 17).
17. Therefore, even from this confession of David, let us learn that the holy
fathers under the Old Testament were not ignorant that in this world God seldom or never
gives his servants the fulfilment of what is promised them, and therefore has directed
their minds to his sanctuary, where the blessings not exhibited in the present shadowy life
are treasured up for them. This sanctuary was the final judgment of God, which, as they
could not at all discern it by the eye, they were contented to apprehend by faith. Inspired
with this confidence, they doubted not that whatever might happen in the world, a time
would at length arrive when the divine promises would be fulfilled. This is attested by
such expressions as these: “As for me, I will behold thy face in righteousness: I shall be
satisfied, when I awake, with thy likeness,” (Psalm 17:15). “I am like a green olive tree in
the house of God,” (Psalm 52:8). Again, “The righteous shall flourish like the palm tree:
he shall grow like a cedar in Lebanon. Those that be planted in the house of the Lord shall
flourish in the courts of our God. They shall still bring forth fruit in old age; they shall be
fat and flourishing,” (Psalm 92:12–14). He had exclaimed a little before “O Lord, how
great are thy works! and thy thoughts are very deep.” “When the wicked spring as the
grass, and when all the workers of iniquity do flourish: it is that they shall be destroyed
for ever.” Where was this splendour and beauty of the righteous, unless when the
appearance of this world was changed by the manifestation of the heavenly kingdom?
Lifting their eyes to the eternal world, they despised the momentary hardships and
calamities of the present life, and confidently broke out into these exclamations: “He shall

never suffer the righteous to be moved. But thou, O God, shalt bring them down into the
pit of destruction: bloody and deceitful men shall not live out half their days,” (Psalm
55:22, 23). Where in this world is there a pit of eternal destruction to swallow up the
wicked, of whose happiness it is elsewhere said, “They spend their days in wealth, and in
a moment go down to the grave?” (Job 21:13). Where, on the other hand, is the great
stability of the saints, who, as David complains, are not only disturbed, but everywhere
utterly bruised and oppressed? It is here. He set before his eyes not merely the unstable
vicissitudes of the world, tossed like a troubled sea, but what the Lord is to do when he
shall one day sit to fix the eternal constitution of heaven and earth, as he in another place
elegantly describes: “They that trust in their wealth, and boast themselves in the
multitude of their riches; none of them can by any means redeem his brother, nor give to
God a ransom for him.” “For he sees that wise men die, likewise the fool and the brutish
person perish, and leave their wealth to others. Their inward thought is, that their houses
shall continue for ever, and their dwelling-places to all generations; they call their lands
after their own names. Nevertheless, man being in honour abideth not: he is like the
beasts that perish. This their way is their folly: yet their posterity approve their sayings.
Like sheep they are laid in the grave; death shall feed on them; and the upright shall have
dominion over them in the morning; and their beauty shall consume in the grave from
their dwelling,” (Psalm 49:6, 7, 10–14). By this derision of the foolish for resting satisfied
with the slippery and fickle pleasures, of the world, he shows that the wise must seek for
a very different felicity. But he more clearly unfolds the hidden doctrine of the
resurrection when he sets up a kingdom to the righteous after the wicked are cast down
and destroyed. For what, pray, are we to understand by the “morning,” unless it be the
revelation of a new life, commencing when the present comes to an end?
18. Hence the consideration which believers employed as a solace for their
sufferings, and a remedy for their patience: “His anger endureth but a moment: in his
favour is life,” (Psalm 30:5). How did their afflictions, which continued almost
throughout the whole course of life, terminate in a moment? Where did they see the long
duration of the divine benignity, of which they had only the slightest taste? Had they
clung to earth, they could have found nothing of the kind; but looking to heaven, they saw
that the period during which the Lord afflicted his saints was but a moment, and that the
mercies with which he gathers them are everlasting: on the other hand, they foresaw that
for the wicked, who only dreamed of happiness for a day, there was reserved an eternal
and never-ending destruction. Hence those expressions: “The memory of the just is
blessed, but the name of the wicked shall rot,” (Prov. 10:7). “Precious in the sight of the
Lord is the death of his saints,” (Psalm 116:15). Again in Samuel: “The Lord will keep
the feet of his saints, and the wicked shall be silent in darkness,” (1 Sam. 2:9); showing
they knew well, that however much the righteous might be tossed about, their latter end
was life and peace; that how pleasant soever the delights of the wicked, they gradually
lead down to the chambers of death. They accordingly designated the death of such
persons as the death “of the uncircumcised,” that is, persons cut off from the hope of
resurrection (Ezek. 28:10; 31:18). Hence David could not imagine a greater curse than

this: “Let them be blotted out of the book of the living, and not be written with the
righteous,” (Psalm 69:28).
19. The most remarkable passage of all is that of Job: “I know that my Redeemer
liveth, and that he shall stand at the latter day upon the earth: and though after my skin
worms destroy this body, yet in my flesh shall I see God: whom I shall see for myself, and
mine eyes shall behold, and not another,” (Job 19:25–27). Those who would make a
display of their acuteness, pretend that these words are to be understood not of the last
resurrection, but of the day when Job expected that God would deal more gently with
him. Granting that this is partly meant, we shall, however, compel them, whether they
will or not, to admit that Job never could have attained to such fulness of hope if his
thoughts had risen no higher than the earth. It must, therefore, be confessed, that he who
saw that the Redeemer would be present with him when lying in the grave, must have
raised his eyes to a future immortality. To those who think only of the present life, death
is the extremity of despair; but it could not destroy the hope of Job. “Though he slay me,”
said he, “yet will I trust in him,” (Job 13:15). Let no trifler here burst in with the objection
that these are the sayings of a few, and do not by any means prove that there was such a
doctrine among the Jews. To this my instant answer is, that these few did not in such
passages give utterance to some hidden wisdom, to which only distinguished individuals
were admitted privately and apart from others, but that having been appointed by the
Holy Spirit to be the teachers of the people, they openly promulgated the mysteries of
God, which all in common behaved to learn as the principles of public religion. When,
therefore, we hear that those passages in which the Holy Spirit spoke so distinctly and
clearly of the spiritual life were public oracles in the Jewish Church, it were intolerably
perverse to confine them entirely to a carnal covenant relating merely to the earth and
earthly riches.
20. When we descend to the later prophets, we have it in our power to expatiate
freely as in our own field. If, when David, Job, and Samuel, were in question, the victory
was not difficult, much easier is it here; for the method and economy which God observed
in administering the covenant of his mercy was, that the nearer the period of its full
exhibition approached, the greater the additions which were daily made to the light of
revelation. Accordingly, at the beginning, when the first promise of salvation was given
to Adam (Gen. 3:15), only a few slender sparks beamed forth: additions being afterwards
made, a greater degree of light began to be displayed, and continued gradually to increase
and shine with greater brightness, until at length all the clouds being dispersed, Christ the
Sun of righteousness arose, and with full refulgence illumined all the earth (Mal. 4). In
appealing to the Prophets, therefore, we can have no fear of any deficiency of proof; but
as I see an immense mass of materials, which would occupy us much longer than
compatible with the nature of our present work (the subject, indeed, would require a large
volume), and as I trust, that by what has already been said, I have paved the way, so that
every reader of the very least discernment may proceed without stumbling, I will avoid a
prolixity, for which at present there is little necessity; only reminding my readers to
facilitate the entrance by means of the key which was formerly put into their hands
(supra, Chap. 4 sec. 3, 4); namely, that whenever the Prophets make mention of the

happiness of believers (a happiness of which scarcely any vestiges are discernible in the
present life), they must have recourse to this distinction: that the better to commend the
Divine goodness to the people, they used temporal blessings as a kind of lineaments to
shadow it forth, and yet gave such a portrait as might lift their minds above the earth, the
elements of this world, and all that will perish, and compel them to think of the
blessedness of a future and spiritual life.
21. One example will suffice. When the Israelites were carried away to Babylon,
their dispersion seemed to be the next thing to death, and they could scarcely be
dissuaded from thinking that Ezekiel’s prophecy of their restoration (Ezek. 37:4) was a
mere fable, because it seemed to them the same thing as if he had prophesied that putrid
caresses would be raised to life. The Lord, in order to show that, even in that case, there
was nothing to prevent him from making room for his kindness, set before the prophet in
vision a field covered with dry bones, to which, by the mere power of his word, he in one
moment restored life and strength. The vision served, indeed, to correct the unbelief of
the Jews at the time, but it also reminded them how much farther the power of the Lord
extended than to the bringing back of the people, since by a single nod it could so easily
give life to dry scattered bones. Wherefore, the passage may be fitly compared with one
in Isaiah, “Thy dead men shall live, together with my dead body shall they arise. Awake
and sing, ye that dwell in dust: for thy dew is as the dew of herbs, and the earth shall cast
out the dead. Come, my people, enter thou into thy chambers, and shut thy doors about
thee: hide thyself as it were for a little moment, until the indignation be overpast. For,
behold, the Lord cometh out of his place to punish the inhabitants of the earth for their
iniquity: the earth also shall disclose her blood, and shall no more cover her slain,” (Isa.
26:19–21).
22. It were absurd however to interpret all the passages on a similar principle; for
there are several which point without any veil to the future immortality which awaits
believers in the kingdom of heaven. Some of them we have already quoted, and there are
many others, but especially the following two. The one is in Isaiah, “As the new heavens
and the new earth, which I will make, shall remain before me, saith the Lord, so shall your
seed and your name remain. And it shall come to pass, that from one new moon to
another, and from one sabbath to another, shall all flesh come to worship before me, saith
the Lord. And they shall go forth, and look upon the caresses of the men that have
transgressed against me: for their worm shall not die, neither shall their fire be quenched;
and they shall be an abhorring unto all flesh,” (Isa. 66:22–24). The other passage is in
Daniel. “At that time shall Michael stand up, the great prince which standeth for the
children of thy people: and there shall be a time of trouble, such as there never was since
there was a nation even to that same time: and at that time thy people shall be delivered,
every one shall be found written in the book. And many of them that sleep in the dust of
the earth shall awake, some to everlasting life, and some to shame and everlasting
contempt,” (Dan. 12:1, 2).
23. In proving the two remaining points—viz. that the Patriarchs had Christ as the
pledge of their covenant, and placed all their hope of blessing in him, as they are clearer,
and not so much controverted, I will be less particular. Let us then lay it down confidently

as a truth which no engines of the devil can destroy—that the Old Testament or covenant
which the Lord made with the people of Israel was not confined to earthly objects, but
contained a promise of spiritual and eternal life, the expectation of which behaved to be
impressed on the minds of all who truly consented to the covenant. Let us put far from us
the senseless and pernicious notion, that the Lord proposed nothing to the Jews, or that
they sought nothing but full supplies of food, carnal delights, abundance of wealth,
external influence, a numerous offspring, and all those things which our animal nature
deems valuable. For, even now, the only kingdom of heaven which our Lord Jesus Christ
promises to his followers, is one in which they may sit down with Abraham, and Isaac
and Jacob (Mt. 8:11); and Peter declared of the Jews of his day, that they were heirs of
gospel grace because they were the sons of the prophets, and comprehended in the
covenant which the Lord of old made with his people (Acts 3:25). And that this might not
be attested by words merely, our Lord also approved it by act (Mt. 27:52). At the moment
when he rose again, he deigned to make many of the saints partakers of his resurrection,
and allowed them to be seen in the city; thus giving a sure earnest, that every thing which
he did and suffered in the purchase of eternal salvation belonged to believers under the
Old Testament, just as much as to us. Indeed, as Peter testifies, they were endued with the
same spirit of faith by which we are regenerated to life (Acts 15:8). When we hear that
that spirit, which is, as it were, a kind of spark of immortality in us (whence it is called the
“earnest” of our inheritance, Eph. 1:14), dwelt in like manner in them, how can we
presume to deny them the inheritance? Hence, it is the more wonderful how the
Sadducees of old fell into such a degree of sottishness as to deny both the resurrection and
the substantive existence236 of spirits, both of which where attested to them by so many
striking passages of Scripture. Nor would the stupidity of the whole nation in the present
day, in expecting an earthly reign of the Messiah, be less wonderful, had not the
Scriptures foretold this long before as the punishment which they were to suffer for
rejecting the Gospel, God, by a just judgment, blinding minds which voluntarily invite
darkness, by rejecting the offered light of heaven. They read, and are constantly turning
over the pages of Moses, but a veil prevents them from seeing the light which beams forth
in his countenance (2 Cor. 3:14); and thus to them he will remain covered and veiled until
they are converted to Christ, between whom and Moses they now study, as much as in
them lies, to maintain a separation.

CHAPTER 11.
THE DIFFERENCE BETWEEN THE TWO TESTAMENTS.
This chapter consists principally of three parts. I. Five points of difference
between the Old and the New Testament, sec. 1–11. II. The last of these points
being, that the Old Testament belonged to the Jews only, whereas the New
Testament belongs to all; the calling of the Gentiles is shortly considered, sec. 12.
III. A reply to two objections usually taken to what is here taught concerning the
difference between the Old and the New Testaments, sec. 13, 14.
Sections.
1.

2.
3.

4.

5.
6.

7.
8.

9.
10.
11.

Five points of difference between the Old and the New Testaments. These belong
to the mode of administration rather than the substance. First difference. In the
Old Testament the heavenly inheritance is exhibited under temporal blessings; in
the New, aids of this description are not employed.
Proof of this first difference from the simile of an heir in pupillarity, as in Gal.
4:1.
This the reason why the Patriarchs, under the Law, set a higher value on this life
and the blessings of it, and dreaded the punishments, these being even more
striking. Why severe and sudden punishments existed under the Law.
A second difference. The Old Testament typified Christ under ceremonies. The
New exhibits the immediate truth and the whole body. The scope of the Epistle to
the Hebrews in explaining this difference. Definition of the Old Testament.
Hence the Law our Schoolmaster to bring us unto Christ.
Notwithstanding, among those under the Law, some of the strongest examples of
faith are exhibited, their equals being scarcely to be found in the Christian
Church. The ordinary method of the divine dispensation to be here attended to.
These excellent individuals placed under the Law, and aided by ceremonies, that
they might behold and hail Christ afar off.
Third difference. The Old Testament is literal, the New spiritual. This difference
considered first generally.
Next treated specially, on a careful examination of the Apostle’s text. A threefold
antithesis. The Old Testament is literal, deadly, temporary. The New is spiritual,
quickening, eternal. Difference between the letter and the spirit.
Fourth difference. The Old Testament belongs to bondage, the New to liberty.
This confirmed by three passages of Scripture. Two objections answered.
Distinction between the three last differences and the first. Confirmation of the
above from Augustine. Condition of the patriarchs under the Old Testament.
Fifth difference. The Old Testament belonged to one people only, the New to all.

12.

13.

14.

The second part of the chapter depending on the preceding section. Of the calling
of the Gentiles. Why the calling of the Gentiles scented to the Apostles so strange
and new.
The last part of the chapter. Two objections considered. 1. God being immutable,
cannot consistently disapprove what he once ordered. Answer confirmed by a
passage of Scripture.
Objections. 2. God could at first have transacted with the Jews as he now does
with Christians. Answer, showing the absurdity of this objection. Another answer
founded on a just consideration of the divine will and the dispensation of grace.

1. WHAT, then? you will say, Is there no difference between the Old and the New
Testaments? What is to become of the many passages of Scripture in which they are
contrasted as things differing most widely from each other? I readily admit the
differences which are pointed out in Scripture, but still hold that they derogate in no
respect from their established unity, as will be seen after we have considered them in their
order. These differences (so far as I have been able to observe them and can remember)
seem to be chiefly four, or, if you choose to add a fifth, I have no objections. I hold and
think I will be able to show, that they all belong to the mode of administration rather than
to the substance. In this way, there is nothing in them to prevent the promises of the Old
and New Testament from remaining the same, Christ being the foundation of both. The
first difference then is, that though, in old time, the Lord was pleased to direct the
thoughts of his people, and raise their minds to the heavenly inheritance, yet, that their
hope of it might be the better maintained, he held it forth, and, in a manner, gave a
foretaste of it under earthly blessings, whereas the gift of future life, now more clearly
and lucidly revealed by the Gospel, leads our minds directly to meditate upon it, the
inferior mode of exercise formerly employed in regard to the Jews being now laid aside.
Those who attend not to the divine purpose in this respect, suppose that God’s ancient
people ascended no higher than the blessings which were promised to the body. They
hear the land of Canaan so often named as the special, and as it were the only, reward of
the Divine Law to its worshipers; they hear that the severest punishment which the Lord
denounces against the transgressors of the Law is expulsion from the possession of that
land and dispersion into other countries; they see that this forms almost the sum of the
blessings and curses declared by Moses; and from these things they confidently conclude
that the Jews were separated from other nations not on their own account, but for another
reason—viz. that the Christian Church might have an emblem in whose outward shape
might be seen an evidence of spiritual things. But since the Scripture sometimes
demonstrates that the earthly blessings thus bestowed were intended by God himself to
guide them to a heavenly hope, it shows great unskilfulness, not to say dullness, not to
attend to this mode of dispensation. The ground of controversy is this: our opponents hold
that the land of Canaan was considered by the Israelites as supreme and final happiness,
and now, since Christ was manifested, typifies to us the heavenly inheritance; whereas we
maintain that, in the earthly possession which the Israelites enjoyed, they beheld, as in a
mirror, the future inheritance which they believed to be reserved for them in heaven.

2. This will better appear from the similitude which Paul uses in Galatians (Gal.
4:1). He compares the Jewish nation to an heir in pupillarity, who, as yet unfit to govern
himself, follows the direction of a tutor or guide to whose charge he has been committed.
Though this simile refers especially to ceremonies, there is nothing to prevent us from
applying it most appropriately here also. The same inheritance was destined to them as to
us, but from nonage they were incapable of entering to it, and managing it. They had the
same Church, though it was still in puerility. The Lord, therefore kept them under this
tutelage, giving them spiritual promises, not clear and simple, but typified by earthly
objects. Hence, when he chose Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob, and their posterity, to the hope
of immortality, he promised them the land of Canaan for an inheritance, not that it might
be the limit of their hopes, but that the view of it might train and confirm them in the hope
of that true inheritance, which, as yet, appeared not. And, to guard against delusion, they
received a better promise, which attested that this earth was not the highest measure of the
divine kindness. Thus, Abraham is not allowed to keep down his thoughts to the promised
land: by a greater promise his views are carried upward to the Lord. He is thus addressed,
“Fear not, Abram: I am thy shield, and thy exceeding great reward,” (Gen. 15:1). Here we
see that the Lord is the final reward promised to Abraham that he might not seek a fleeting
and evanescent reward in the elements of this world, but look to one which was
incorruptible. A promise of the land is afterwards added for no other reason than that it
might be a symbol of the divine benevolence, and a type of the heavenly inheritance, as
the saints declare their understanding to have been. Thus David rises from temporal
blessings to the last and highest of all, “My flesh and my heart faileth: but God is the
strength of my heart, and my portion for ever.” “My heart and my flesh crieth out for the
living God,” (Ps. 73:26; 84:2). Again, “The Lord is the portion of mine inheritance and of
my cup: thou maintainest my lot,” (Ps. 16:5). Again “I cried unto thee O Lord: I said Thou
art my refuge and my portion in the land of the living,” (Ps. 142:5). Those who can
venture to speak thus, assuredly declare that their hope rises beyond the world and
worldly blessings. This future blessedness, however, the prophets often describe under a
type which the Lord had taught them. In this way are to be understood the many passages
in Job (Job 18:17) and Isaiah, to the effect, That the righteous shall inherit the earth, that
the wicked shall be driven out of it, that Jerusalem will abound in all kinds of riches, and
Sion overflow with every species at abundance. In strict propriety, all these things
obviously apply not to the land of our pilgrimage, nor to the earthly Jerusalem, but to the
true country, the heavenly city of believers, in which the Lord has commanded blessing
and life for evermore (Ps. 133:3).
3. Hence the reason why the saints under the Old Testament set a higher value on
this mortal life and its blessings than would now be meet. For, though they well knew,
that in their race they were not to halt at it as the goal, yet, perceiving that the Lord, in
accommodation to their feebleness, had there imprinted the lineaments of his favour, it
gave them greater delight than it could have done if considered only in itself. For, as the
Lord, in testifying his good will towards believers by means of present blessings, then
exhibited spiritual felicity under types and emblems, so, on the other hand, by temporal
punishments he gave proofs of his judgment against the reprobate. Hence, by earthly

objects, the favour of the Lord was displayed, as well as his punishment inflicted. The
unskilful, not considering this analogy and correspondence (if I may so speak) between
rewards and punishments, wonder that there is so much variance in God, that those who,
in old time, were suddenly visited for their faults with severe and dreadful punishments,
he now punishes much more rarely and less severely, as if he had laid aside his former
anger, and, for this reason, they can scarcely help imagining, like the Manichees, that the
God of the Old Testament was different from that of the New. But we shall easily
disencumber ourselves of such doubts if we attend to that mode of divine administration
to which I have adverted—that God was pleased to indicate and typify both the gift of
future and eternal felicity by terrestrial blessings, as well as the dreadful nature of
spiritual death by bodily punishments, at that time when he delivered his covenant to the
Israelites as under a kind of veil.
4. Another distinction between the Old and New Testaments is in the types, the
former exhibiting only the image of truth, while the reality was absent, the shadow
instead of the substance, the latter exhibiting both the full truth and the entire body.
Mention is usually made of this, whenever the New Testament is contrasted with the
Old,237 but it is nowhere so fully treated as in the Epistle to the Hebrews (chap. 7–10).
The Apostle is there arguing against those who thought that the observances of the
Mosaic Law could not be abolished without producing the total ruin of religion. In order
to refute this error, he adverts to what the Psalmist had foretold concerning the priesthood
of Christ (Ps. 110:4). seeing that an eternal priesthood is assigned to him, it is clear that
the priesthood in which there was a daily succession of priests is abolished. And he
proves that the institution of this new Priest must prevail, because confirmed by an oath.
He afterwards adds, that a change of the priest necessarily led to a change of the covenant.
And the necessity of this he confirms by the reason, that the weakness of the law was
such, that it could make nothing perfect. He then goes on to show in what this weakness
consists, namely, that it had external carnal observances which could not render the
worshipers perfect in respect of conscience, because its sacrifices of beasts could neither
take away sins nor procure true holiness. He therefore concludes that it was a shadow of
good things to come, and not the very image of the things, and accordingly had no other
office than to be an introduction to the better hope which is exhibited in the Gospel.
Here we may see in what respect the legal is compared with the evangelical
covenant, the ministry of Christ with that of Moses. If the comparison referred to the
substance of the promises, there would be a great repugnance between the two covenants;
but since the nature of the case leads to a different view, we must follow it in order to
discover the truth. Let us, therefore bring forward the covenant which God once ratified
as eternal and unending. Its completion, whereby it is fixed and ratified, is Christ. Till
such completion takes place, the Lord, by Moses, prescribes ceremonies which are, as it
were formal symbols of confirmation. The point brought under discussion was, Whether
or not the ceremonies ordained in the Law behaved to give way to Christ. Although these
were merely accidents of the covenant, or at least additions and appendages, and, as they
are commonly called, accessories, yet because they were the means of administering it,

the name of covenant is applied to them, just as is done in the case of other sacraments.238
Hence, in general, the Old Testament is the name given to the solemn method of
confirming the covenant comprehended under ceremonies and sacrifices. Since there is
nothing substantial in it, until we look beyond it, the Apostle contends that it behaved to
be annulled and become antiquated (Heb. 7:22), to make room for Christ, the surety and
mediator of a better covenant, by whom the eternal sanctification of the elect was once
purchased, and the transgressions which remained under the Law wiped away. But if you
prefer it, take it thus: the covenant of the Lord was old, because veiled by the shadowy
and ineffectual observance of ceremonies; and it was therefore temporary, being, as it
were in suspense until it received a firm and substantial confirmation. Then only did it
become new and eternal when it was consecrated and established in the blood of Christ.
Hence the Saviour, in giving the cup to his disciples in the last supper, calls it the cup of
the new testament in his blood; intimating, that the covenant of God was truly realised,
made new, and eternal, when it was sealed with his blood.
5. It is now clear in what sense the Apostle said (Gal. 3:24; 4:1), that by the
tutelage of the Law the Jews were conducted to Christ, before he was exhibited in the
flesh. He confesses that they were sons and heirs of God, though, on account of nonage,
they were placed under the guardianship of a tutor. It was fit, the Sun of Righteousness
not yet having risen, that there should neither be so much light of revelation nor such clear
understanding. The Lord dispensed the light of his word, so that they could behold it at a
distance, and obscurely. Accordingly, this slender measure of intelligence is designated
by Paul by the term childhood, which the Lord was pleased to train by the elements of this
world, and external observances, until Christ should appear. Through him the knowledge
of believers was to be matured. This distinction was noted by our Saviour himself when
he said that the Law and the Prophets were until John, that from that time the gospel of the
kingdom was preached (Mt. 11:13). What did the Law and the Prophets deliver to the
men of their time? They gave a foretaste of that wisdom which was one day to be clearly
manifested, and showed it afar off. But where Christ can be pointed to with the finger,
there the kingdom of God is manifested. In him are contained all the treasures of wisdom
and understanding, and by these we penetrate almost to the very shrine of heaven.
6. There is nothing contrary to this in the fact, that in the Christian Church
scarcely one is to be found who, in excellence of faith, can be compared to Abraham, and
that the Prophets were so distinguished by the power of the Spirit, that even in the present
day they give light to the whole world. For the question here is, not what grace the Lord
conferred upon a few, but what was the ordinary method which he followed in teaching
the people, and which even was employed in the case of those very prophets who were
endued with special knowledge above others. For their preaching was both obscure as
relating to distant objects, and was included in types. Moreover, however wonderful the
knowledge displayed in them, as they were under the necessity of submitting to the
tutelage common to all the people, they must also be ranked among children. Lastly, none
of them ever had such a degree of discernment as not to savour somewhat of the obscurity
of the age. Whence the words of our Saviour, “Many kings and prophets have desired to
see the things which you see, and have not seen them, and to hear the things which ye

hear, and have not heard them. Blessed are your eyes, for they see, and your ears, for they
hear,” (Mt. 13:17). And it was right that the presence of Christ should have this
distinguishing feature, that by means of it the revelation of heavenly mysteries should be
made more transparent. To the same effect is the passage which we formerly quoted from
the First Epistle of Peter, that to them it was revealed that their labour should be useful not
so much to themselves as to our age.
7. I proceed to the third distinction, which is thus expressed by Jeremiah:
“Behold, the days come, saith the Lord, that I will make a new covenant with the house of
Israel, and with the house of Judah; not according to the covenant that I made with their
fathers, in the day that I took them by the hand, to bring them out of the land of Egypt;
(which my covenant they brake, although I was an husband unto them, saith the Lord);
but this shall be the covenant that I will make with the house of Israel; After those days,
saith the Lord, I will put my law in their inward parts, and write it in their hearts; and will
be their God, and they shall be my people. And they shall teach no more every man his
neighbour, and every man his brother, saying, know the Lord: for they shall all know me,
from the least of them unto the greatest of them,” (Jer. 31:31–34). From these words, the
Apostle took occasion to institute a comparison between the Law and the Gospel, calling
the one a doctrine of the letter, the other a doctrine of the spirit; describing the one as
formed on tables of stone, the other on tables of the heart; the one the preaching of death,
the other of life; the one of condemnation, the other of justification; the one made void,
the other permanent (2 Cor. 3:5, 6). The object of the Apostle being to explain the
meaning of the Prophet, the worlds of the one furnish us with the means of ascertaining
what was understood by both. And yet there is some difference between them. For the
Apostle speaks of the Law more disparagingly than the Prophet. This he does not simply
in respect of the Law itself, but because there were some false zealots of the Law who, by
a perverse zeal for ceremonies, obscured the clearness of the Gospel, he treats of the
nature of the Law with reference to their error and foolish affection. It will, therefore, be
proper to attend to this peculiarity in Paul. Both, however, as they are contrasting the Old
and New Testament, consider nothing in the Law but what is peculiar to it. For example,
the Law everywhere239 contains promises of mercy; but as these are adventitious to it,
they do not enter into the account of the Law as considered only in its own nature. All
which is attributed to it is, that it commands what is right, prohibits crimes, holds forth
rewards to the cultivators of righteousness, and threatens transgressors with punishment,
while at the same time it neither changes nor amends that depravity of heart which is
naturally inherent in all.
8. Let us now explain the Apostle’s contrast step by step. The Old Testament is
literal, because promulgated without the efficacy of the Spirit: the New spiritual, because
the Lord has engraven it on the heart. The second antithesis is a kind of exposition of the
first. The Old is deadly, because it can do nothing but involve the whole human race in a
curse; the New is the instrument of life, because those who are freed from the curse it
restores to favour with God. The former is the ministry of condemnation, because it
charges the whole sons of Adam with transgression; the latter the ministry of
righteousness, because it unfolds the mercy of God, by which we are justified. The last

antithesis must be referred to the Ceremonial Law. Being a shadow of things to come, it
behaved in time to perish and vanish away; whereas the Gospel, inasmuch as it exhibits
the very body, is firmly established for ever. Jeremiah indeed calls the Moral Law also a
weak and fragile covenant; but for another reason, namely, because it was immediately
broken by the sudden defection of an ungrateful people; but as the blame of such violation
is in the people themselves, it is not properly alleged against the covenant. The
ceremonies, again, inasmuch as through their very weakness they were dissolved by the
advent of Christ, had the cause of weakness from within. Moreover, the difference
between the spirit and the letter must not be understood as if the Lord had delivered his
Law to the Jews without any good result; i.e. as if none had been converted to him. It is
used comparatively to commend the riches of the grace with which the same Lawgivers
assuming, as it were a new characters honoured the preaching of the Gospel. When we
consider the multitude of those whom, by the preaching of the Gospel, he has regenerated
by his, Spirit, and gathered out of all nations into the communion of his Church, we may
say that those of ancient Israel who, with sincere and heartfelt affections embraced the
covenant of the Lord, were few or none, though the number is great when they are
considered in themselves without comparison.
9. Out of the third distinction a fourth arises. In Scripture, the term bondage is
applied to the Old Testaments because it begets fear, and the term freedom to the New,
because productive of confidence and security. Thus Paul says to the Romans, “Ye have
not received the spirit of bondage again to fear; but ye have received the Spirit of
adoption whereby we cry, Abba, Father,” (Rom. 8:15). To the same effect is the passage
in the Hebrews, “For ye are not come unto the mount that might be touched, and that
burned with fire, nor unto blackness, and darkness, and tempest, and the sound of a
trumpet, and the voice of words; which voice they that heard entreated that the word
should not be spoken to them any more: (for they could not endure that which was
commanded, And if so much as a beast touch the mountain, it shall be stoned, or thrust
through with a dart: and so terrible was the sight, that Moses said, I exceedingly fear and
quake); but ye are come unto mount Sion, and unto the city of the living God, the
heavenly Jerusalem,” &c. (Heb. 12:18–22). What Paul briefly touches on in the passage
which we have quoted from the Romans, he explains more fully in the Epistles to the
Galatians, where he makes an allegory of the two sons of Abraham in this way: “Agar is
mount Sinai in Arabia, and answereth to Jerusalem which now is, and is in bondage with
her children. But Jerusalem which is above is free, which is the mother of us all,” (Gal.
4:25, 26). As the offspring of Agar was born in slavery, and could never attain to the
inheritances while that of Sara was free and entitled to the inheritance, so by the Law we
are subjected to slavery, and by the Gospel alone regenerated into liberty. The sum of the
matter comes to this: The Old Testament filled the conscience with fear and
trembling—The New inspires it with gladness. By the former the conscience is held in
bondage, by the latter it is manumitted and made free. If it be objected, that the holy
fathers among the Israelites, as they were endued with the same spirit of faith, must also
have been partakers of the same liberty and joy, we answer, that neither was derived from
the Law; but feeling that by the Law they were oppressed like slaves, and vexed with a

disquieted conscience, they fled for refuge to the (gospel; and, accordingly, the peculiar
advantage of the Gospel was, that, contrary to the common rule of the Old Testament, it
exempted those who were under it from those evils. Then, again, we deny that they did
possess the spirit of liberty and security in such a degree as not to experience some
measure of fear and bondage. For however they might enjoy the privilege which they had
obtained through the grace of the Gospel, they were under the same bonds and burdens of
observances as the rest of their nation. Therefore, seeing they were obliged to the anxious
observance of ceremonies (which were the symbols of a tutelage bordering on slavery,
and handwritings by which they acknowledged their guilt, but did not escape from it),
they are justly said to have been, comparatively, under a covenant of fear and bondage, in
respect of that common dispensation under which the Jewish people were then placed.
10. The three last contrasts to which we have adverted (sec. 4, 7, 9), are between
the Law and the Gospel, and hence in these the Law is designated by the name of the Old,
and the Gospel by that of the New Testament. The first is of wider extent (sec. 1),
comprehending under it the promises which were given even before the Law. When
Augustine maintained that these were not to be included under the name of the Old
Testament (August. ad Bonifac. lib. 3 c. 14), he took a most correct view, and meant
nothing different from what we have now taught; for he had in view those passages of
Jeremiah and Paul in which the Old Testament is distinguished from the word of grace
and mercy. In the same passage, Augustine, with great shrewdness remarks, that from the
beginning of the world the sons of promise, the divinely regenerated, who, through faith
working by love, obeyed the commandments, belonged to the New Testament;
entertaining the hope not of carnal, earthly, temporal, but spiritual, heavenly, and eternal
blessings, believing especially in a Mediator, by whom they doubted not both that the
Spirit was administered to them, enabling them to do good, and pardon imparted as often
as they sinned. The thing which he thus intended to assert was, that all the saints
mentioned in Scripture, from the beginning of the world, as having been specially
selected by God, were equally with us partakers of the blessing of eternal salvation. The
only difference between our division and that of Augustine is, that ours (in accordance
with the words of our Saviour, “All the prophets and the law prophesied until John,” Mt.
11:13) distinguishes between the gospel light and that more obscure dispensation of the
word which preceded it, while the other division simply distinguishes between the
weakness of the Law and the strength of the Gospel. And here also, with regard to the
holy fathers, it is to be observed, that though they lived under the Old Testament, they did
not stop there, but always aspired to the New, and so entered into sure fellowship with it.
Those who, contented with existing shadows, did not carry their thoughts to Christ, the
Apostle charges with blindness and malediction. To say nothing of other matters, what
greater blindness can be imagined, than to hope for the expiation of sin from the sacrifice
of a beast, or to seek mental purification in external washing with water, or to attempt to
appease God with cold ceremonies, as if he were greatly delighted with them? Such are
the absurdities into which those fall who cling to legal observances, without respect to
Christ.

11. The fifth distinction which we have to add consists in this, that until the advent
of Christ, the Lord set apart one nation, to which he confined the covenant of his grace.
Moses says, “When the Most High divided to the nations their inheritance, when he
separated the sons of Adam, he set the bounds of the people according to the number of
the children of Israel. For the Lord’s portion is his people; Jacob is the lot of his
inheritance,” (Deut. 32:8, 9). In another passage he thus addresses the people: “Behold,
the heaven and the heaven of heavens is the Lord’s thy God, the earth also, with all that
therein is. Only the Lord had a delight in thy fathers to love them, and he chose their seed,
after them, even you, above all people, as it is this day,” (Deut. 10:14, 15). That people,
therefore, as if they had been the only part of mankind belonging to him he favoured
exclusively with the knowledge of his name, depositing his covenant, as it were, in their
bosom, manifesting to them the presence of his divinity and honouring them with all
privileges. But to say nothing of other favours, the only one here considered is his binding
them to him by the communion of his word, so that he was called and regarded as their
God. Meanwhile, other nations, as if they had had no kind of intercourse with him, he
allowed to wander in vanity not even supplying them with the only means of preventing
their destructions—viz. the preaching of his word. Israel was thus the Lord’s favourite
child the others were aliens. Israel was known and admitted to trust and guardianship, the
others left in darkness; Israel was made holy, the others were profane; Israel was
honoured with the presence of God, the others kept far aloof from him. But on the fulness
of the time destined to renew all things, when the Mediator between God and man was
manifested the middle wall of partition, which had long kept the divine mercy within the
confines of Israel, was broken down, peace was preached to them who were afar off, as
well as to those who were nigh, that being, together reconciled to God, they might unite as
one people. Wherefore, there is now no respect of Jew or Greek, of circumcision or
uncircumcision, but Christ is all and in all. To him the heathen have been given for his
inheritance, and the uttermost parts of the earth for his possession (Ps. 2:8), that he may
rule without distinction “from sea to sea, and from the river unto the ends of the earth,”
(Ps. 72:8).
12. The calling of the Gentiles, therefore, is a distinguishing feature illustrative of
the superiority of the New over the Old Testament. This, it is true, had been previously
declared by the prophets, in passages both numerous and clear, but still the fulfilment of it
was deferred to the reign of the Messiah. Even Christ did not acknowledge it at the very
outset of his ministry, but delayed it until having completed the whole work of
redemption in all its parts, and finished the period of his humiliation, he received from the
Father “a name which is above every name, that at the name of Jesus every knee should
bow,” (Phil. 2:9, 10). Hence the period being not yet completed, he declared to the
woman of Canaan, “I am not sent but unto the lost sheep of the house of Israel,” (Mt.
15:24). Nor in his first commission to the Apostles does he permit them to pass the same
limits, “Go not into the way of the Gentiles, and into any city of the Samaritans enter ye
not: but go rather to the lost sheep of the house of Israel,” (Mt. 10:5, 6). However plainly
the thing may have been declared in numerous passages, when it was announced to the
Apostles, it seemed to them so new and extraordinary, that they were horrified at it as

something monstrous. At length, when they did act upon it, it was timorously, and not
without reluctance. Nor is this strange; for it seemed by no means in accordance with
reason, that the Lord, who for so many ages had selected Israel from the rest of the nations
should suddenly, as it were, change his purpose, and abandon his choice. Prophecy,
indeed, had foretold it, but they could not be so attentive to prophecies, as not to be
somewhat startled by the novel spectacle thus presented to their eye. It was not enough
that God had in old times given specimens of the future calling of the Gentiles. Those
whom he had so called were very few in number, and, moreover, he in a manner adopted
them into the family of Abraham, before allowing them to approach his people. But by
this public call, the Gentiles were not only made equal to the Jews, but seemed to be
substituted into their place, as if the Jews had been dead.240 We may add, that any
strangers whom God had formerly admitted into the body of the Church, had never been
put on the same footing with the Jews. Wherefore, it is not without cause that Paul
describes it as the mystery which has been hid from ages and from generations, but now is
made manifest to his saints (Col. 1:26).
13. The whole difference between the Old and New Testaments has, I think, been
fully and faithfully explained, under these four or five heads in so far as requisite for
ordinary instruction. But since this variety in governing the Church, this diversity in the
mode of teaching, this great change in rites and ceremonies, is regarded by some as an
absurdity, we must reply to them before passing to other matters. And this can be done
briefly, because the objections are not so strong241 as to require a very careful refutation.
It is unreasonable they say, to suppose that Gods who is always consistent With himself
permitted such a change as afterwards to disapprove what he had once ordered and
commended. I answer, that God ought not to be deemed mutable, because he adapts
different forms to different ages, as he knows to be expedient for each. If the husband
man prescribes one set of duties to his household in winter, and another in summer, we do
not therefore charge him with fickleness or think he deviates from the rules of good
husbandry which depends on the regular course of nature. In like manner, if a father of a
family, in educating, governing, and managing his children, pursues one course in
boyhood another in adolescence and another in manhood we do not therefore say that he
is fickle, or abandons his opinions. Why, then do we charge God with inconstancy when
he makes fit and congruous arrangements for diversities of times? The latter similitude
ought to be completely satisfactory. Paul likens the Jews to children, and Christians to
grown men (Gal. 4:1). What irregularity is there in the Divine arrangement, which
confined them to the rudiments which were suitable to their age, and trains us by a firmer
and more manly discipline? The constancy of God is conspicuous in this, that he
delivered the same doctrine to all ages, and persists in requiring that worship of his name
which he commanded at the beginning. His changing the external form and manner does
not show that he is liable to change. In so far he has only accommodated himself to the
mutable and diversified capacities of man.
14. But it is said, Wench this diversity, save that God chose to make it? Would it
not have been as easy for him from the first, as after the advent of Christ, to reveal eternal

life in clear terms without any figures, to instruct his people by a few clear sacraments, to
bestow his Holy Spirit, and diffuse his grace over the whole globe? This is very much the
same as to bring a charge against God, because he created the world at so late a period,
when he could have done it at the first, or because he appointed the alternate changes of
summer and winter, of clay and night. With the feeling common to every pious mind, let
us not doubt that every thing which God has done has been done wisely and justly,
although we may be ignorant of the cause which required that it should be so done. We
should arrogate too much to ourselves were we not to concede to God that he may have
reasons for his counsel, which we are unable to discern. It is strange, they say, that he now
repudiates and abominates the sacrifices of beasts, and the whole apparatus of that
Levitical priesthood in which he formerly delighted. As if those external and transient
matters could delight God, or affect him in any way!242 It has already been observed, that
he appointed none of these things on his own account, but instituted them all for the
salvation of men. If a physician, adopting the best method, effects a cure upon a youth,
and afterwards, when the same individual has grown old, and is again subject to the same
disease, employs a different method of cure, can it be said that he repudiates the method
which he formerly approved? Nay, continuing to approve of it, he only adapts himself to
the different periods of life. In like manner, it was necessary in representing Christ in his
absence, and predicting his future advent, to employ a different set of signs from those
which are employed, now that his actual manifestation is exhibited. It is true, that since
the advent of Christ, the calling of God is more widely addressed to all nations, and the
graces of the Spirit more liberally bestowed than they had previously been. But who, I
ask, can deny the right of God to have the free and uncontrolled disposal of his gifts, to
select the nations which he may be pleased to illuminate, the places which he may be
pleased to illustrate by the preaching of his word, and the mode and measure of progress
and success which he may be pleased to give to his doctrine,—to punish the world for its
ingratitude by withdrawing the knowledge of his name for certain ages, and again, when
he so pleases, to restore it in mercy? We see, then, that in the calumnies which the
ungodly employ in this matter, to perplex the minds of the simple, there is nothing that
ought to throw doubt either on the justice of God or the veracity of Scripture.

CHAPTER 12.
CHRIST, TO PERFORM THE OFFICE OF MEDIATOR, BEHOVED TO BECOME
MAN.
The two divisions of this chapter are, I. The reasons why our Mediator behoved to
be very God, and to become man, sec. 1–3. II. Disposal of various objections by
some fanatics, and especially by Osiander, to the orthodox doctrine concerning
the Mediator, sec. 4–7.
Sections.
1.

2.
3.

4.

5.
6.
7.

Necessary, not absolutely, but by divine decree, that the Mediator should be God,
and become man. Neither man nor angel, though pure, could have sufficed. The
Son of God behoved to come down. Man in innocence could not penetrate to God
without a Mediator, much less could he after the fall.
A second reason why the Mediator behoved to be God and man—viz. that he had
to convert those who were heirs of hell into children of God.
Third reason, that in our flesh he might yield a perfect obedience, satisfy the
divine justice, and pay the penalty of sin. Fourth reason, regarding the consolation
and confirmation of the whole Church.
First objection against the orthodox doctrine: Answer to it. Conformation from
the sacrifices of the Law, the testimony of the Prophets, Apostles, Evangelists,
and even Christ himself.
Second objection: Answer: Answer confirmed. Third objection: Answer. Fourth
objection by Osiander: Answer.
Fifth objection, forming the basis of Osiander’s errors on this subject: Answer.
Nature of the divine image in Adam. Christ the head of angels and men.
Sixth objection: Answer. Seventh objection: Answer. Eighth objection: Answer.
Ninth objection: Answer. Tenth objection: Answer. Eleventh objection: Answer.
Twelfth objection: Answer. The sum of the doctrine.

1. IT deeply concerned us, that he who was to be our Mediator should be very God and
very man. If the necessity be inquired into, it was not what is commonly termed simple or
absolute, but flowed from the divine decree on which the salvation of man depended.
What was best for us, our most merciful Father determined. Our iniquities, like a cloud
intervening between Him and us, having utterly alienated us from the kingdom of heaven,
none but a person reaching to him could be the medium of restoring peace. But who could
thus reach to him? Could any of the sons of Adam? All of them, with their parents,
shuddered at the sight of God. Could any of the angels? They had need of a head, by
connection with which they might adhere to their God entirely and inseparably. What

then? The case was certainly desperate, if the Godhead itself did not descend to us, it
being impossible for us to ascend. Thus the Son of God behoved to become our
Emmanuel, the God with us; and in such a way, that by mutual union his divinity and our
nature might be combined; otherwise, neither was the proximity near enough, nor the
affinity strong enough, to give us hope that God would dwell with us; so great was the
repugnance between our pollution and the spotless purity of God. Had man remained free
from all taint, he was of too humble a condition to penetrate to God without a Mediator.
What, then, must it have been, when by fatal ruin he was plunged into death and hell,
defiled by so many stains, made loathsome by corruption; in fine, overwhelmed with
every curse? It is not without cause, therefore, that Paul, when he would set forth Christ as
the Mediator, distinctly declares him to be man. There is, says he, “one Mediator between
God and man, the man Christ Jesus,” (1 Tim. 2:5). He might have called him God, or at
least, omitting to call him God he might also have omitted to call him man; but because
the Spirit, speaking by his mouth, knew our infirmity, he opportunely provides for it by
the most appropriate remedy, setting the Son of God familiarly before us as one of
ourselves. That no one, therefore, may feel perplexed where to seek the Mediator, or by
what means to reach him, the Spirit, by calling him man, reminds us that he is near, nay,
contiguous to us, inasmuch as he is our flesh. And, indeed, he intimates the same thing in
another place, where he explains at greater length that he is not a high priest who “cannot
be touched with the feeling of our infirmities; but was in all points tempted like as we are,
yet without sin,” (Heb. 4:15).
2. This will become still clearer if we reflect, that the work to be performed by the
Mediator was of no common description: being to restore us to the divine favour, so as to
make us, instead of sons of men, sons of God; instead of heirs of hell, heirs of a heavenly
kingdom. Who could do this unless the Son of God should also become the Son of man,
and so receive what is ours as to transfer to us what is his, making that which is his by
nature to become ours by grace? Relying on this earnest, we trust that we are the sons of
God, because the natural Son of God assumed to himself a body of our body, flesh of our
flesh, bones of our bones, that he might be one with us; he declined not to take what was
peculiar to us, that he might in his turn extend to us what was peculiarly his own, and thus
might be in common with us both Son of God and Son of man. Hence that holy
brotherhood which he commends with his own lips, when he says, “I ascend to my
Father, and your Father, to my God, and your God,” (John 20:17). In this way, we have a
sure inheritance in the heavenly kingdom, because the only Son of God, to whom it
entirely belonged, has adopted us as his brethren; and if brethren, then partners with him
in the inheritance (Rom. 8:17). Moreover, it was especially necessary for this cause also
that he who was to be our Redeemer should be truly God and man. It was his to swallow
up death: who but Life could do so? It was his to conquer sin: who could do so save
Righteousness itself? It was his to put to flight the powers of the air and the world: who
could do so but the mighty power superior to both? But who possesses life and
righteousness, and the dominion and government of heaven, but God alone? Therefore,
God, in his infinite mercy, having determined to redeem us, became himself our
Redeemer in the person of his only begotten Son.

3. Another principal part of our reconciliation with God was, that man, who had
lost himself by his disobedience, should, by way of remedy, oppose to it obedience,
satisfy the justice of God, and pay the penalty of sin. Therefore, our Lord came forth very
man, adopted the person of Adam, and assumed his name, that he might in his stead obey
the Father; that he might present our flesh as the price of satisfaction to the just judgment
of God, and in the same flesh pay the penalty which we had incurred. Finally, since as
God only he could not suffer, and as man only could not overcome death, he united the
human nature with the divine, that he might subject the weakness of the one to death as an
expiation of sin, and by the power of the other, maintaining a struggle with death, might
gain us the victory. Those, therefore, who rob Christ of divinity or humanity either detract
from his majesty and glory, or obscure his goodness. On the other hand, they are no less
injurious to men, undermining and subverting their faith, which, unless it rest on this
foundation, cannot stand. Moreover, the expected Redeemer was that son of Abraham
and David whom God had promised in the Law and in the Prophets. Here believers have
another advantage. Tracing up his origin in regular series to David and Abraham, they
more distinctly recognise him as the Messiah celebrated by so many oracles. But special
attention must be paid to what I lately explained, namely, that a common nature is the
pledge of our union with the Son of God; that, clothed with our flesh, he warred to death
with sin that he might be our triumphant conqueror; that the flesh which he received of us
he offered in sacrifice, in order that by making expiation he might wipe away our guilt,
and appease the just anger of his Father.
4. He who considers these things with due attention, will easily disregard vague
speculations, which attract giddy minds and lovers of novelty. One speculation of this
class is, that Christ, even though there had been no need of his interposition to redeem the
human race, would still have become man. I admit that in the first ordering of creation,
while the state of nature was entire, he was appointed head of angels and men; for which
reason Paul designates him “the first-born of every creature,” (Col. 1:15). But since the
whole Scripture proclaims that he was clothed with flesh in order to become a Redeemer,
it is presumptuous to imagine any other cause or end. We know well why Christ was at
first promised—viz. that he might renew a fallen world, and succour lost man. Hence
under the Law he was typified by sacrifices, to inspire believers with the hope that God
would be propitious to them after he was reconciled by the expiation of their sins. Since
from the earliest age, even before the Law was promulgated, there was never any promise
of a Mediator without blood, we justly infer that he was destined in the eternal counsel of
God to purge the pollution of man, the shedding of blood being the symbol of expiation.
Thus, too, the prophets, in discoursing of him, foretold that he would be the Mediator
between God and man. It is sufficient to refer to the very remarkable prophecy of Isaiah
(Is. 53:4, 5), in which he foretells that he was “smitten for our iniquities;” that “the
chastisement of our peace was upon him;” that as a priest “he was made an offering for
sin;” “that by his stripes we are healed;” that as all “like lost sheep have gone astray,” “it
pleased the Lord to bruise him, and put him to grief,” that he might “bear our iniquities.”
After hearing that Christ was divinely appointed to bring relief to miserable sinners,
whose overleaps these limits gives too much indulgence to a foolish curiosity.

Then when he actually appeared, he declared the cause of his advent to be, that by
appeasing God he might bring us from death unto life. To the same effect was the
testimony of the Apostles concerning him (John 1:9; 10:14). Thus John, before teaching
that the Word was made flesh, narrates the fall of man. But above all, let us listen to our
Saviour himself when discoursing of his office: “God so loved the world, that he gave his
only begotten Son, that whosoever believeth in him should not perish, but have
everlasting life.” Again, “The hour is coming, and now is, when the dead shall hear the
voice of the Son of God: and they that hear shall live.” “I am the resurrection and the life:
he that believeth in me, though he were dead, yet shall he live.” “The Son of man is come
to save that which was lost.” Again, “They that be whole need not a physician.”243 I
should never have done were I to quote all the passages. Indeed, the Apostles, with one
consent, lead us back to this fountain; and assuredly, if he had not come to reconcile God,
the honour of his priesthood would fall, seeing it was his office as priest to stand between
God and men, and “offer both gifts and sacrifices for sins,” (Heb. 5:1); nor could he be
our righteousness, as having been made a propitiation for us in order that God might not
impute to us our sins (2 Cor. 5:19). In short, he would be stript of all the titles with which
Scripture invests him. Nor could Paul’s doctrine stand “What the law could not do, in that
it was weak through the flesh, God sending his own Son in the likeness of sinful flesh,
and for sin, condemned sin in the flesh,” (Rom. 8:3). Nor what he states in another
passage: “The grace of God that bringeth salvation has appeared to all men,” (Tit. 2:11).
In fine, the only end which the Scripture uniformly assigns for the Son of God voluntarily
assuming our nature, and even receiving it as a command from the Father, is, that he
might propitiate the Father to us by becoming a victim. “Thus it is written, and thus it
behoved Christ to suffer;”—“and that repentance and remission of sins should be
preached in his name.” “Therefore does my Father love me, because I lay down my life,
that I might take it again.”—“This commandment have I received of my Father.” “As
Moses lifted up the serpent in the wilderness, even so must the Son of man be lifted up.”
“Father, save me from this hour: but for this cause came I unto this hour. Father, glorify
thy name.”244 Here he distinctly assigns as the reason for assuming our nature, that he
might become a propitiatory victim to take away sin. For the same reason Zacharias
declares (Luke 1:79), that he came “to perform the mercy promised to our fathers,” “to
give light to them that sit in darkness, and in the shadow of death.” Let us remember that
all these things are affirmed of the Son of God, in whom, as Paul elsewhere declares, were
“hid all the treasures of wisdom and knowledge,” and save whom it was his determination
“not to know any thing,” (Col. 2:3; 1 Cor. 2:2).
5. Should any one object, that in this there is nothing to prevent the same Christ
who redeemed us when condemned from also testifying his love to us when safe by
assuming our nature, we have the brief answer, that when the Spirit declares that by the
eternal decree of God the two things were connected together—viz. that Christ should be
our Redeemer, and, at the same time, a partaker of our nature, it is unlawful to inquire
further. He who is tickled with a desire of knowing something more, not contented with
the immutable ordination of God, shows also that he is not even contented with that

Christ who has been given us as the price of redemption. And, indeed, Paul not only
declares for what end he was sent, but rising to the sublime mystery of predestination,
seasonably represses all the wantonness and prurience of the human mind. “He has
chosen us in him before the foundation of the world, that we should be holy and without
blame before him in love: having predestinated us unto the adoption of children by Jesus
Christ to himself, according to the good pleasure of his will, to the praise of the glory of
his grace, wherein he has made us accepted in the Beloved: In whom we have redemption
through his blood,” (Eph. 1:4–7). Here certainly the fall of Adam is not presupposed as
anterior in point of time, but our attention is directed to what God predetermined before
all ages, when he was pleased to provide a cure for the misery of the human race. If,
again, it is objected that this counsel of God depended on the fall of man, which he
foresaw, to me it is sufficient and more to reply, that those who propose to inquire, or
desire to know more of Christ than God predestinated by his secret decree, are presuming
with impious audacity to invent a new Christ. Paul, when discoursing of the proper office
of Christ, justly prays for the Ephesians that God would strengthen them “by his Spirit in
the inner man,” that they might “be able to comprehend with all saints what is the breadth
and length, and depth and height; and to know the love of Christ which passeth
knowledge,” (Eph. 3:16, 18); as if he intended of set purpose to set barriers around our
minds, and prevent them from declining one iota from the gift of reconciliation whenever
mention is made of Christ. Wherefore, seeing it is as Paul declares it to be, “a faithful
saying, and worthy of all acceptation, that Christ Jesus came into the world to save
sinners,” (1 Tim. 1:15), in it I willingly acquiesce. And since the same Apostle elsewhere
declares that the grace which is now manifested by the Gospel “was given us in Christ
Jesus before the world began,” (2 Tim. 1:9), I am resolved to adhere to it firmly even to
the end. This moderation is unjustly vituperated by Osiander, who has unhappily, in the
present day, again agitated this question, which a few had formerly raised. He brings a
charge of overweening confidence against those who deny that the Son of God would
have appeared in the flesh if Adam had not fallen, because this notion is not repudiated by
any passage of Scripture. As if Paul did not lay a curb on perverse curiosity when after
speaking of the redemption obtained by Christ, he bids us “avoid foolish questions,” (Tit.
3:9). To such insanity have some proceeded in their preposterous eagerness to seem
acute, that they have made it a question whether the Son of God might not have assumed
the nature of an ass. This blasphemy, at which all pious minds justly shudder with
detestation, Osiander excuses by the pretext that it is no where distinctly refuted in
Scripture; as if Paul, when he counted nothing valuable or worth knowing “save Jesus
Christ and him crucified,” (I Cor. 2:2), were admitting, that the author of salvation is an
ass. He who elsewhere declares that Christ was by the eternal counsel of the Father
appointed “head over all things to the church,” would never have acknowledged another
to whom no office of redemption had been assigned.
6. The principle on which Osiander founds is altogether frivolous. He will have it
that man was created in the image of God, inasmuch as he was formed on the model of the
future Messiah, in order to resemble him whom the Father had already determined to
clothe with flesh. Hence he infers, that though Adam had never fallen from his first and

pure original, Christ would still have been man. How silly and distorted this view is, all
men of sound judgment at once discern; still he thinks he was the first to see what the
image of God was, namely, that not only did the divine glory shine forth in the excellent
endowments with which he was adorned, but God dwelt in him essentially. But while I
grant that Adam bore the image of God, inasmuch as he was united to God (this being the
true and highest perfection of dignity), yet I maintain, that the likeness of God is to be
sought for only in those marks of superiority with which God has distinguished Adam
above the other animals. And likewise, with one consent, acknowledge that Christ was
even then the image of God, and, accordingly, whatever excellence was engraven on
Adam had its origin in this, that by means of the only begotten Son he approximated to
the glory of his Maker. Man, therefore, was created in the image of God (Gen. 1:27), and
in him the Creator was pleased to behold, as in a mirror, his own glory. To this degree of
honour he was exalted by the kindness of the only begotten Son. But I add, that as the Son
was the common head both of men and angels, so the dignity which was conferred on
man belonged to the angels also. For when we hear them called the sons of God (Ps.
82:6), it would be incongruous to deny that they were endued with some quality in which
they resembled the Father. But if he was pleased that his glory should be represented in
men and angels, and made manifest in both natures, it is ignorant trifling in Osiander to
say, that angels were postponed to men, because they did not bear the image of Christ.
They could not constantly enjoy the immediate presence of God if they were not like to
him; nor does Paul teach (Col. 3:10) that men are renewed in the image of God in any
other way than by being associated with angels, that they may be united together under
one head. In fine, if we believe Christ, our felicity will be perfected when we shall have
been received into the heavens, and made like the angels. But if Osiander is entitled to
infer that the primary type of the image of God was in the man Christ, on the same ground
may any one maintain that Christ behoved to partake of the angelic nature, seeing that
angels also possess the image of God.
7. Osiander has no reason to fear that God would be found a liar, if the decree to
incarnate the Son was not previously immutably fixed in his mind. Even had Adam not
lost his integrity, he would, with the angels, have been like to God; and yet it would not
therefore have been necessary that the Son of God should become either a man or an
angel. In vain does he entertain the absurd fear, that unless it had been determined by the
immutable counsel of God, before man was created, that Christ should be born, not as the
Redeemer, but as the first man, he might lose his precedence, since he would not have
been born, except for an accidental circumstance, namely, that he might restore the lost
race of man; and in this way would have been created in the image of Adam. For why
should he be alarmed at what the Scripture plainly teaches, that “he was in all points
tempted like as we are, yet without sin?” (Heb. 4:15). Hence Luke, also, hesitates not to
reckon him in his genealogy as a son of Adam (Luke 3:38). I should like to know why
Christ is termed by Paul the second Adam (1 Cor. 15:47), unless it be that a human
condition was decreed him, for the purpose of raising up the ruined posterity of Adam.
For if in point of order, that condition was antecedent to creation, he ought to have been
called the first Adam. Osiander confidently affirms, that because Christ was in the

purpose of God foreknown as man, men were formed after him as their model. But Paul,
by calling him the second Adam, gives that revolt which made it necessary to restore
nature to its primitive condition an intermediate place between its original formation and
the restitution which we obtain by Christ: hence it follows, that it was this restitution
which made the Son of God be born, and thereby become man. Moreover, Osiander
argues ill and absurdly, that as long as Adam maintained his integrity, he would have
been the image of himself, and not of Christ. I maintain, on the contrary, that although the
Son of God had never become incarnate, nevertheless the image of God was conspicuous
in Adam, both in his body and his soul; in the rays of this image it always appeared that
Christ was truly head, and had in all things the pre-eminence. In this way we dispose of
the futile sophism put forth by Osiander, that the angels would have been without this
head, had not God purposed to clothe his Son with flesh, even independent of the sin of
Adam. He inconsiderately assumes what no rational person will grant, that Christ could
have had no supremacy over the angels, so that they might enjoy him as their prince,
unless in so far as he was man. But it is easy to infer from the words of Paul (Col. 1:15),
that inasmuch as he is the eternal Word of God, he is the first-born of every creature, not
because he is created, or is to be reckoned among the creatures, but because the entire
structure of the world, such as it was from the beginning, when adorned with exquisite
beauty had no other beginning; then, inasmuch as he was made man, he is the first-born
from the dead. For in one short passage (Col. 1:16–18), the Apostle calls our attention to
both views: that by the Son all things were created, so that he has dominion over angels;
and that he became man, in order that he might begin to be a Redeemer. Owing to the
same ignorance, Osiander says that men would not have had Christ for their king unless
he had been a man; as if the kingdom of God could not have been established by his
eternal Son, though not clothed with human flesh, holding the supremacy while angels
and men were gathered together to participate in his celestial life and glory. But he is
always deluded, or imposes upon himself by this false principle, that the church would
have been akefalon—without a head—had not Christ appeared in the flesh. In the same
way as angels enjoyed him for their head, could he not by his divine energy preside over
men, and by the secret virtue of his Spirit quicken and cherish them as his body, until they
were gathered into heaven to enjoy the same life with the angels? The absurdities which I
have been refuting, Osiander regards as infallible oracles. Taking an intoxicating delight
in his own speculations, his wont is to extract ridiculous plans out of nothing. He
afterwards says that he has a much stronger passage to produce, namely, the prophecy of
Adam, who, when the woman was brought to him, said, “This is now bone of my bone,
and flesh of my flesh,” (Gen. 2:23). But how does he prove it to be a prophecy? Because
in Matthew Christ attributes the same expression to God! as if every thing which God has
spoken by man contained a prophecy. On the same principle, as the law proceeded from
God, let Osiander in each precept find a prophecy. Add, that our Saviour’s exposition
would have been harsh and grovelling, had he confined himself to the literal meaning. He
was not referring to the mystical union with which he has honoured the Church, but only
to conjugal fidelity, and states, that the reason why God declared man and wife to be one
flesh, was to prevent any one from violating that indissoluble tie by divorce. If this simple

meaning is too low for Osiander, let him censure Christ for not leading his disciples to the
hidden sense, by interpreting his Father’s words with more subtlety. Paul gives no
countenance to Osiander’s dream, when, after saying that “we are members of his body,
of his flesh, and of his bones,” he immediately adds, “This is a great mystery,” (Eph.
5:30–32). For he meant not to refer to the sense in which Adam used the words, but sets
forth, under the figure and similitude of marriage, the sacred union which makes us one
with Christ. His words have this meaning; for reminding us that he is speaking of Christ
and the Church, he, by way of correction, distinguishes between the marriage tie and the
spiritual union of Christ with his Church. Wherefore, this subtlety vanishes at once. I
deem it unnecessary to discuss similar absurdities: for from this very brief refutation, the
vanity of them all will be discovered. Abundantly sufficient for the solid nurture of the
children of God is this sober truth, that “when the fulness of the time was come, God sent
forth his Son, made of a woman, made under the law, to redeem them who were under the
law,” (Gal. 4:4, 5).

CHAPTER 13.
CHRIST CLOTHED WITH THE TRUE SUBSTANCE OF HUMAN NATURE.
The heads of this chapter are, I. The orthodoxy doctrine as to the true humanity of
our Saviour, proved from many passages of Scripture, sec. 1. II. Refutation of the
impious objections of the Marcionites, Manichees, and similar heretics, sec. 2–4.
Sections.
1.
2.
3.
4.

Proof of the true humanity of Christ, against the Manichees and Marcionites.
Impious objections of heretics further discussed. Six objections answered.
Other eight objections answered.
Other three objections answered.

1. OF the divinity of Christ, which has elsewhere been established by clear and solid
proofs, I presume it were superfluous again to treat. It remains, therefore, to see how,
when clothed with our flesh, he fulfilled the office of Mediator. In ancient times, the
reality of his human nature was impugned by the Manichees and Marcionites, the latter
figuring to themselves a phantom instead of the body of Christ, and the former dreaming
of his having been invested with celestial flesh. The passages of Scripture contradictory
to both are numerous and strong. The blessing is not promised in a heavenly seed, or the
mask of a man, but the seed of Abraham and Jacob; nor is the everlasting throne promised
to an aerial man, but to the Son of David, and the fruit of his loins. Hence, when
manifested in the flesh, he is called the Son of David and Abraham, not because he was
born of a virgin, and yet created in the air, but because, as Paul explains, he was “made of
the seed of David, according to the flesh,” (Rom. 1:3), as the same apostle elsewhere
says, that he came of the Jews (Rom. 9:5). Wherefore, our Lord himself not contented
with the name of man, frequently calls himself the Son of man, wishing to express more
clearly that he was a man by true human descent. The Holy Spirit having so often, by so
many organs, with so much care and plainness, declared a matter which in itself is not
abstruse, who could have thought that mortals would have had the effrontery to darken it
with their glosses? Many other passages are at hand, were it wished to produce more: for
instance, that one of Paul, that “God sent forth his Son, made of a woman,” (Gal. 4:4), and
innumerable others, which show that he was subject to hunger, thirst, cold, and the other
infirmities of our nature. But from the many we must chiefly select those which may
conduce to build up our minds in true faith, as when it is said, “Verily, he took not on him
the nature of angels, but he took on him the seed of Abraham,” “that through death he
might destroy him that had the power of death,” (Heb. 2:16, 14). Again, “Both he that
sanctifieth and they who are sanctified are all of one: for which cause he is not ashamed to
call them brethren.” “Wherefore in all things it behoved him to be made like unto his

brethren, that he might be a merciful and faithful high priest.” (Heb. 2:11, 17). Again “We
have not an high priest which cannot be touched with the feeling of our infirmities,” (Heb.
4:15), and the like. To the same effect is the passage to which we lately referred, in which
Paul distinctly declares, that the sins of the world behoved to be expiated in our flesh
(Rom. 8:3). And certainly every thing which the Father conferred on Christ pertains to us
for this reason, that “he is the head,” that from him the whole body is “fitly joined
together, and compacted by that which every joint supplieth,” (Eph. 4:16). Nay, in no
other way could it hold true as is said, that the Spirit was given to him without measure
(John 1:16), and that out of his fulness have all we received; since nothing could be more
absurd than that God, in his own essence, should be enriched by an adventitious gift. For
this reason also, Christ himself elsewhere says, “For their sakes I sanctify myself,” (John
17:19).
2. The passages which they produce in confirmation of their error are absurdly
wrested, nor do they gain any thing by their frivolous subtleties when they attempt to do
away with what I have now adduced in opposition to them. Marcion imagines that Christ,
instead of a body, assumed a phantom, because it is elsewhere said, that he was made in
the likeness of man, and found in fashion as a man. Thus he altogether overlooks what
Paul is then discussing (Phil. 2:7). His object is not to show what kind of body Christ
assumed, but that, when he might have justly asserted his divinity he was pleased to
exhibit nothing but the attributes of a mean and despised man. For, in order to exhort us to
submission by his example, he shows, that when as God he might have displayed to the
world the brightness of his glory, he gave up his right, and voluntarily emptied himself;
that he assumed the form of a servant, and, contented with that humble condition,
suffered his divinity to be concealed under a veil of flesh. Here, unquestionably, he
explains not what Christ was, but in what way he acted. Nay, from the whole context it is
easily gathered, that it was in the true nature of man that Christ humbled himself. For
what is meant by the words, he was “found in fashion as a man,” but that for a time,
instead of being resplendent with divine glory, the human form only appeared in a mean
and abject condition? Nor would the words of Peter, that he was “put to death in the flesh,
but quickened by the Spirits” (1 Pet. 3:18), hold true, unless the Son of God had become
weak in the nature of man. This is explained more clearly by Paul, when he declares that
“he was crucified through weakness,” (2 Cor. 13:4). And hence his exaltation; for it is
distinctly said, that Christ acquired new glory after he humbled himself. This could fitly
apply only to a man endued with a body and a soul. Manes dreams of an aerial body,
because Christ is called the second Adam, the Lord from heaven. But the apostle does not
there speak of the essence of his body as heavenly, but of the spiritual life which derived
from Christ quickens us (I Cor. 15:47). This life Paul and Peter, as we have seen, separate
from his flesh. Nay, that passage admirably confirms the doctrine of the orthodox, as to
the human nature of Christ. If his body were not of the same nature with ours, there would
be no soundness in the argument which Paul pursues with so much earnestness,—If
Christ is risen we shall rise also; if we rise not, neither has Christ risen. Whatever be the
cavils by which the ancient Manichees, or their modern disciples, endeavour to evade
this, they cannot succeed. It is a frivolous and despicable evasion to say, that Christ is

called the Son of man, because he was promised to men; it being obvious that, in the
Hebrew idiom, the Son of man means a true man: and Christ, doubtless, retained the
idiom of his own tongue.245 Moreover, there cannot be a doubt as to what is to be
understood by the sons of Adam. Not to go farther, a passage in the eighth psalm, which
the apostles apply to Christ, will abundantly suffice: “What is man, that thou art mindful
of him? and the son of man, that thou visitest him?” (Ps 8:4). Under this figure is
expressed the true humanity of Christ. For although he was not immediately descended of
an earthly father, yet he originally sprang from Adam. Nor could it otherwise be said in
terms of the passage which we have already quoted, “Forasmuch, then, as the children are
partakers of flesh and blood, he also himself likewise took part of the same;” these words
plainly proving that he was an associate and partner in the same nature with ourselves. In
this sense also it is said, that “both he that sanctifieth and they who are sanctified are all of
one.” The context proves that this refers to a community of nature; for it is immediately
added, “For which cause he is not ashamed to call them brethren,” (Heb. 2:11). Had he
said at first that believers are of God, where could there have been any ground for being
ashamed of persons possessing such dignity? But when Christ of his boundless grace
associates himself with the mean and ignoble, we see why it was said that “he is not
ashamed.” It is vain to object, that in this way the wicked will be the brethren of Christ;
for we know that the children of God are not born of flesh and blood, but of the Spirit
through faith. Therefore, flesh alone does not constitute the union of brotherhood. But
although the apostle assigns to believers only the honour of being one with Christ, it does
not however follow, that unbelievers have not the same origin according to the flesh; just
as when we say that Christ became man, that he might make us sons of God, the
expression does not extend to all classes of persons; the intervention of faith being
necessary to our being spiritually ingrafted into the body of Christ. A dispute is also
ignorantly raised as to the term first-born. It is alleged that Christ ought to have been the
first son of Adam, in order that he might be the first-born among the brethren (Rom.
8:29). But primogeniture refers not to age, but to degree of honour and pre-eminence of
virtue. There is just as little colour for the frivolous assertion that Christ assumed the
nature of man, and not that of angels (Heb. 2:16), because it was the human race that he
restored to favour. The apostle, to magnify the honour which Christ has conferred upon
us, contrasts us with the angels, to whom we are in this respect preferred. And if due
weight is given to the testimony of Moses (Gen. 3:15), when he says that the seed of the
woman would bruise the head of the serpent, the dispute is at an end. For the words there
used refer not to Christ alone, but to the whole human race. Since the victory was to be
obtained for us by Christ, God declares generally, that the posterity of the woman would
overcome the devil. From this it follows, that Christ is a descendant of the human race,
the purpose of God in thus addressing Eve being to raise her hopes, and prevent her from
giving way to despair.
3. The passages in which Christ is called the seed of Abraham, and the fruit of the
loins of David, those persons, with no less folly than wickedness, wrap up in allegory.
Had the term seed been used allegorically, Paul surely would not have omitted to notice
it, when he affirms clearly, and without figure, that the promise was not given “to seeds,

as of many; but as of one, And to thy seed, which is Christ,” (Gal. 3:16). With similar
absurdity they pretend that he was called the Son of David for no other reason but because
he had been promised, and was at length in due time manifested. For Paul, after he had
called him the Son of David, by immediately subjoining “according to the flesh”,
certainly designates his nature. So also (Rom. 9:5), while declaring him to be “God
blessed for ever,” he mentions separately, that, “as concerning the flesh, he was
descended from the Jews.” Again if he had not been truly begotten of the seed of David,
what is the meaning of the expression, that he is the “fruit of his loins;” or what the
meaning of the promise, “Of the fruit of thy body will I set upon thy throne?” (Ps.
132:11). Moreover their mode of dealing with the genealogy of Christ, as given by
Matthew, is mere sophistry; for though he reckons up the progenitors not of Mary, but of
Joseph, yet as he was speaking of a matter then generally understood, he deems it enough
to show that Joseph was descended from the seed of David, since it is certain that Mary
was of the same family. Luke goes still farther, showing that the salvation brought by
Christ is common to the whole human race, inasmuch as Christ, the author of salvation, is
descended from Adam, the common father of us all. I confess, indeed, that the genealogy
proves Christ to be the Son of David only as being descended of the Virgin; but the new
Marcionites, for the purpose of giving a gloss to their heresy, namely to prove that the
body which Christ assumed was unsubstantial, too confidently maintain that the
expression as to seed is applicable only to males, thus subverting the elementary
principles of nature. But as this discussion belongs not to theology, and the arguments
which they adduce are too futile to require any laboured refutation, I will not touch on
matters pertaining to philosophy and the medical art. It will be sufficient to dispose of the
objection drawn from the statement of Scripture, that Aaron and Jehoiadah married wives
out of the tribe of Judah, and that thus the distinction of tribes was confounded, if proper
descent could come through the female. It is well known, that in regard to civil order,
descent is reckoned through the male; and yet the superiority on his part does not prevent
the female from having her proper share in the descent. This solution applies to all the
genealogies. When Scripture gives a list of individuals, it often mentions males only.
Must we therefore say that females go for nothing? Nay, the very children know that they
are classified with men. For this reasons wives are said to give children to their husbands,
the name of the family always remaining with the males. Then, as the male sex has this
privilege, that sons are deemed of noble or ignoble birth, according to the condition of
their fathers, so, on the other hand, in slavery, the condition of the child is determined by
that of the mother, as lawyers say, partus sequitur ventrem. Whence we may infer, that
offspring is partly procreated by the seed of the mother. According to the common
custom of nations, mothers are deemed progenitors, and with this the divine law agrees,
which could have had no ground to forbid the marriage of the uncle with the niece, if
there was no consanguinity between them. It would also be lawful for a brother and sister
uterine to intermarry, when their fathers are different. But while I admit that the power
assigned to the woman is passive, I hold that the same thing is affirmed indiscriminately
of her and of the male. Christ is not said to have been made by a woman, but of a woman
(Gal. 4:4). But some of this herd, laying aside all shame, publicly ask whether we mean to

maintain that Christ was procreated of the proper seed of a Virgin.246 I, in my turn, asks
whether they are not forced to admit that he was nourished to maturity in the Virgin’s
womb. Justly, therefore, we infer from the words of Matthew, that Christ, inasmuch as he
was begotten of Mary, was procreated of her seed; as a similar generation is denoted
when Boaz is said to have been begotten of Rachab (Mt. 1:5, 16). Matthew does not here
describe the Virgin as the channel through which Christ flowed, but distinguishes his
miraculous from an ordinary birth, in that Christ was begotten by her of the seed of
David. For the same reason for which Isaac is said to be begotten of Abraham, Joseph of
Jacob, Solomon of David, is Christ said to have been begotten of his mother. The
Evangelist has arranged his discourse in this way. Wishing to prove that Christ derives his
descent from David, he deems it enough to state, that he was begotten of Mary. Hence it
follows, that he assumed it as an acknowledged fact, that Mary was of the same lineage as
Joseph.
4. The absurdities which they wish to fasten upon us are mere puerile calumnies.
They reckon it base and dishonouring to Christ to have derived his descent from men;
because, in that case, he could not be exempted from the common law which includes the
whole offspring of Adam, without exception, under sin. But this difficulty is easily solved
by Paul’s antithesis, “As by one man sin entered into the world, and death by sin”—“even
so by the righteousness of one the free gift came upon all men unto justification of life,”
(Rom. 5:12, 18). Corresponding to this is another passage, “The first man is of the earth,
earthy: the second man is the Lord from heaven,” (1 Cor. 15:47). Accordingly, the same
apostle, in another passage, teaching that Christ was sent “in the likeness of sinful flesh,
that the righteousness of the law might be fulfilled in us,” distinctly separates him from
the common lot, as being true man, and yet without fault and corruption (Rom. 8:3). It is
childish trifling to maintain, that if Christ is free from all taint, and was begotten of the
seed of Mary, by the secret operation of the Spirit, it is not therefore the seed of the
woman that is impure, but only that of the man. We do not hold Christ to be free from all
taint, merely because he was born of a woman unconnected with a man, but because he
was sanctified by the Spirit, so that the generation was pure and spotless, such as it would
have been before Adam’s fall. Let us always bear in mind, that wherever Scripture
adverts to the purity of Christ, it refers to his true human nature, since it were superfluous
to say that God is pure. Moreover, the sanctification of which John speaks in his
seventeenth chapter is inapplicable to the divine nature. This does not suggest the idea of
a twofold seed in Adam, although no contamination extended to Christ, the generation of
man not being in itself vicious or impure, but an accidental circumstance of the fall.
Hence, it is not strange that Christ, by whom our integrity was to be restored, was
exempted from the common corruption. Another absurdity which they obtrude upon
us—viz. that if the Word of God became incarnate, it must have been enclosed in the
narrow tenement of an earthly body, is sheer petulance. For although the boundless
essence of the Word was united with human nature into one person, we have no idea of
any enclosing. The Son of God descended miraculously from heaven, yet without
abandoning heaven; was pleased to be conceived miraculously in the Virgin’s womb, to

live on the earth, and hang upon the cross, and yet always filled the world as from the
beginning.

CHAPTER 14.
HOW TWO NATURES CONSTITUTE THE PERSON OF THE MEDIATOR.
This chapter contains two principal heads: I. A brief exposition of the doctrine of
Christ’s two natures in one person, sec. 1–4. II. A refutation of the heresies of
Servetus, which destroy the distinction of natures in Christ, and the eternity of the
divine nature of the Son.
Sections.
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

6.
7.
8.

Proof of two natures in Christ—a human and a divine. Illustrated by analogy,
from the union of body and soul. Illustration applied.
Proof from passages of Scripture which distinguish between the two natures.
Proof from the communication of properties.
Proof from passages showing the union of both natures. A rule to be observed in
this discussion.
Utility and use of the doctrine concerning the two natures. The Nestorians. The
Eutychians. Both justly condemned by the Church.
The heresies of Servetus refuted. General answer or sum of the orthodox doctrine
concerning Christ. What meant by the hypostatic union. Objections of Servetus to
the deity of Christ. Answer.
Another objection and answer. A twofold filiation of Christ.
Other objections answered.
Conclusion of the former objections. Other pestilential heresies of Servetus.

1. WHEN it is said that the Word was made flesh, we must not understand it as if he were
either changed into flesh, or confusedly intermingled with flesh, but that he made choice
of the Virgin’s womb as a temple in which he might dwell. He who was the Son of God
became the Son of man, not by confusion of substance, but by unity of person. For we
maintain, that the divinity was so conjoined and united with the humanity, that the entire
properties of each nature remain entire, and yet the two natures constitute only one Christ.
If, in human affairs, any thing analogous to this great mystery can be found, the most
24
apposite similitude 7 seems to be that of man, who obviously consists of two
substances, neither of which however is so intermingled with the other as that both do not
retain their own properties. For neither is soul body, nor is body soul. Wherefore that is
said separately of the soul which cannot in any way apply to the body; and that, on the
other hand, of the body which is altogether inapplicable to the soul; and that, again, of the
whole man, which cannot be affirmed without absurdity either of the body or of the soul
separately. Lastly, the properties of the soul are transferred to the body, and the properties
of the body to the soul, and yet these form only one man, not more than one. Such modes

of expression intimate both that there is in man one person formed of two compounds,
and that these two different natures constitute one person. Thus the Scriptures speak of
Christ. They sometimes attribute to him qualities which should be referred specially to
his humanity and sometimes qualities applicable peculiarly to his divinity, and sometimes
qualities which embrace both natures, and do not apply specially to either. This
combination of a twofold nature in Christ they express so carefully, that they sometimes
communicate them with each other, a figure of speech which the ancients termed
ijdiwmavtwn koinoniva (a communication of properties).
2. Little dependence could be placed on these statements, were it not proved by
numerous passages throughout the sacred volume that none of them is of man’s devising.
What Christ said of himself, “Before Abraham was I am,” (John 8:58), was very foreign
to his humanity. I am not unaware of the cavil by which erroneous spirits distort this
passage—viz. that he was before all ages, inasmuch as he was foreknown as the
Redeemer, as well in the counsel of the Father as in the minds of believers. But seeing he
plainly distinguishes the period of his manifestation from his eternal existence, and
professedly founds on his ancient government, to prove his precedence to Abraham, he
undoubtedly claims for himself the peculiar attributes of divinity. Paul’s assertion that he
is “the first-born of every creature,” that “he is before all things, and by him all things
consist,” (Col. 1:15, 17); his own declaration, that he had glory with the Father before the
world was, and that he worketh together with the Father, are equally inapplicable to man.
These and similar properties must be specially assigned to his divinity. Again, his being
called the servant of the Father, his being said to grow in stature, and wisdom, and favour
with God and man, not to seek his own glory, not to know the last day, not to speak of
himself, not to do his own will, his being seen and handled,248 apply entirely to his
humanity; since, as God, he cannot be in any respect said to grow, works always for
himself, knows every thing, does all things after the counsel of his own will, and is
incapable of being seen or handled. And yet he not merely ascribes these things
separately to his human nature, but applies them to himself as suitable to his office of
Mediator. There is a communication of ijdiwvmata, or properties, when Paul says, that
God purchased the Church “with his own blood,” (Acts 20:28), and that the Jews
crucified the Lord of glory (1 Cor. 2:8). In like manner, John says, that the Word of God
was “handled.” God certainly has no blood, suffers not, cannot be touched with hands;
but since that Christ, who was true God and true man, shed his blood on the cross for us,
the acts which were performed in his human nature are transferred improperly, but not
ceaselessly, to his divinity. We have a similar example in the passage where John says
that God laid down his life for us (1 John 3:16). Here a property of his humanity is
communicated with his other nature. On the other hand, when Christ, still living on the
earth, said, “No man has ascended up to heaven but he that came down from heaven, even
the Son of man, which is in heaven,” (John 3:13), certainly regarded as man in the flesh
which he had put on, he was not then in heaven, but inasmuch as he was both God and
man, he, on account of the union of a twofold nature, attributed to the one what properly
belonged to the other.

3. But, above all, the true substance of Christ is most clearly declared in those
passages which comprehend both natures at once. Numbers of these exist in the Gospel of
John. What we there read as to his having received power from the Father to forgive sins;
as to his quickening whom he will; as to his bestowing righteousness, holiness, and
salvation; as to his being appointed judge both of the quick and the dead; as to his being
honoured even as the Father,249 are not peculiar either to his Godhead or his humanity,
but applicable to both. In the same way he is called the Light of the world, the good
Shepherd, the only Door, the true Vine. With such prerogatives the Son of God was
invested on his manifestation in the flesh, and though he possessed the same with the
Father before the world was created, still it was not in the same manner or respect; neither
could they be attributed to one who was a man and nothing more. In the same sense we
ought to understand the saying of Paul, that at the end Christ shall deliver up “the
kingdom to God, even the Father,” (1 Cor. 15:24). The kingdom of God assuredly had no
beginning, and will have no end: but because he was hid under a humble clothing of flesh,
and took upon himself the form of a servant, and humbled himself (Phil. 2:8), and, laying
aside the insignia of majesty, became obedient to the Father; and after undergoing this
subjection was at length crowned with glory and honour (Heb. 2:7), and exalted to
supreme authority, that at his name every knee should bow (Phil. 2:10); so at the end he
will subject to the Father both the name and the crown of glory, and whatever he received
of the Father, that God may be all in all (1 Cor. 15:28). For what end were that power and
authority given to him, save that the Father might govern us by his hand? In the same
sense, also, he is said to sit at the right hand of the Father. But this is only for a time, until
we enjoy the immediate presence of his Godhead. And here we cannot excuse the error of
some ancient writers, who, by not attending to the office of Mediator, darken the genuine
meaning of almost the whole doctrine which we read in the Gospel of John, and entangle
themselves in many snares. Let us, therefore, regard it as the key of true interpretation,
that those things which refer to the office of Mediator are not spoken of the divine or
human nature simply.250 Christ, therefore, shall reign until he appear to judge the world,
inasmuch as, according to the measure of our feeble capacity, he now connects us with
the Father. But when, as partakers of the heavenly glory, we shall see God as he is, then
Christ, having accomplished the office of Mediator, shall cease to be the vicegerent of the
Father, and will be content with the glory which he possessed before the world was. Nor
is the name of Lord specially applicable to the person of Christ in any other respect than
in so far as he holds a middle place between God and us. To this effect are the words of
Paul, “To us there is but one God, the Father, of whom are all things, and we in him; and
one Lord Jesus Christ, by whom are all things, and we by him,” (1 Cor. 8:6); that is, to the
latter a temporary authority has been committed by the Father until his divine majesty
shall be beheld face to face. His giving up of the kingdom to the Father, so far from
impairing his majesty, will give a brighter manifestation of it. God will then cease to be
the head of Christ, and Christ’s own Godhead will then shine forth of itself, whereas it is
now in a manner veiled.

4. This observation, if the readers apply it properly, will be of no small use in
solving a vast number of difficulties. For it is strange how the ignorant, nay, some who
are not altogether without learning, are perplexed by these modes of expression which
they see applied to Christ, without being properly adapted either to his divinity or his
humanity, not considering their accordance with the character in which he was
manifested as God and man, and with his office of Mediator. It is very easy to see how
beautifully they accord with each other, provided they have a sober interpreter, one who
examines these great mysteries with the reverence which is meet. But there is nothing
which furious and frantic spirits cannot throw into confusion.251 They fasten on the
attributes of humanity to destroy his divinity; and, on the other hand, on those of his
divinity to destroy his humanity: while those which, spoken conjointly of the two natures,
apply to neither, they employ to destroy both. But what else is this than to contend that
Christ is not man because he is God, not God because he is man, and neither God nor man
because he is both at once. Christ, therefore, as God and man, possessing natures which
are united, but not confused, we conclude that he is our Lord and the true Son of God,
even according to his humanity, though not by means of his humanity. For we must put
far from us the heresy of Nestorius, who, presuming to dissect rather than distinguish
between the two natures, devised a double Christ. But we see the Scripture loudly
protesting against this, when the name of the Son of God is given to him who is born of a
Virgin, and the Virgin herself is called the mother of our Lord (Luke 1:32, 43). We must
beware also of the insane fancy of Eutyches, lest, when we would demonstrate the unity
of person, we destroy the two natures. The many passages we have already quoted, in
which the divinity is distinguished from the humanity, and the many other passages
existing throughout Scripture, may well stop the mouth of the most contentious. I will
shortly add a few observations, which will still better dispose of this fiction. For the
present, one passage will suffice—Christ would not have called his body a temple (John
2:19), had not the Godhead distinctly dwelt in it. Wherefore, as Nestorius had been justly
condemned in the Council of Ephesus, so afterwards was Eutyches in those of
Constantinople and Chalcedony, it being not more lawful to confound the two natures of
Christ than to divide them.
5. But in our age, also, has arisen a not less fatal monster, Michael Servetus, who
for the Son of God has substituted a figment composed of the essence of God, spirit, flesh,
and three untreated elements. First, indeed, he denies that Christ is the Son of God, for
any other reason than because he was begotten in the womb of the Virgin by the Holy
Spirit. The tendency of this crafty device is to make out, by destroying the distinction of
the two natures, that Christ is somewhat composed of God and man, and yet is not to be
deemed God and man. His aim throughout is to establish, that before Christ was
manifested in the flesh there were only shadowy figures in God, the truth or effect of
which existed for the first time, when the Word who had been destined to that honour
truly began to be the Son of God. We indeed acknowledge that the Mediator who was
born of the Virgin is properly the Son of God. And how could the man Christ be a mirror
of the inestimable grace of God, had not the dignity been conferred upon him both of
being and of being called the only-begotten Son of God? Meanwhile, however, the

definition of the Church stands unmoved, that he is accounted the Son of God, because
the Word begotten by the Father before all ages assumed human nature by hypostatic
union,—a term used by ancient writers to denote the union which of two natures
constitutes one person, and invented to refute the dream of Nestorius, who pretended that
the Son of God dwelt in the flesh in such a manner as not to be at the same time man.
Servetus calumniously charges us with making the Son of God double, when we say that
the eternal Word before he was clothed with flesh was already the Son of God: as if we
said anything more than that he was manifested in the flesh. Although he was God before
he became man, he did not therefore begin to be a new God. Nor is there any greater
absurdity in holding that the Son of God, who by eternal generation ever had the property
of being a Son, appeared in the flesh. This is intimated by the angel’s word to Mary: “That
holy thing which shall be born of thee shall be called the Son of God,” (Luke 1:35); as if
he had said that the name of Son, which was more obscure under the law, would become
celebrated and universally known. Corresponding to this is the passage of Paul, that being
now the sons of God by Christ, we “have received the Spirit of adoption, whereby we cry,
Abba, Father,” (Rom. 8:15). Were not also the holy patriarchs of old reckoned among the
sons of God? Yea, trusting to this privilege, they invoked God as their Father. But
because ever since the only-begotten Son of God came forth into the world, his celestial
paternity has been more clearly manifested, Paul assigns this to the kingdom of Christ as
its distinguishing feature. We must, however, constantly hold, that God never was a
Father to angels and men save in respect of his only-begotten Son: that men, especially,
who by their iniquity were rendered hateful to God, are sons by gratuitous adoption,
because he is a Son by nature. Nor is there anything in the assertion of Servetus, that this
depends on the filiation which God had decreed with himself. Here we deal not with
figures, as expiation by the blood of beasts was shown to be; but since they could not be
the sons of God in reality, unless their adoption was founded in the head, it is against all
reason to deprive the head of that which is common to the members. I go farther: since the
Scripture gives the name of sons of God to the angels, whose great dignity in this respect
depended not on the future redemption, Christ must in order take precedence of them that
he may reconcile the Father to them. I will again briefly repeat and add the same thing
concerning the human race. Since angels as well as men were at first created on the
condition that God should be the common Father of both; if it is true, as Paul says, that
Christ always was the head, “the first-born of every creature—that in all things he might
have the pre-eminence,” (Col. 1:15, 18), I think I may legitimately infer, that he existed as
the Son of God before the creation of the world.
6. But if his filiation (if I may so express it) had a beginning at the time when he
was manifested in the flesh, it follows that he was a Son in respect of human nature also.
Servetus, and others similarly frenzied, hold that Christ who appeared in the flesh is the
Son of God, inasmuch as but for his incarnation he could not have possessed this name.
Let them now answer me, whether, according to both natures, and in respect of both, he is
a Son? So indeed they prate; but Paul’s doctrine is very different. We acknowledge,
indeed, that Christ in human nature is called a Son, not like believers by gratuitous
adoption merely, but the true, natural, and, therefore, only Son, this being the mark which

distinguishes him from all others. Those of us who are regenerated to a new life God
honours with the name of sons; the name of true and only-begotten Son he bestows on
Christ alone. But how is he an only Son in so great a multitude of brethren, except that he
possesses by nature what we acquire by gift? This honour we extend to his whole
character of Mediator, so that He who was born of a Virgin, and on the cross offered
himself in sacrifice to the Father, is truly and properly the Son of God; but still in respect
of his Godhead: as Paul teaches when he says, that he was “separated unto the gospel of
God (which he had promised afore by his prophets in the Holy Scriptures), concerning his
Son Jesus Christ our Lord, which was made of the seed of David according to the flesh;
and declared to be the Son of God with power,” (Rom. 1:1–4). When distinctly calling
him the Son of David according to the flesh, why should he also say that he was “declared
to be the Son of God,” if he meant not to intimate, that this depended on something else
than his incarnation? For in the same sense in which he elsewhere says, that “though he
was crucified through weakness, yet he liveth by the power of God,” (2 Cor. 13:4), so he
now draws a distinction between the two natures. They must certainly admit, that as on
account of his mother he is called the Son of David, so, on account of his Father, he is the
Son of God, and that in some respect differing from his human nature. The Scripture
gives him both names, calling him at one time the Son of God, at another the Son of Man.
As to the latter, there can be no question that he is called a Son in accordance with the
phraseology of the Hebrew language, because he is of the offspring of Adam. On the
other hand, I maintain that he is called a Son on account of his Godhead and eternal
essence, because it is no less congruous to refer to his divine nature his being called the
Son of God, than to refer to his human nature his being called the Son of Man. In fine, in
the passage which I have quoted, Paul does not mean, that he who according to the flesh
was begotten of the seed of David, was declared to be the Son of God in any other sense
than he elsewhere teaches that Christ, who descended of the Jews according to the flesh,
is “over all, God blessed for ever,” (Rom. 9:5). But if in both passages the distinction of
two natures is pointed out, how can it be denied, that he who according to the flesh is the
Son of Man, is also in respect of his divine nature the Son of God?
7. They indeed find a blustering defence of their heresy in its being said, that “God
spared not his own Son,” and in the communication of the angel, that He who was to be
born of the Virgin should be called the “Son of the Highest,” (Rom. 8:32; Luke 1:32). But
before pluming themselves on this futile objection, let them for a little consider with us
what weight there is in their argument. If it is legitimately concluded, that at conception
he began to be the Son of God, because he who has been conceived is called a Son, it will
follow, that he began to be the Word after his manifestation in the flesh, because John
declares, that the Word of life of which he spoke was that which “our hands have
handled,” (1 John 1:1). In like manner we read in the prophet, “Thou, Bethlehem
Ephratah, though thou be little among the thousands of Israel, yet out of thee shall he
come forth that is to be a ruler in Israel; whose goings forth have been from of old, from
everlasting,” (Mic. 5:2). How will they be forced to interpret if they will follow such a
method of arguing? I have declared that we by no means assent to Nestorius, who
imagined a twofold Christ, when we maintain that Christ, by means of brotherly union,

made us sons of God with himself, because in the flesh, which he took from us, he is the
only-begotten Son of God. And Augustine wisely reminds us,252 that he is a bright mirror
of the wonderful and singular grace of God, because as man he obtained honour which he
could not merit. With this distinction, therefore, according to the flesh, was Christ
honoured even from the womb—viz. to be the Son of God. Still, in the unity of person we
are not to imagine any intermixture which takes away from the Godhead what is peculiar
to it. Nor is it more absurd that the eternal Word of God and Christ, uniting the two
natures in one person, should in different ways be called the Son of God, than that he
should in various respects be called at one time the Son of God, at another the Son of
Man. Nor are we more embarrassed by another cavil of Servetus—viz. that Christ, before
he appeared in the flesh, is nowhere called the Son of God, except under a figure. For
though the description of him was then more obscure, yet it has already been clearly
proved, that he was not otherwise the eternal God, than as he was the Word begotten of
the eternal Father. Nor is the name applicable to the office of Mediator which he
undertook, except in that he was God manifest in the flesh. Nor would God have thus
from the beginning been called a Father, had there not been even then a mutual relation to
the Son, “of whom the whole family in heaven and earth is named,” (Eph. 3:15). Hence it
is easy to infer, that under the Law and the Prophets he was the Son of God before this
name was celebrated in the Church. But if we are to dispute about the word merely,
Solomon, speaking of the incomprehensibility of God, affirms that his Son is like
himself, incomprehensible: “What is his name, and what is his Son’s name, if thou canst
tell?” (Prov. 30:4). I am well aware that with the contentious this passage will not have
sufficient weight; nor do I found much upon it, except as showing the malignant cavils of
those who affirm that Christ is the Son of God only in so far as he became man. We may
add, that all the most ancient writers, with one mouth and consent, testified the same thing
so plainly, that the effrontery is no less ridiculous than detestable, which dares to oppose
us with Irenaeus and Tertullian, both of whom acknowledge that He who was afterwards
visibly manifested was the invisible Son of God.253
8. But although Servetus heaped together a number of horrid dogmas, to which,
perhaps, others would not subscribe, you will find, that all who refuse to acknowledge the
Son of God except in the flesh, are obliged, when urged more closely, to admit that he
was a Son, for no other reason than because he was conceived in the womb of the Virgin
by the Holy Spirit; just like the absurdity of the ancient Manichees, that the soul of man
was derived by transfusion from God, from its being said, that he breathed into Adam’s
nostrils the breath of life (Gen. 2:7). For they lay such stress on the name of Son that they
leave no distinction between the natures, but babblingly maintain that the man Christ is
the Son of God, because, according to his human nature, he was begotten of God. Thus,
the eternal generation of Wisdom, celebrated by Solomon (Prov. 8:22, seq). is destroyed,
and no kind of Godhead exists in the Mediator: or a phantom is substituted instead of a
man. The grosser delusions of Servetus, by which he imposed upon himself and some
others, it were useful to refute, that pious readers might be warned by the example, to
confine themselves within the bounds of soberness and modesty: however, I deem it

superfluous here, as I have already done it in a special treatise.254 The whole comes to
this, that the Son of God was from the beginning an idea, and was even then a preordained
man, who was to be the essential image of God. nor does he acknowledge any other word
of God except in external splendour. The generation he interprets to mean, that from the
beginning a purpose of generating the Son was begotten in God, and that this purpose
extended itself by act to creation. Meanwhile, he confounds the Spirit with the Word,
saying that God arranged the invisible Word and Spirit into flesh and soul. In short, in his
view the typifying of Christ occupies the place of generation; but he says, that he who was
then in appearance a shadowy Son, was at length begotten by the Word, to which he
attributes a generating power. From this it will follow, that dogs and swine are not less
sons of God, because created of the original seed of the Divine Word. But although he
compounds Christ of three untreated elements, that he may be begotten of the essence of
God, he pretends that he is the first-born among the creatures, in such a sense that,
according to their degree, stones have the same essential divinity. But lest he should seem
to strip Christ of his Deity, he admits that his flesh is oJmoouvsion, of the same substance
with God, and that the Word was made man, by the conversion of flesh into Deity. Thus,
while he cannot comprehend that Christ was the Son of God, until his flesh came forth
from the essence of God and was converted into Deity, he reduces the eternal personality
(hypostasis) of the Word to nothing, and robs us of the Son of David, who was the
promised Redeemer. It is true, he repeatedly declares that the Son was begotten of God by
knowledge and predestination, but that he was at length made man out of that matter
which, from the beginning, shone with God in the three elements, and afterwards
appeared in the first light of the world, in the cloud and pillar of fire. How shamefully
inconsistent with himself he ever and anon becomes, it were too tedious to relate. From
this brief account sound readers will gather, that by the subtle ambiguities of this
infatuated man, the hope of salvation was utterly extinguished. For if the flesh were the
Godhead itself, it would cease to be its temple. Now, the only Redeemer we can have is
He who being begotten of the seed of Abraham and David according to the flesh, truly
became man. But he erroneously insists on the expression of John, “The Word was made
flesh.” As these words refute the heresy of Nestorius, so they give no countenance to the
impious fiction of which Eutyches was the inventor, since all that the Evangelist intended
was to assert a unity of person in two natures.

CHAPTER 15.
THREE THINGS BRIEFLY TO BE REGARDED IN CHRIST—VIZ. HIS OFFICES
OF PROPHET, KING, AND PRIEST.
The principal parts of this chapter are—I. Of the Prophetical Office of Christ, its
dignity and use, sec. 1, 2. II. The nature of the Kingly power of Christ, and the
advantage we derive from it, sec. 3–5. III. Of the Priesthood of Christ, and the
efficacy of it, sec. 6.
Sections.
1.

2.

3.
4.

5.

6.

Among heretics and false Christians, Christ is found in name only; but by those
who are truly and effectually called of God, he is acknowledged as a Prophet,
King, and Priest. In regard to the Prophetical Office, the Redeemer of the Church
is the same from whom believers under the Law hoped for the full light of
understanding.
The unction of Christ, though it has respect chiefly to the Kingly Office, refers
also to the Prophetical and Priestly Offices. The dignity, necessity, and use of this
unction.
From the spirituality of Christ’s kingdom its eternity is inferred. This twofold,
referring both to the whole body of the Church, and to its individual members.
Benefits from the spiritual kingdom of Christ. 1. It raises us to eternal life. 2. It
enriches us with all things necessary to salvation. 3. It makes us invincible by
spiritual foes. 4. It animates us to patient endurance. 5. It inspires confidence and
triumph. 6. It supplies fortitude and love.
The unction of our Redeemer heavenly. Symbol of this unction. A passage in the
apostle reconciled with others previously quoted, to prove the eternal kingdom of
Christ.
What necessary to obtain the benefit of Christ’s Priesthood. We must set out with
the death of Christ. From it follows, 1. His intercession for us. 2. Confidence in
prayer. 3. Peace of conscience. 4. Through Christ, Christians themselves become
priests. Grievous sin of the Papists in pretending to sacrifice Christ.

1. THOUGH heretics pretend the name of Christ, truly does Augustine affirm (Enchir. ad
Laurent. cap. 5), that the foundation is not common to them with the godly, but belongs
exclusively to the Church: for if those things which pertain to Christ be diligently
considered, it will be found that Christ is with them in name only, not in reality. Thus in
the present day, though the Papists have the words, Son of God, Redeemer of the world,
sounding in their mouths, yet, because contented with an empty name, they deprive him
of his virtue and dignity; what Paul says of “not holding the head,” is truly applicable to

them (Col. 2:19). Therefore, that faith may find in Christ a solid ground of salvation, and
so rest in him, we must set out with this principle, that the office which he received from
the Father consists of three parts. For he was appointed both Prophet, King, and Priest;
though little were gained by holding the names unaccompanied by a knowledge of the
end and use. These too are spoken of in the Papacy, but frigidly, and with no great benefit,
the full meaning comprehended under each title not being understood. We formerly
observed, that though God, by supplying an uninterrupted succession of prophets, never
left his people destitute of useful doctrine, such as might suffice for salvation; yet the
minds of believers were always impressed with the conviction that the full light of
understanding was to be expected only on the advent of the Messiah. This expectation,
accordingly, had reached even the Samaritans, to whom the true religion had never been
made known. This is plain from the expression of the woman, “I know that Messiah
cometh, which is called Christ: when he is come, he will tell us all things,” (John 4:25).
Nor was this a mere random presumption which had entered the minds of the Jews. They
believed what sure oracles had taught them. One of the most remarkable passages is that
of Isaiah, “Behold, I have given him for a witness to the people, a leader and commander
to the people,” (Is. 54:4); that is, in the same way in which he had previously in another
place styled him “Wonderful, Counsellor,” (Is. 9:6).255 For this reason, the apostle
commending the perfection of gospel doctrine, first says that “God, at sundry times and in
divers manners spake in times past unto the prophets,” and then adds, that he “has in these
last days spoken unto us by his Son,” (Heb. 1:1, 2). But as the common office of the
prophets was to hold the Church in suspense, and at the same time support it until the
advent of the Mediator; we read, that the faithful, during the dispersion, complained that
they were deprived of that ordinary privilege. “We see not our signs: there is no more any
prophet, neither is there among us any that knoweth how long,” (Ps. 74:9). But when
Christ was now not far distant, a period was assigned to Daniel “to seal up the vision and
prophecy,” (Daniel 9:24), not only that the authority of the prediction there spoken of
might be established, but that believers might, for a time, patiently submit to the want of
the prophets, the fulfilment and completion of all the prophecies being at hand.
2. Moreover, it is to be observed, that the name Christ refers to those three offices:
for we know that under the law, prophets as well as priests and kings were anointed with
holy oil. Whence, also, the celebrated name of Messiah was given to the promised
Mediator. But although I admit (as, indeed, I have elsewhere shown) that he was so called
from a view to the nature of the kingly office, still the prophetical and sacerdotal unctions
have their proper place, and must not be overlooked. The former is expressly mentioned
by Isaiah in these words: “The Spirit of the Lord God is upon me: because the Lord has
anointed me to preach good tidings unto the meek; he has sent me to bind up the
broken-hearted, to proclaim liberty to the captive, and the opening of the prison to them
that are bound; to proclaim the acceptable year of the Lord,” (Is. 60:1, 2). We see that he
was anointed by the Spirit to be a herald and witness of his Father’s grace, and not in the
usual way; for he is distinguished from other teachers who had a similar office. And here,
again, it is to be observed, that the unction which he received, in order to perform the
office of teacher, was not for himself, but for his whole body, that a corresponding

efficacy of the Spirit might always accompany the preaching of the Gospel. This,
however, remains certain, that by the perfection of doctrine which he brought, an end was
put to all the prophecies, so that those who, not contented with the Gospel, annex
somewhat extraneous to it, derogate from its authority. The voice which thundered from
heaven, “This is my beloved Son, hear him” gave him a special privilege above all other
teachers. Then from him, as head, this unction is diffused through the members, as Joel
has foretold, “Your sons and your daughters shall prophesy, your old men shall dream
dreams, and your young men shall see visions,” (Joel 2:28). Paul’s expressions, that he
was “made unto us wisdom,” (1 Cor. 1:30), and elsewhere, that in him “are hid all the
treasures of wisdom and knowledge,” (Col. 2:3), have a somewhat different meaning,
namely, that out of him there is nothing worth knowing, and that those who, by faith,
apprehend his true character, possess the boundless immensity of heavenly blessings. For
which reason, he elsewhere says, “I determined not to know any thing among you, save
Jesus Christ and him crucified,” (1 Cor. 2:2). And most justly: for it is unlawful to go
beyond the simplicity of the Gospel. The purpose of this prophetical dignity in Christ is to
teach us, that in the doctrine which he delivered is substantially included a wisdom which
is perfect in all its parts.
3. I come to the Kingly office, of which it were in vain to speak, without
previously reminding the reader that its nature is spiritual; because it is from thence we
learn its efficacy, the benefits it confers, its whole power and eternity. Eternity, moreover,
which in Daniel an angel attributes to the office of Christ (Dan. 2:44), in Luke an angel
justly applies to the salvation of his people (Luke 1:33). But this is also twofold, and must
be viewed in two ways; the one pertains to the whole body of the Church the other is
proper to each member. To the former is to be referred what is said in the Psalms, “Once
have I sworn by my holiness, that I will not lie unto David. His seed shall endure for ever,
and his throne as the sun before me. It shall be established for ever, as the moon, and as a
faithful witness in heaven,” (Ps. 89:35, 37). There can be no doubt that God here promises
that he will be, by the hand of his Son, the eternal governor and defender of the Church. In
none but Christ will the fulfilment of this prophecy be found; since immediately after
Solomon’s death the kingdom in n great measure lost its dignity, and, with ignominy to
the family of David, was transferred to a private individual. Afterwards decaying by
degrees, it at length came to a sad and dishonourable end. In the same sense are we to
understand the exclamation of Isaiah, “Who shall declare his generation?” (Isaiah 53:8).
For he asserts that Christ will so survive death as to be connected with his members.
Therefore, as often as we hear that Christ is armed with eternal power, let us learn that the
perpetuity of the Church is thus effectually secured; that amid the turbulent agitations by
which it is constantly harassed, and the grievous and fearful commotions which threaten
innumerable disasters, it still remains safe. Thus, when David derides the audacity of the
enemy who attempt to throw off the yoke of God and his anointed, and says, that kings
and nations rage “in vain,” (Ps. 2:2–4), because he who sitteth in the heaven is strong
enough to repel their assaults, assuring believers of the perpetual preservation of the
Church, he animates them to have good hope whenever it is occasionally oppressed. So,
in another place, when speaking in the person of God, he says, “The Lord said unto my

Lord, Sit thou at my right hand, until I make thine enemies thy footstool,” (Ps. 110:1), he
reminds us, that however numerous and powerful the enemies who conspire to assault the
Church, they are not possessed of strength sufficient to prevail against the immortal
decree by which he appointed his Son eternal King. Whence it follows that the devil, with
the whole power of the world, can never possibly destroy the Church, which is founded
on the eternal throne of Christ. Then in regard to the special use to be made by each
believer, this same eternity ought to elevate us to the hope of a blessed immortality. For
we see that every thing which is earthly, and of the world, is temporary, and soon fades
away. Christ, therefore, to raise our hope to the heavens, declares that his kingdom is not
of this world (John 18:36). In fine, let each of us, when he hears that the kingdom of
Christ is spiritual, be roused by the thought to entertain the hope of a better life, and to
expect that as it is now protected by the hand of Christ, so it will be fully realised in a
future life.
4. That the strength and utility of the kingdom of Christ cannot, as we have said,
be fully perceived without recognising it as spiritual, is sufficiently apparent, even from
this, that having during the whole course of our lives to war under the cross, our condition
here is bitter and wretched. What then would it avail us to be ranged under the
government of a heavenly King, if its benefits were not realised beyond the present
earthly life? We must, therefore, know that the happiness which is promised to us in
Christ does not consist in external advantages—such as leading a joyful and tranquil life,
abounding in wealth, being secure against all injury, and having an affluence of delights,
such as the flesh is wont to long for—but properly belongs to the heavenly life. As in the
world the prosperous and desirable condition of a people consists partly in the abundance
of temporal good and domestic peace, and partly in the strong protection which gives
security against external violence; so Christ also enriches his people with all things
necessary to the eternal salvation of their souls and fortifies them with courage to stand
unassailable by all the attacks of spiritual foes. Whence we infer, that he reigns more for
us than for himself, and that both within us and without us; that being replenished, in so
far as God knows to be expedient, with the gifts of the Spirit, of which we are naturally
destitute, we may feel from their first fruits, that we are truly united to God for perfect
blessedness; and then trusting to the power of the same Spirit, may not doubt that we shall
always be victorious against the devil, the world, and every thing that can do us harm. To
this effect was our Saviour’s reply to the Pharisees, “The kingdom of God is within you.”
“The kingdom of God cometh not with observation,” (Luke 17:21, 22). It is probable that
on his declaring himself to be that King under whom the highest blessing of God was to
be expected, they had in derision asked him to produce his insignia. But to prevent those
who were already more than enough inclined to the earth from dwelling on its pomp, he
bids them enter into their consciences, for “the kingdom of God” is “righteousness, and
peace, and joy in the Holy Ghost,” (Rom. 14:17). These words briefly teach what the
kingdom of Christ bestows upon us. Not being earthly or carnal, and so subject to
corruption, but spiritual, it raises us even to eternal life, so that we can patiently live at
present under toil, hunger, cold, contempt, disgrace, and other annoyances; contented
with this, that our King will never abandon us, but will supply our necessities until our

warfare is ended, and we are called to triumph: such being the nature of his kingdom, that
he communicates to us whatever he received of his Father. Since then he arms and equips
us by his power, adorns us with splendour and magnificence, enriches us with wealth, we
here find most abundant cause of glorying, and also are inspired with boldness, so that we
can contend intrepidly with the devil, sin, and death. In fine, clothed with his
righteousness, we can bravely surmount all the insults of the world: and as he replenishes
us liberally with his gifts, so we can in our turn bring forth fruit unto his glory.
5. Accordingly, his royal unction is not set before us as composed of oil or
aromatic perfumes; but he is called the Christ of God, because “the Spirit of the Lord”
rested upon him; “the Spirit of wisdom and understanding, the Spirit of counsel and
might, the Spirit of knowledge and of the fear of the Lord,” (Isaiah 11:2). This is the oil of
joy with which the Psalmist declares that he was anointed above his fellows (Ps. 45:7).
For, as has been said, he was not enriched privately for himself, but that he might refresh
the parched and hungry with his abundance. For as the Father is said to have given the
Spirit to the Son without measure (John 3:34), so the reason is expressed, that we might
all receive of his fulness, and grace for grace (John 1:16). From this fountain flows the
copious supply (of which Paul makes mention, Eph. 4:7) by which grace is variously
distributed to believers according to the measure of the gift of Christ. Here we have ample
confirmation of what I said, that the kingdom of Christ consists in the Spirit, and not in
earthly delights or pomp, and that hence, in order to be partakers with him, we must
renounce the world. A visible symbol of this grace was exhibited at the baptism of Christ,
when the Spirit rested upon him in the form of a dove. To designate the Spirit and his gifts
by the term “unction” is not new, and ought not to seem absurd (see 1 John 2:20, 27),
because this is the only quarter from which we derive life; but especially in what regards
the heavenly life, there is not a drop of vigour in us save what the Holy Spirit instils, who
has chosen his seat in Christ, that thence the heavenly riches, of which we are destitute,
might flow to us in copious abundance. But because believers stand invincible in the
strength of their King, and his spiritual riches abound towards them, they are not
improperly called Christians. Moreover, from this eternity of which we have spoken,
there is nothing derogatory in the expression of Paul, “Then cometh the end, when he
shall have delivered up the kingdom to God, even the Father,” (1 Cor. 15:24); and also,
“Then shall the Son also himself be subject unto him that put all things under him, that
God may be all in and” (1 Cor. 15:28); for the meaning merely is, that, in that perfect
glory, the administration of the kingdom will not be such as it now is. For the Father has
given all power to the Son, that by his hand he may govern, cherish, sustain us, keep us
under his guardianship, and give assistance to us. Thus, while we wander far as pilgrims
from God, Christ interposes, that he may gradually bring us to full communion with God.
And, indeed, his sitting at the right hand of the Father has the same meaning as if he was
called the vicegerent of the Father, entrusted with the whole power of government. For
God is pleased, mediately (so to speak) in his person to rule and defend the Church. Thus
also his being seated at the right hand of the Father is explained by Paul, in the Epistle to
the Ephesians, to mean, that “he is the head over all things to the Church, which is his
body,” (Eph. 1:20, 22). Nor is this different in purport from what he elsewhere teaches,

that God has “given him a name which is above every name; that at the name of Jesus
every knee shall bow, of things in heaven, and things in earth, and things under the earth,
and that every tongue should confess that Jesus Christ is Lord, to the glory of God the
Father,” (Phil. 2:9–11). For in these words, also, he commends an arrangement in the
kingdom of Christ, which is necessary for our present infirmity. Thus Paul rightly infers
that God will then be the only Head of the Church, because the office of Christ, in
defending the Church, shall then have been completed. For the same reason, Scripture
throughout calls him Lord, the Father having appointed him over us for the express
purpose of exercising his government through him. For though many lordships are
celebrated in the world, yet Paul says, “To us there is but one God, the Father, of whom
are all things, and we in him; and one Lord Jesus Christ, by whom are all things, and we
by him,” (1 Cor. 8:6). Whence it is justly inferred that he is the same God, who, by the
mouth of Isaiah, declared, “The Lord is our Judge, the Lord is our Lawgiver, the Lord is
our King: he will save us,” (Isaiah 33:22). For though he every where describes all the
power which he possesses as the benefit and gift of the Father, the meaning simply is, that
he reigns by divine authority, because his reason for assuming the office of Mediator was,
that descending from the bosom and incomprehensible glory of the Father, he might draw
near to us. Wherefore there is the greater reason that we all should with one consent
prepare to obey, and with the greatest alacrity yield implicit obedience to his will. For as
he unites the offices of King and Pastor towards believers, who voluntarily submit to him,
so, on the other hand, we are told that he wields an iron sceptre to break and bruise all the
rebellious like a potter’s vessel (Ps. 2:9). We are also told that he will be the Judge of the
Gentiles, that he will cover the earth with dead bodies, and level down every opposing
height (Ps. 110:6). Of this examples are seen at present, but full proof will be given at the
final judgment, which may be properly regarded as the last act of his reign.
6. With regard to his Priesthood, we must briefly hold its end and use to be, that as
a Mediator, free from all taint, he may by his own holiness procure the favour of God for
us. But because a deserved curse obstructs the entrance, and God in his character of Judge
is hostile to us, expiation must necessarily intervene, that as a priest employed to appease
the wrath of God, he may reinstate us in his favour. Wherefore, in order that Christ might
fulfil this office, it behoved him to appear with a sacrifice. For even under the law of the
priesthood it was forbidden to enter the sanctuary without blood, to teach the worshipper
that however the priest might interpose to deprecate, God could not be propitiated
without the expiation of sin. On this subject the Apostle discourses at length in the Epistle
to the Hebrews, from the seventh almost to the end of the tenth chapter. The sum comes to
this, that the honour of the priesthood was competent to none but Christ, because, by the
sacrifice of his death, he wiped away our guilt, and made satisfaction for sin. Of the great
importance of this matter, we are reminded by that solemn oath which God uttered, and of
which he declared he would not repent, “Thou art a priest for ever, after the order of
Melchizedek,” (Ps. 110:4). For, doubtless, his purpose was to ratify that point on which
he knew that our salvation chiefly hinged. For, as has been said, there is no access to God
for us or for our prayers until the priest, purging away our defilements, sanctify us, and
obtain for us that favour of which the impurity of our lives and hearts deprives us. Thus

we see, that if the benefit and efficacy of Christ’s priesthood is to reach us, the
commencement must be with his death. Whence it follows, that he by whose aid we
obtain favour, must be a perpetual intercessor. From this again arises not only confidence
in prayer, but also the tranquillity of pious minds, while they recline in safety on the
paternal indulgence of God, and feel assured, that whatever has been consecrated by the
Mediator is pleasing to him. But since God under the Law ordered sacrifices of beasts to
be offered to him, there was a different and new arrangement in regard to Christ—viz.
that he should be at once victim and priest, because no other fit satisfaction for sin could
be found, nor was any one worthy of the honour of offering an only begotten son to God.
Christ now bears the office of priest, not only that by the eternal law of reconciliation he
may render the Father favourable and propitious to us, but also admit us into this most
honourable alliance. For we though in ourselves polluted, in him being priests (Rev. 1:6),
offer ourselves and our all to God, and freely enter the heavenly sanctuary, so that the
sacrifices of prayer and praise which we present are grateful and of sweet odour before
him. To this effect are the words of Christ, “For their sakes I sanctify myself,” (John
17:19); for being clothed with his holiness, inasmuch as he has devoted us to the Father
with himself (otherwise we were an abomination before him), we please him as if we
were pure and clean, nay, even sacred. Hence that unction of the sanctuary of which
mention is made in Daniel (Dan. 9:24). For we must attend to the contrast between this
unction and the shadowy one which was then in use; as if the angel had said, that when
the shadows were dispersed, there would be a clear priesthood in the person of Christ.
The more detestable, therefore, is the fiction of those who, not content with the priesthood
of Christ, have dared to take it upon themselves to sacrifice him, a thing daily attempted
in the Papacy, where the mass is represented as an immolation of Christ.

CHAPTER 16.
HOW CHRIST PERFORMED THE OFFICE OF REDEEMER IN PROCURING OUR
SALVATION. THE DEATH, RESURRECTION, AND ASCENSION OF CHRIST.
This chapter contains four leading heads—I. A general consideration of the
whole subject, including a discussion of a necessary question concerning the
justice of God and his mercy in Christ, sec. 1–4. II. How Christ fulfilled the office
of Redeemer in each of its parts, sec. 5–17. His death, burial, descent to hell,
resurrection, ascension to heaven, seat at the right hand of the Father, and return
to judgment. III. A great part of the Creed being here expounded, a statement is
given of the view which ought to be taken of the Creed commonly ascribed to the
Apostles, sec. 18. IV. Conclusion, setting forth the doctrine of Christ the
Redeemer, and the use of the doctrine, sec. 19.
Sections.
1.
2.

3.
4.
5.

6.

7.
8.
9.
10.
11.

Every thing needful for us exists in Christ. How it is to be obtained.
Question as to the mode of reconciling the justice with the mercy of God. Modes
of expression used in Scripture to teach us how miserable our condition is without
Christ.
Not used improperly; for God finds in us ground both of hatred and love.
This confirmed from passages of Scripture and from Augustine.
The second part of the chapter, treating of our redemption by Christ. First
generally. Redemption extends to the whole course of our Saviour’s obedience,
but is specially ascribed to his death. The voluntary subjection of Christ. His
agony. His condemnation before Pilate. Two things observable in his
condemnation. 1. That he was numbered among transgressors. 2. That he was
declared innocent by the judge. Use to be made of this.
Why Christ was crucified. This hidden doctrine typified in the Law, and
completed by the Apostles and Prophets. In what sense Christ was made a curse
for us. The cross of Christ connected with the shedding of his blood.
Of the death of Christ. Why he died. Advantages from his death. Of the burial of
Christ. Advantages.
Of the descent into hell. This article gradually introduced into the Church. Must
not be rejected, nor confounded with the previous article respecting burial.
Absurd exposition concerning the Limbus Patrum. This fable refuted.
The article of the descent to hell more accurately expounded. A great ground of
comfort.
Confirmation of this exposition from passages of Scripture and the works of
ancient Theologians. An objection refuted. Advantages of the doctrine.

12.

13.

14.
15.
16.

17.
18.

19.

Another objection that Christ is insulted, and despair ascribed to him in its being
said that he feared. Answer, from the statements of the Evangelists, that he did
fear, was troubled in spirit, amazed, and tempted in all respects as we are, yet
without sin. Why Christ was pleased to become weak. His fear without sin.
Refutation of another objection, with an answer to the question, Did Christ fear
death, and why? When did Christ descend to hell, and how? What has been said
refutes the heresy of Apollinaris and of the Monothelites.
Of the resurrection of Christ. The many advantages from it. 1. Our righteousness
in the sight of God renewed and restored. 2. His life the basis of our life and hope,
also the efficacious cause of new life in us. 3. The pledge of our future
resurrection.
Of the ascension of Christ. Why he ascended. Advantages derived from it.
Of Christ’s seat at the Father’s right hand. What meant by it.
Many advantages from the ascension of Christ. 1. He gives access to the kingdom
which Adam had shut up. 2. He intercedes for us with the Father. 3. His virtue
being thence transfused into us, he works effectually in us for salvation.
Of the return of Christ to judgment. Its nature. The quick and dead who are to be
judged. Passages apparently contradictory reconciled. Mode of judgment.
Advantages of the doctrine of Christ’s return to judgment. Third part of the
chapter, explaining the view to be taken of the Apostles’ Creed. Summary of the
Apostles’ Creed.
Conclusion of the whole chapter, showing that in Christ the salvation of the elect
in all its parts is comprehended.

1. ALL that we have hitherto said of Christ leads to this one result, that condemned, dead,
and lost in ourselves, we must in him seek righteousness, deliverance, life and salvation,
as we are taught by the celebrated words of Peter, “Neither is there salvation in any other:
for there is none other name under heaven given among men whereby we must be saved,”
(Acts 4:12). The name of Jesus was not given him at random, or fortuitously, or by the
will of man, but was brought from heaven by an angel, as the herald of the supreme
decree;256 the reason also being added, “for he shall save his people from their sins,”
(Matt. 1:21). In these words attention should be paid to what we have elsewhere
observed, that the office of Redeemer was assigned him in order that he might be our
Saviour. Still, however, redemption would be defective if it did not conduct us by an
uninterrupted progression to the final goal of safety. Therefore, the moment we turn aside
from him in the minutest degree, salvation, which resides entirely in him, gradually
disappears; so that all who do not rest in him voluntarily deprive themselves of all grace.
The observation of Bernard well deserves to be remembered: The name of Jesus is not
only light but food also, yea, oil, without which all the food of the soul is dry; salt, without
which as a condiment whatever is set before us is insipid; in fine, honey in the mouth,
melody in the ear, joy in the heart, and, at the same time, medicine; every discourse where
this name is not heard is absurd (Bernard in Cantica., Serm. 15). But here it is necessary
diligently to consider in what way we obtain salvation from him, that we may not only be

persuaded that he is the author of it, but having embraced whatever is sufficient as a sure
foundation of our faith, may eschew all that might make us waver. For seeing no man can
descend into himself, and seriously consider what he is, without feeling that God is angry
and at enmity with him, and therefore anxiously longing for the means of regaining his
favour (this cannot be without satisfaction), the certainty here required is of no ordinary
description,—sinners, until freed from guilt, being always liable to the wrath and curse of
God, who, as he is a just judge, cannot permit his law to be violated with impunity, but is
armed for vengeance.
2. But before we proceed farther, we must see in passing, how can it be said that
God, who prevents us with his mercy, was our enemy until he was reconciled to us by
Christ. For how could he have given us in his only-begotten Son a singular pledge of his
love, if he had not previously embraced us with free favour? As there thus arises some
appearance of contradiction, I will explain the difficulty. The mode in which the Spirit
usually speaks in Scripture is, that God was the enemy of men until they were restored to
favour by the death of Christ (Rom. 5:10); that they were cursed until their iniquity was
expiated by the sacrifice of Christ (Gal. 3:10, 13); that they were separated from God,
until by means of Christ’s body they were received into union (Col. 1:21, 22). Such
modes of expression are accommodated to our capacity, that we may the better
understand how miserable and calamitous our condition is without Christ. For were it not
said in clear terms, that Divine wrath, and vengeance, and eternal death, lay upon us, we
should be less sensible of our wretchedness without the mercy of God, and less disposed
to value the blessing of deliverance. For example, let a person be told, Had God at the
time you were a sinner hated you, and cast you off as you deserved, horrible destruction
must have been your doom; but spontaneously and of free indulgence he retained you in
his favour, not suffering you to be estranged from him, and in this way rescued you from
danger,—the person will indeed be affected, and made sensible in some degree how
much he owes to the mercy of God. But again, let him be told, as Scripture teaches, that
he was estranged from God by sin, an heir of wrath, exposed to the curse of eternal death,
excluded from all hope of salvation, a complete alien from the blessing of God, the slave
of Satan, captive under the yoke of sin; in fine, doomed to horrible destruction, and
already involved in it; that then Christ interposed, took the punishment upon himself and
bore what by the just judgment of God was impending over sinners; with his own blood
expiated the sins which rendered them hateful to God, by this expiation satisfied and duly
propitiated God the Father, by this intercession appeased his anger, on this basis founded
peace between God and men, and by this tie secured the Divine benevolence toward
them; will not these considerations move him the more deeply, the more strikingly they
represent the greatness of the calamity from which he was delivered? In short, since our
mind cannot lay hold of life through the mercy of God with sufficient eagerness, or
receive it with becoming gratitude, unless previously impressed with fear of the Divine
anger, and dismayed at the thought of eternal death, we are so instructed by divine truth,
as to perceive that without Christ God is in a manner hostile to us, and has his arm raised
for our destruction. Thus taught, we look to Christ alone for divine favour and paternal
love.

3. Though this is said in accommodation to the weakness of our capacity, it is not
said falsely. For God, who is perfect righteousness, cannot love the iniquity which he sees
in all. All of us, therefore, have that within which deserves the hatred of God. Hence, in
respect, first, of our corrupt nature; and, secondly, of the depraved conduct following
upon it, we are all offensive to God, guilty in his sight, and by nature the children of hell.
But as the Lord wills not to destroy in us that which is his own, he still finds something in
us which in kindness he can love. For though it is by our own fault that we are sinners, we
are still his creatures; though we have brought death upon ourselves he had created us for
life. Thus, mere gratuitous love prompts him to receive us into favour. But if there is a
perpetual and irreconcilable repugnance between righteousness and iniquity, so long as
we remain sinners we cannot be completely received. Therefore, in order that all ground
of offence may be removed, and he may completely reconcile us to himself, he, by means
of the expiation set forth in the death of Christ, abolishes all the evil that is in us, so that
we, formerly impure and unclean, now appear in his sight just and holy. Accordingly,
God the Father, by his love, prevents and anticipates our reconciliation in Christ. Nay, it
is because he first loves us, that he afterwards reconciles us to himself. But because the
iniquity, which deserves the indignation of God, remains in us until the death of Christ
comes to our aid, and that iniquity is in his sight accursed and condemned, we are not
admitted to full and sure communion with God, unless, in so far as Christ unites us. And,
therefore, if we would indulge the hope of having God placable and propitious to us, we
must fix our eyes and minds on Christ alone, as it is to him alone it is owing that our sins,
which necessarily provoked the wrath of God, are not imputed to us.
4. For this reason Paul says, that God “has blessed us with all spiritual blessings in
heavenly places in Christ: according as he has chosen us in him before the foundation of
the world,” (Eph. 1:3, 4). These things are clear and conformable to Scripture, and
admirably reconcile the passages in which it is said, that “God so loved the world, that he
gave his only begotten Son,” (John 3:16); and yet that it was “when we were enemies we
were reconciled to God by the death of his Son,” (Rom. 5:10). But to give additional
assurance to those who require the authority of the ancient Church, I will quote a passage
of Augustine to the same effect: “Incomprehensible and immutable is the love of God.
For it was not after we were reconciled to him by the blood of his Son that he began to
love us, but he loved us before the foundation of the world, that with his only begotten
Son we too might be sons of God before we were any thing at all. Our being reconciled by
the death of Christ must not be understood as if the Son reconciled us, in order that the
Father, then hating, might begin to love us, but that we were reconciled to him already,
loving, though at enmity with us because of sin. To the truth of both propositions we have
the attestation of the Apostle, ‘God commendeth his love toward us, in that while we were
yet sinners, Christ died for us,’ (Rom. 5:8). Therefore he had this love towards us even
when, exercising enmity towards him, we were the workers of iniquity. Accordingly in a
manner wondrous and divine, he loved even when he hated us. For he hated us when we
were such as he had not made us, and yet because our iniquity had not destroyed his work
in every respect, he knew in regard to each one of us, both to hate what we had made, and
love what he had made.” Such are the words of Augustine (Tract in Jo. 110).

5. When it is asked then how Christ, by abolishing sin, removed the enmity
between God and us, and purchased a righteousness which made him favourable and kind
to us, it may be answered generally, that he accomplished this by the whole course of his
obedience. This id proved by the testimony of Paul, “As by one man’s disobedience many
were made sinners, so by the obedience of one shall many be made righteous,” (Rom.
5:19). And indeed he elsewhere extends the ground of pardon which exempts from the
curse of the law to the whole life of Christ, “When the fulness of the time was come, God
sent forth his Son, made of a woman, made under the law, to redeem them that were under
the law,” (Gal. 4:4, 5). Thus even at his baptism he declared that a part of righteousness
was fulfilled by his yielding obedience to the command of the Father. In short, from the
moment when he assumed the form of a servant, he began, in order to redeem us, to pay
the price of deliverance. Scripture, however, the more certainly to define the mode of
salvation, ascribes it peculiarly and specially to the death of Christ. He himself declares
that he gave his life a ransom for many (Mt. 20:28). Paul teaches that he died for our sins
(Rom. 4:25). John Baptist exclaimed, “Behold the Lamb of God, which taketh away the
sin of the world,” (John 1:29). Paul in another passage declares, “that we are justified
freely by his grace, through the redemption that is in Christ Jesus: whom God has set forth
to be a propitiation through faith in his blood,” (Rom. 3:25). “Again, being justified by his
blood, we shall be saved from wrath through him” (Rom. 5:9). Again “He has made him
to be sin for us, who knew no sin; that we might be made the righteousness of God in
him,” (2 Cor. 5:21). I will not search out all the passages, for the list would be endless,
and many are afterwards to be quoted in their order. In the Confession of Faith, called the
Apostles’ Creed, the transition is admirably made from the birth of Christ to his death and
resurrection, in which the completion of a perfect salvation consists. Still there is no
exclusion of the other part of obedience which he performed in life. Thus Paul
comprehends, from the beginning even to the end, his having assumed the form of a
servant, humbled himself, and become obedient to death, even the death of the cross
(Phil. 2:7). And, indeed, the first step in obedience was his voluntary subjection; for the
sacrifice would have been unavailing to justification if not offered spontaneously. Hence
our Lord, after testifying, “I lay down my life for the sheep,” distinctly adds, “No man
taketh it from me,” (John 10:15, 18). In the same sense Isaiah says, “ Like a sheep before
her shearers is dumb, so he opened not his mouth,” (Is. 53:7). The Gospel History relates
that he came forth to meet the soldiers; and in presence of Pilate, instead of defending
himself, stood to receive judgment. This, indeed, he did not without a struggle, for he had
assumed our infirmities also, and in this way it behoved him to prove that he was yielding
obedience to his Father. It was no ordinary example of incomparable love towards us to
struggle with dire terrors, and amid fearful tortures to cast away all care of himself that he
might provide for us. We must bear in minds that Christ could not duly propitiate God
without renouncing his own feelings and subjecting himself entirely to his Father’s will.
To this effect the Apostle appositely quotes a passage from the Psalms, “Lo, I come (in
the volume of the book it is written of me) to do thy will, O God,” (Heb. 10:5; Ps. 40:7, 8).
Thus, as trembling consciences find no rest without sacrifice and ablution by which sins
are expiated, we are properly directed thither, the source of our life being placed in the

death of Christ. Moreover, as the curse consequent upon guilt remained for the final
judgment of God, one principal point in the narrative is his condemnation before Pontius
Pilate, the governor of Judea, to teach us, that the punishment to which we were liable
was inflicted on that Just One. We could not escape the fearful judgment of God; and
Christ, that he might rescue us from it, submitted to be condemned by a mortal, nay, by a
wicked and profane man. For the name of Governor is mentioned not only to support the
credibility of the narrative, but to remind us of what Isaiah says, that “the chastisement of
our peace was upon him;” and that “with his stripes we are healed,” (Is. 53:5). For, in
order to remove our condemnation, it was not sufficient to endure any kind of death. To
satisfy our ransom, it was necessary to select a mode of death in which he might deliver
us, both by giving himself up to condemnations and undertaking our expiation. Had he
been cut off by assassins, or slain in a seditious tumult, there could have been no kind of
satisfaction in such a death. But when he is placed as a criminal at the bar, where
witnesses are brought to give evidence against him, and the mouth of the judge condemns
him to die, we see him sustaining the character of an offender and evil-doer. Here we
must attend to two points which had both been foretold by the prophets, and tend
admirably to comfort and confirm our faith. When we read that Christ was led away from
the judgment-seat to execution, and was crucified between thieves, we have a fulfilment
of the prophecy which is quoted by the Evangelist, “He was numbered with the
transgressors,” (Is. 53:12; Mark 15:28). Why was it so? That he might bear the character
of a sinner, not of a just or innocent person, inasmuch as he met death on account not of
innocence, but of sin. On the other hand, when we read that he was acquitted by the same
lips that condemned him (for Pilate was forced once and again to bear public testimony to
his innocence), let us call to mind what is said by another prophet, “I restored that which
I took not away,” (Ps. 69:4). Thus we perceive Christ representing the character of a
sinner and a criminal, while, at the same time, his innocence shines forth, and it becomes
manifest that he suffers for another’s and not for his own crime. He therefore suffered
under Pontius Pilate, being thus, by the formal sentence of the judge, ranked among
criminals, and yet he is declared innocent by the same judge, when he affirms that he
finds no cause of death in him. Our acquittal is in this that the guilt which made us liable
to punishment was transferred to the head of the Son of God (Is. 53:12). We must
specially remember this substitution in order that we may not be all our lives in
trepidation and anxiety, as if the just vengeance which the Son of God transferred to
himself, were still impending over us.
6. The very form of the death embodies a striking truth. The cross was cursed not
only in the opinion of men, but by the enactment of the Divine Law. Hence Christ, while
suspended on it, subjects himself to the curse. And thus it behoved to be done, in order
that the whole curse, which on account of our iniquities awaited us, or rather lay upon us,
might be taken from us by being transferred to him. This was also shadowed in the Law,
since twm`a
, the word by which sin itself is properly designated, was applied to the sacrifices
and expiations offered for sin. By this application of the term, the Spirit intended to
intimate, that they were a kind of kaqarmavton (purifications), bearing, by substitutions

the curse due to sin. But that which was represented figuratively in the Mosaic sacrifices
is exhibited in Christ the archetype. Wherefore, in order to accomplish a full expiation, he
made his soul to !`a
, i.e., a propitiatory victim for sin (as the prophet says, Is. 53:5, 10), on which the
guilt and penalty being in a manner laid, ceases to be imputed to us. The Apostle declares
this more plainly when he says, that “he made him to be sin for us, who knew no sin; that
we might be made the righteousness of God in him,” (2 Cor. 5:21). For the Son of God,
though spotlessly pure, took upon him the disgrace and ignominy of our iniquities, and in
return clothed us with his purity. To the same thing he seems to refer, when he says, that
he “condemned sin in the flesh,” (Rom. 8:3), the Father having destroyed the power of sin
when it was transferred to the flesh of Christ. This term, therefore, indicates that Christ, in
his death, was offered to the Father as a propitiatory victim; that, expiation being made by
his sacrifice, we might cease to tremble at the divine wrath. It is now clear what the
prophet means when he says, that “the Lord has laid upon him the iniquity of us all,” (Is.
53:6); namely, that as he was to wash away the pollution of sins, they were transferred to
him by imputation. Of this the cross to which he was nailed was a symbol, as the Apostle
declares, “Christ has redeemed us from the curse of the law, being made a curse for us: for
it is written, Cursed is every one that hangeth on a tree: that the blessing of Abraham
might come on the Gentiles through Jesus Christ,” (Gal. 3:13, 14). In the same way Peter
says, that he “bare our sins in his own body on the tree,” (1 Peter 2:24), inasmuch as from
the very symbol of the curse, we perceive more clearly that the burden with which we
were oppressed was laid upon him. Nor are we to understand that by the curse which he
endured he was himself overwhelmed, but rather that by enduring it he repressed broke,
annihilated all its force. Accordingly, faith apprehends acquittal in the condemnation of
Christ, and blessing in his curse. Hence it is not without cause that Paul magnificently
celebrates the triumph which Christ obtained upon the cross, as if the cross, the symbol of
ignominy, had been converted into a triumphal chariot. For he says, that he blotted out the
handwriting of ordinances that was against us, which was contrary to us, and took it out of
the way, nailing it to his cross: that “having spoiled principalities and powers he made a
show of them openly, triumphing over them in it,” (Col. 2:14, 15). Nor is this to be
wondered at; for, as another Apostle declares, Christ, “through the eternal Spirit, offered
himself without spot to God,” (Heb. 9:14), and hence that transformation of the cross
which were otherwise against its nature. But that these things may take deep root and
have their seat in our inmost hearts, we must never lose sight of sacrifice and ablution.
For, were not Christ a victim, we could have no sure conviction of his being
ajpoluvtrwsi", ajntivlutron, kai; iJlasthvrion, our substitute-ransom and propitiation.
And hence mention is always made of blood whenever scripture explains the mode of
redemption: although the shedding of Christ’s blood was available not only for
propitiation, but also acted as a laver to purge our defilements.
7. The Creed next mentions that he “was dead and buried”. Here again it is
necessary to consider how he substituted himself in order to pay the price of our
redemption. Death held us under its yoke, but he in our place delivered himself into its
power, that he might exempt us from it. This the Apostle means when he says, “that he

tasted death for every man,” (Heb. 2:9). By dying he prevented us from dying; or (which
is the same thing) he by his death purchased life for us (see Calvin in Psychopann). But in
this he differed from us, that in permitting himself to be overcome of death, it was not so
as to be engulfed in its abyss but rather to annihilate it, as it must otherwise have
annihilated us; he did not allow himself to be so subdued by it as to be crushed by its
power; he rather laid it prostrate, when it was impending over us, and exulting over us as
already overcome. In fine, his object was, “that through death he might destroy him that
had the power of death, that is, the devil, and deliver them who through fear of death were
all their lifetime subject to bondage,” (Heb. 2:14, 15). This is the first fruit which his
death produced to us. Another is, that by fellowship with him he mortifies our earthly
members that they may not afterwards exert themselves in action, and kill the old man,
that he may not hereafter be in vigour and bring forth fruit. An effect of his burials
moreover is that we as his fellows are buried to sin. For when the Apostle says, that we
are ingrafted into the likeness of Christ’s deaths and that we are buried with him unto sin,
that by his cross the world is crucified unto us and we unto the world, and that we are dead
with him, he not only exhorts us to manifest an example of his death, but declares that
there is an efficacy in it which should appear in all Christians, if they would not render his
death unfruitful and useless. Accordingly in the death and burial of Christ a twofold
blessing is set before us—viz. deliverance from death, to which we were enslaved, and
the mortification of our flesh (Rom. 6:5; Gal. 2:19, 6:14; Col. 3:3).
8. Here we must not omit the descent to hell, which was of no little importance to
the accomplishment of redemption. For although it is apparent from the writings of the
ancient Fathers, that the clause which now stands in the Creed was not formerly so much
used in the churches, still, in giving a summary of doctrine, a place must be assigned to it,
as containing a matter of great importance which ought not by any means to be
disregarded. Indeed, some of the ancient Fathers do not omit it,257 and hence we may
conjecture, that having been inserted in the Creed after a considerable lapse of time, it
came into use in the Church not immediately but by degrees.258 This much is
uncontroverted, that it was in accordance with the general sentiment of all believers, since
there is none of the Fathers who does not mention Christ’s descent into hell, though they
have various modes of explaining it. But it is of little consequence by whom and at what
time it was introduced. The chief thing to be attended to in the Creed is, that it furnishes
us with a full and every way complete summary of faith, containing nothing but what has
been derived from the infallible word of God. But should any still scruple to give it
admission into the Creed, it will shortly be made plain, that the place which it holds in a
summary of our redemption is so important, that the omission of it greatly detracts from
the benefit of Christ’s death. There are some again who think that the article contains
nothing new, but is merely a repetition in different words of what was previously said
respecting burial, the word Hell (Infernis) being often used in Scripture for sepulchre. I
admit the truth of what they allege with regard to the not infrequent use of the term
infernos for sepulchre; but I cannot adopt their opinion, for two obvious reasons. First,
What folly would it have been, after explaining a matter attended with no difficulty in

clear and unambiguous terms, afterwards to involve rather than illustrate it by clothing it
in obscure phraseology? When two expressions having the same meaning are placed
together, the latter ought to be explanatory of the former. But what kind of explanation
would it be to say, the expression, “Christ was buried”, means, that “he descended into
hell”? My second reason is the improbability that a superfluous tautology of this
description should have crept into this compendium, in which the principal articles of
faith are set down summarily in the fewest possible number of words. I have no doubt that
all who weigh the matter with some degree of care will here agree with me.
9. Others interpret differently—viz. That Christ descended to the souls of the
Patriarchs who died under the law, to announce his accomplished redemption, and bring
them out of the prison in which they were confined. To this effect they wrest the
passage259 in the Psalms “He hath broken the gates of brass, and cut the bars of iron in
sunder.” (Ps. 107:16); and also the passage in Zechariah, “I have sent forth thy prisoners
out of the pit wherein is no water,” (Zech. 9:11). But since the psalm foretells the
deliverance of those who were held captive in distant lands, and Zechariah comparing the
Babylonish disaster into which the people had been plunged to a deep dry well or abyss,
at the same time declares, that the salvation of the whole Church was an escape from a
profound pit, I know not how it comes to pass, that posterity imagined it to be a
subterraneous cavern, to which they gave the name of Limbus. Though this fable has the
countenance of great authors, and is now also seriously defended by many as truth,260 it
is nothing but a fable. To conclude from it that the souls of the dead are in prison is
childish. And what occasion was there that the soul of Christ should go down thither to set
them at liberty? I readily admit that Christ illumined them by the power of his Spirit,
enabling them to perceive that the grace of which they had only had a foretaste was then
manifested to the world. And to this not improbably the passage of Peter may be applied,
wherein he says, that Christ “went and preached to the spirits that were in prison,” (or
rather “a watch-tower”) (I Pet. 3:19). The purport of the context is, that believers who had
died before that time were partakers of the same grace with ourselves: for he celebrates
the power of Christ’s death, in that he penetrated even to the dead, pious souls obtaining
an immediate view of that visitation for which they had anxiously waited; while, on the
other hand, the reprobate were more clearly convinced that they were completely
excluded from salvation. Although the passage in Peter is not perfectly definite, we must
not interpret as if he made no distinction between the righteous and the wicked: he only
means to intimate, that the death of Christ was made known to both.
10. But, apart from the Creed, we must seek for a surer exposition of Christ’s
descent to hell: and the word of God furnishes us with one not only pious and holy, but
replete with excellent consolation. Nothing had been done if Christ had only endured
corporeal death. In order to interpose between us and God’s anger, and satisfy his
righteous judgment, it was necessary that he should feel the weight of divine vengeance.
Whence also it was necessary that he should engage, as it were, at close quarters with the
powers of hell and the horrors of eternal death. We lately quoted from the Prophet, that
the “chastisement of our peace was laid upon him” that he “was bruised for our iniquities”

that he “bore our infirmities;” expressions which intimate, that, like a sponsor and surety
for the guilty, and, as it were, subjected to condemnation, he undertook and paid all the
penalties which must have been exacted from them, the only exception being, that the
pains of death could not hold him. Hence there is nothing strange in its being said that he
descended to hell, seeing he endured the death which is inflicted on the wicked by an
angry God. It is frivolous and ridiculous to object that in this way the order is perverted, it
being absurd that an event which preceded burial should be placed after it. But after
explaining what Christ endured in the sight of man, the Creed appropriately adds the
invisible and incomprehensible judgment which he endured before God, to teach us that
not only was the body of Christ given up as the price of redemption, but that there was a
greater and more excellent price—that he bore in his soul the tortures of condemned and
ruined man.
11. In this sense, Peter says that God raised up Christ, “having loosed the pains of
death: because it was not possible he should be holden of it,” (Acts 2:24). He does not
mention death simply, but says that the Son of God endured the pains produced by the
curse and wrath of God, the source of death. How small a matter had it been to come forth
securely, and as it were in sport to undergo death. Herein was a true proof of boundless
mercy, that he shunned not the death he so greatly dreaded. And there can be no doubt
that, in the Epistle to the Hebrews, the Apostle means to teach the same thing, when he
says that he “was heard in that he feared,” (Heb. 5:7). Some instead of “feared,” use a
term meaning reverence or piety, but how inappropriately, is apparent both from the
nature of the thing and the form of expression.261 Christ then praying in a loud voice, and
with tears, is heard in that he feared, not so as to be exempted from death, but so as not to
be swallowed up of it like a sinner, though standing as our representative. And certainly
no abyss can be imagined more dreadful than to feel that you are abandoned and forsaken
of God, and not heard when you invoke him, just as if he had conspired your destruction.
To such a degree was Christ dejected, that in the depth of his agony he was forced to
exclaim, “My God, my God, why hast thou forsaken me?” The view taken by some, that
he here expressed the opinion of others rather than his own conviction, is most
improbable; for it is evident that the expression was wrung from the anguish of his inmost
soul. We do not, however, insinuate that God was ever hostile to him or angry with
him.262 How could he be angry with the beloved Son, with whom his soul was well
pleased? or how could he have appeased the Father by his intercession for others if He
were hostile to himself? But this we say, that he bore the weight of the divine anger, that,
smitten and afflicted, he experienced all the signs of an angry and avenging God. Hence
Hilary argues, that to this descent we owe our exemption from death. Nor does he dissent
from this view in other passages, as when he says, “The cross, death, hell, are our life.”
And again, “The Son of God is in hell, but man is brought back to heaven.” And why do I
quote the testimony of a private writer, when an Apostle asserts the same thing, stating it
as one fruit of his victory that he delivered “them who through fear of death were all their
lifetime subject to bondage?” (Heb. 2:15). He behoved therefore, to conquer the fear
which incessantly vexes and agitates the breasts of all mortals; and this he could not do

without a contest. Moreover it will shortly appear with greater clearness that his was no
common sorrow, was not the result of a trivial cause. Thus by engaging with the power of
the devil, the fear of death, and the pains of hell, he gained the victory, and achieved a
triumph, so that we now fear not in death those things which our Prince has destroyed.263
12. Here some miserable creatures, who, though unlearned, are however impelled
more by malice than ignorance, cry out that I am offering an atrocious insult to Christ,
because it were most incongruous to hold that he feared for the safety of his soul. And
then in harsher terms they urge the calumnious charge that I attribute despair to the Son of
God, a feeling the very opposite of faith. First, they wickedly raise a controversy as to the
fear and dread which Christ felt, though these are openly affirmed by the Evangelists. For
before the hour of his death arrived, he was troubled in spirit, and affected with grief; and
at the very onset began to be exceedingly amazed. To speak of these feelings as merely
assumed, is a shameful evasion. It becomes us, therefore (as Ambrose truly teaches),
boldly to profess the agony of Christ, if we are not ashamed of the cross. And certainly
had not his soul shared in the punishment, he would have been a Redeemer of bodies
only. The object of his struggle was to raise up those who were lying prostrate; and so far
is this from detracting from his heavenly glory, that his goodness, which can never be
sufficiently extolled, becomes more conspicuous in this, that he declined not to bear our
infirmities. Hence also that solace to our anxieties and griefs which the Apostle sets
before us: “We have not an high priest who cannot be touched with the feeling of our
infirmities; but was in all respects tempted like as we are, yet without sin,” (Heb. 4:15).
These men pretend that a thing in its nature vicious is improperly ascribed to Christ; as if
they were wiser than the Spirit of God, who in the same passage reconciles the two
things—viz. that he was tempted in all respects like as we are, and yet was without sin.
There is no reason, therefore, to take alarm at infirmity in Christ, infirmity to which he
submitted not under the constraint of violence and necessity, but merely because he loved
and pitied us. Whatever he spontaneously suffered, detracts in no degree from his
majesty. One thing which misleads these detractors is, that they do not recognise in Christ
an infirmity which was pure and free from every species of taint, inasmuch as it was kept
within the limits of obedience. As no moderation can be seen in the depravity of our
nature, in which all affections with turbulent impetuosity exceed their due bounds, they
improperly apply the same standard to the Son of God. But as he was upright, all his
affections were under such restraint as prevented every thing like excess. Hence he could
resemble us in grief, fear, and dread, but still with this mark of distinction. Thus refuted,
they fly off to another cavil, that although Christ feared death, yet he feared not the curse
and wrath of God, from which he knew that he was safe. But let the pious reader consider
how far it is honourable to Christ to make him more effeminate and timid than the
generality of men. Robbers and other malefactors contumaciously hasten to death, many
men magnanimously despise it, others meet it calmly. If the Son of God was amazed and
terror-struck at the prospect of it, where was his firmness or magnanimity? We are even
told, what in a common death would have been deemed most extraordinary, that in the
depth of his agony his sweat was like great drops of blood falling to the ground. Nor was
this a spectacle exhibited to the eyes of others, since it was from a secluded spot that he

uttered his groans to his Father. And that no doubt may remain, it was necessary that
angels should come down from heaven to strengthen him with miraculous consolation.
How shamefully effeminate would it have been (as I have observed) to be so excruciated
by the fear of an ordinary death as to sweat drops of blood, and not even be revived by the
presence of angels? What? Does not that prayer, thrice repeated, “Father, if it be possible,
let this cup pass from me,” (Mt. 26:39), a prayer dictated by incredible bitterness of soul,
show that Christ had a fiercer and more arduous struggle than with ordinary death?
Hence it appears that these triflers, with whom I am disputing, presume to talk of
what they know not, never having seriously considered what is meant and implied by
ransoming us from the justice of God. It is of consequence to understand aright how much
our salvation cost the Son of God. If any one now ask, Did Christ descend to hell at the
time when he deprecated death? I answer, that this was the commencement, and that from
it we may infer how dire and dreadful were the tortures which he endured when he felt
himself standing at the bar of God as a criminal in our stead. And although the divine
power of the Spirit veiled itself for a moment, that it might give place to the infirmity of
the flesh, we must understand that the trial arising from feelings of grief and fear was such
as not to be at variance with faith. And in this was fulfilled what is said in Peter’s sermon
as to having been loosed from the pains of death, because “it was not possible he could be
holden of it,” (Acts 2:24). Though feeling, as it were, forsaken of God, he did not cease in
the slightest degree to confide in his goodness. This appears from the celebrated prayer in
which, in the depth of his agony, he exclaimed, “My God, my God, why hast thou
forsaken me?” (Mt. 27:46). Amid all his agony he ceases not to call upon his God, while
exclaiming that he is forsaken by him. This refutes the Apollinarian heresy as well as that
of those who are called Monothelites. Apollinaris pretended, that in Christ the eternal
Spirit supplied the place of a soul, so that he was only half a man; as if he could have
expiated our sins in any other way than by obeying the Father. But where does the feeling
or desire of obedience reside but in the soul? And we know that his soul was troubled in
order that ours, being free from trepidation, might obtain peace and quiet. Moreover, in
opposition to the Monothelites, we see that in his human he felt a repugnance to what he
willed in his divine nature. I say nothing of his subduing the fear of which we have
spoken by a contrary affection. This appearance of repugnance is obvious in the words,
“Father, save me from this hour: but for this cause came I unto this hour. Father, glorify
thy name,” (John 12:27, 28). Still, in this perplexity, there was no violent emotion, such
as we exhibit while making the strongest endeavours to subdue our own feelings.
13. Next follows the resurrection from the dead, without which all that has
hitherto been said would be defective. For seeing that in the cross, death, and burial of
Christ, nothing but weakness appears, faith must go beyond all these, in order that it may
be provided with full strength. Hence, although in his death we have an effectual
completion of salvation, because by it we are reconciled to God, satisfaction is given to
his justice, the curse is removed, and the penalty paid; still it is not by his death, but by his
resurrection, that we are said to be begotten again to a living hope (1 Pet. 1:3); because, as
he, by rising again, became victorious over death, so the victory of our faith consists only
in his resurrection. The nature of it is better expressed in the words of Paul, “Who (Christ)

was delivered for our offences, and was raised again for our justification,” (Rom. 4:25);
as if he had said, By his death sin was taken away, by his resurrection righteousness was
renewed and restored. For how could he by dying have freed us from death, if he had
yielded to its power? how could he have obtained the victory for us, if he had fallen in the
contest?
Our salvation may be thus divided between the death and the resurrection of
Christ: by the former sin was abolished and death annihilated; by the latter righteousness
was restored and life revived, the power and efficacy of the former being still bestowed
upon us by means of the latter. Paul accordingly affirms, that he was declared to be the
Son of God by his resurrection (Rom. 1:4), because he then fully displayed that heavenly
power which is both a bright mirror of his divinity, and a sure support of our faith; as he
also elsewhere teaches, that “though he was crucified through weakness, yet he liveth by
the power of God,” (2 Cor. 13:4). In the same sense, in another passage, treating of
perfection, he says, “That I may know him and the power of his resurrection,” (Phil.
3:10). Immediately after he adds, “being made conformable unto his death.” In perfect
accordance with this is the passage in Peter, that God “raised him up from the dead, and
gave him glory, that your faith and hope might be in God,” ( 1 Pet. 1:21). Not that faith
founded merely on his death is vacillating, but that the divine power by which he
maintains our faith is most conspicuous in his resurrection. Let us remember, therefore,
that when death only is mentioned, everything peculiar to the resurrection is at the same
time included, and that there is a like synecdoche in the term resurrection, as often as it is
used apart from death, everything peculiar to death being included. But as, by rising
again, he obtained the victory, and became the resurrection and the life, Paul justly
argues, “If Christ be not raised, your faith is vain; ye are yet in your sins,” (1 Cor. 15:17).
Accordingly, in another passage, after exulting in the death of Christ in opposition to the
terrors of condemnation, he thus enlarges, “Christ that died, yea rather, that is risen again,
who is even at the right hand of God, who also maketh intercession for us,” (Rom. 8:34).
Then, as we have already explained that the mortification of our flesh depends on
communion with the cross, so we must also understand, that a corresponding benefit is
derived from his resurrection. For as the Apostle says, “Like as Christ was raised up from
the dead by the glory of the Father, even so we also should walk in newness of life,”
(Rom. 6:4). Accordingly, as in another passage, from our being dead with Christ, he
inculcates, “Mortify therefore your members which are upon the earth,” (Col. 3:5); so
from our being risen with Christ he infers, “seek those things which are above, where
Christ sitteth at the right hand of God,” (Col. 3:1). In these words we are not only urged
by the example of a risen Saviour to follow newness of life, but are taught that by his
power we are renewed unto righteousness. A third benefit derived from it is, that, like an
earnest, it assures us of our own resurrection, of which it is certain that his is the surest
representation. This subject is discussed at length (1 Cor. 15). But it is to be observed, in
passing, that when he is said to have “risen from the dead,” these terms express the reality
both of his death and resurrection, as if it had been said, that he died the same death as
other men naturally die, and received immortality in the same mortal flesh which he had
assumed.

14. The resurrection is naturally followed by the ascension into heaven. For
although Christ, by rising again, began fully to display his glory and virtue, having laid
aside the abject and ignoble condition of a mortal life, and the ignominy of the cross, yet
it was only by his ascension to heaven that his reign truly commenced. This the Apostle
shows, when he says he ascended “that he might fill all things,” (Eph. 4:10); thus
reminding us, that under the appearance of contradiction, there is a beautiful harmony,
inasmuch as though he departed from us, it was that his departure might be more useful to
us than that presence which was confined in a humble tabernacle of flesh during his abode
on the earth. Hence John, after repeating the celebrated invitation, “If any man thirst, let
him come unto me and drink,” immediately adds, “the Holy Ghost was not yet given;
because that Jesus was not yet glorified,” (John 7:37, 39). This our Lord himself also
declared to his disciples, “It is expedient for you that I go away: for if I go not away the
Comforter will not come unto you,” (John 16:7). To console them for his bodily absence,
he tells them that he will not leave them comfortless, but will come again to them in a
manner invisible indeed, but more to be desired, because they were then taught by a surer
experience that the government which he had obtained, and the power which he exercises
would enable his faithful followers not only to live well, but also to die happily. And,
indeed we see how much more abundantly his Spirit was poured out, how much more
gloriously his kingdom was advanced, how much greater power was employed in aiding
his followers and discomfiting his enemies. Being raised to heaven, he withdrew his
bodily presence from our sight, not that he might cease to be with his followers, who are
still pilgrims on the earth, but that he might rule both heaven and earth more immediately
by his power; or rather, the promise which he made to be with us even to the end of the
world, he fulfilled by this ascension, by which, as his body has been raised above all
heavens, so his power and efficacy have been propagated and diffused beyond all the
bounds of heaven and earth. This I prefer to explain in the words of Augustine rather than
my own: “Through death Christ was to go to the right hand of the Father, whence he is to
come to judge the quick and the dead, and that in corporal presence, according to the
sound doctrine and rule of faith. For, in spiritual presence, he was to be with them after
his ascension,” (August. Tract. in Joann. 109). In another passage he is more full and
explicit: “In regard to ineffable and invisible grace, is fulfilled what he said, Lo, I am with
you alway, even to the end of the world (Mt. 28:20); but in regard to the flesh which the
Word assumed in regard to his being born of a Virgin, in regard to his being apprehended
by the Jews, nailed to the tree, taken down from the cross, wrapt in linen clothes, laid in
the sepulchre, and manifested on his resurrection, it may be said, Me ye have not always
with you. Why? because, in bodily presence, he conversed with his disciples forty days,
and leading them out where they saw, but followed not, he ascended into heaven, and is
not here: for there he sits at the right hand of the Father: and yet he is here, for the
presence of his Godhead was not withdrawn. Therefore, as regards his divine presence,
we have Christ always: as regards his bodily presence, it was truly said to the disciples,
Me ye have not always. For a few days the Church had him bodily present. Now, she
apprehends him by faith, but sees him not by the eye,” (August. Tract. 51).

15. Hence it is immediately added, that he “sitteth at the right hand of God the
Father;” a similitude borrowed from princes, who have their assessors to whom they
commit the office of ruling and issuing commands. Thus Christ, in whom the Father is
pleased to be exalted, and by whose hand he is pleased to reign, is said to have been
received up, and seated on his right hand (Mark 16:19); as if it had been said, that he was
installed in the government of heaven and earth, and formally admitted to possession of
the administration committed to him, and not only admitted for once, but to continue until
he descend to judgment. For so the Apostle interprets, when he says, that the Father “set
him at his own right hand in the heavenly places, far above all principality, and power,
and might, and dominion, and every name that is named not only in this world, but also in
that which is to come; and has put all things under his feet, and given him to be the head
over all things to the Church.”264 You see to what end he is so seated namely, that all
creatures both in heaven and earth should reverence his majesty, be ruled by his hand, do
him implicit homage, and submit to his power. All that the Apostles intends when they so
often mention his seat at the Father’s hand, is to teach, that every thing is placed at his
disposal. Those, therefore, are in error, who suppose that his blessedness merely is
indicated. We may observe, that there is nothing contrary to this doctrine in the testimony
of Stephen, that he saw him standing (Acts 7:56), the subject here considered being not
the position of his body, but the majesty of his empire, sitting meaning nothing more than
presiding on the judgment-seat of heaven.
16. From this doctrine faith derives manifold advantages.265 First, it perceives
that the Lord, by his ascension to heaven, has opened up the access to the heavenly
kingdom, which Adam had shut. For having entered it in our flesh, as it were in our name,
it follows, as the Apostle says, that we are in a manner now seated in heavenly places, not
entertaining a mere hope of heaven, but possessing it in our head. Secondly, faith
perceives that his seat beside the Father is not without great advantage to us. Having
entered the temple not made with hands, he constantly appears as our advocate and
intercessor in the presence of the Father; directs attention to his own righteousness, so as
to turn it away from our sins; so reconciles him to us, as by his intercession to pave for us
a way of access to his throne, presenting it to miserable sinners, to whom it would
otherwise be an object of dread, as replete with grace and mercy. Thirdly, it discerns his
power, on which depend our strength, might, resources, and triumph over hell, “When he
ascended up on high, he led captivity captive,” (Eph. 4:8). Spoiling his foes, he gave gifts
to his people, and daily loads them with spiritual riches. He thus occupies his exalted seat,
that thence transferring his virtue unto us, he may quicken us to spiritual life, sanctify us
by his Spirit, and adorn his Church with various graces, by his protection preserve it safe
from all harm, and by the strength of his hand curb the enemies raging against his cross
and our salvation; in fine, that he may possess all power in heaven and earth, until he have
utterly routed all his foes, who are also ours and completed the structure of his Church.
Such is the true nature of the kingdom, such the power which the Father has conferred
upon him, until he arrive to complete the last act by judging the quick and the dead.

17. Christ, indeed, gives his followers no dubious proofs of present power, but as
his kingdom in the world is in a manner veiled by the humiliation of a carnal condition,
faith is most properly invited to meditate on the visible presence which he will exhibit on
the last day. For he will descend from heaven in visible form, in like manner as he was
seen to ascend,266 and appear to all, with the ineffable majesty of his kingdom, the
splendour of immortality, the boundless power of divinity, and an attending company of
angels. Hence we are told to wait for the Redeemer against that day on which he will
separate the sheep from the goats and the elect from the reprobate, and when not one
individual either of the living or the dead shall escape his judgment. From the extremities
of the universe shall be heard the clang of the trumpet summoning all to his tribunal; both
those whom that day shall find alive, and those whom death shall previously have
removed from the society of the living. There are some who take the words, quick and
dead, in a different sense;267 and, indeed, some ancient writers appear to have hesitated
as to the exposition of them; but our meaning being plain and clear, is much more
accordant with the Creed which was certainly written for popular use. There is nothing
contrary to it in the Apostle’s declaration, that it is appointed unto all men once to die. For
though those who are surviving at the last day shall not die after a natural manner, yet the
change which they are to undergo, as it shall resemble, is not improperly called, death
(Heb. 9:27). “We shall not all sleep, but we shall all be changed,” (1 Cor. 15:51). What
does this mean? Their mortal life shall perish and be swallowed up in one moment, and be
transformed into an entirely new nature. Though no one can deny that that destruction of
the flesh will be death, it still remains true that the quick and the dead shall be summoned
to judgment (1 Thess. 4:16); for “the dead in Christ shall rise first; then we which are
alive and remain shall be caught up together with them in the clouds to meet the lord in
the air.” Indeed, it is probable, that these words in the Creed were taken from Peter’s
sermon as related by Luke (Acts 10:42), and from the solemn charge of Paul to Timothy
(2 Tim. 4:1).
18. It is most consolatory to think, that judgment is vested in him who has already
destined us to share with him in the honour of judgment (Mt. 19:28); so far is it from
being true, that he will ascend the judgment-seat for our condemnation. How could a
most merciful prince destroy his own people? how could the head disperse its own
members? how could the advocate condemn his clients? For if the Apostle, when
contemplating the interposition of Christ, is bold to exclaim, “Who is he that
condemneth?” (Rom. 8:33), much more certain is it that Christ, the intercessor, will not
condemn those whom he has admitted to his protection. It certainly gives no small
security, that we shall be sisted at no other tribunal than that of our Redeemer, from
whom salvation is to be expected; and that he who in the Gospel now promises eternal
blessedness, will then as judge ratify his promise.268 The end for which the Father has
honoured the Son by committing all judgment to him (John 5:22), was to pacify the
consciences of his people when alarmed at the thought of judgment. Hitherto I have
followed the order of the Apostles’ Creed, because it states the leading articles of
redemption in a few words, and may thus serve as a tablet in which the points of Christian

doctrine, most deserving of attention, are brought separately and distinctly before us.269 I
call it the Apostles’ Creed, though I am by no means solicitous as to its authorship. The
general consent of ancient writers certainly does ascribe it to the Apostles, either because
they imagined it was written and published by them for common use, or because they
thought it right to give the sanction of such authority to a compendium faithfully drawn
up from the doctrine delivered by their hands. I have no doubt, that, from the very
commencement of the Church, and, therefore, in the very days of the Apostles, it held the
place of a public and universally received confession, whatever be the quarter from which
it originally proceeded. It is not probable that it was written by some private individual,
since it is certain that, from time immemorial, it was deemed of sacred authority by all
Christians. The only point of consequence we hold to be incontrovertible—viz. that it
gives, in clear and succinct order, a full statement of our faith, and in every thing which it
contains is sanctioned by the sure testimony of Scripture. This being understood, it were
to no purpose to labour anxiously, or quarrel with any one as to the authorship, unless,
indeed, we think it not enough to possess the sure truth of the Holy Spirit, without, at the
same time, knowing by whose mouth it was pronounced, or by whose hand it was written.
19. When we see that the whole sum of our salvation, and every single part of it,
are comprehended in Christ, we must beware of deriving even the minutes portion of it
from any other quarter. If we seek salvation, we are taught by the very name of Jesus that
he possesses it;270 if we seek any other gifts of the Spirit, we shall find them in his
unction; strength in his government; purity in his conception; indulgence in his nativity,
in which he was made like us in all respects, in order that he might learn to sympathise
with us: if we seek redemption, we shall find it in his passion; acquittal in his
condemnation; remission of the curse in his cross; satisfaction in his sacrifice;
purification in his blood; reconciliation in his descent to hell; mortification of the flesh in
his sepulchre; newness of life in his resurrection; immortality also in his resurrection; the
inheritance of a celestial kingdom in his entrance into heaven; protection, security, and
the abundant supply of all blessings, in his kingdom; secure anticipation of judgment in
the power of judging committed to him. In fine, since in him all kinds of blessings are
treasured up, let us draw a full supply from him, and none from any other quarter. Those
who, not satisfied with him alone, entertain various hopes from others, though they may
continue to look to him chiefly, deviate from the right path by the simple fact, that some
portion of their thought takes a different direction. No distrust of this description can arise
when once the abundance of his blessings is properly known.

CHAPTER 17.
CHRIST RIGHTLY AND PROPERLY SAID TO HAVE MERITED GRACE AND
SALVATION FOR US.
The three leading divisions of this chapter are,—I. A proof from reason and from
Scripture that the grace of God and the merit of Christ (the prince and author of
our salvation) are perfectly compatible, sec. 1 and 2. II. Christ, by his obedience,
even to the death of the cross (which was the price of our redemption), merited
divine favour for us, sec. 3–5. III. The presumptuous rashness of the Schoolmen in
treating this branch of doctrine.
Sections.
1.

2.
3.
4.
5.
6.

Christ not only the minister, but also the author and prince of salvation. Divine
grace not obscured by this mode of expression. The merit of Christ not opposed to
the mercy of God, but depends upon it.
The compatibility of the two proved by various passages of Scripture.
Christ by his obedience truly merited divine grace for us.
This grace obtained by the shedding of Christ’s blood, and his obedience even
unto death.
In this way he paid our ransom.
The presumptuous manner in which the Schoolmen handle this subject.

1. A QUESTION must here be considered by way of supplement. Some men too much
given to subtilty, while they admit that we obtain salvation through Christ, will not hear
of the name of merit, by which they imagine that the grace of God is obscured; and
therefore insist that Christ was only the instrument or minister, not the author or leader, or
prince of life, as he is designated by Peter (Acts 3:15). I admit that were Christ opposed
simply, and by himself, to the justice of God, there could be no room for merit, because
there cannot be found in man a worth which could make God a debtor; nay, as Augustine
says most truly,271 “The Saviour, the man Christ Jesus, is himself the brightest
illustration of predestination and grace: his character as such was not procured by any
antecedent merit of works or faith in his human nature. Tell me, I pray, how that man,
when assumed into unity of person by the Word, co-eternal with the Father, as the only
begotten Son at God, could merit this.”—“Let the very fountain of grace, therefore,
appear in our head, whence, according to the measure of each, it is diffused through all his
members. Every man, from the commencement of his faith, becomes a Christian, by the
same grace by which that man from his formation became Christ.” Again, in another
passage, “There is not a more striking example of predestination than the mediator
himself. He who made him (without any antecedent merit in his will) of the seed of David

a righteous man never to be unrighteous, also converts those who are members of his
head from unrighteous into righteous” and so forth. Therefore when we treat of the merit
of Christ, we do not place the beginning in him, but we ascend to the ordination of God as
the primary cause, because of his mere good pleasure he appointed a Mediator to
purchase salvation for us. Hence the merit of Christ is inconsiderately opposed to the
mercy of God. It is a well known rule, that principal and accessory are not incompatible,
and therefore there is nothing to prevent the justification of man from being the gratuitous
result of the mere mercy of God, and, at the same time, to prevent the merit of Christ from
intervening in subordination to this mercy. The free favour of God is as fitly opposed to
our works as is the obedience of Christ, both in their order: for Christ could not merit
anything save by the good pleasure of God, but only inasmuch as he was destined to
appease the wrath of God by his sacrifice, and wipe away our transgressions by his
obedience: in one word, since the merit of Christ depends entirely on the grace of God
(which provided this mode of salvation for us), the latter is no less appropriately opposed
to all righteousness of men than is the former.
2. This distinction is found in numerous passages of Scripture: “God so loved the
world, that he gave his only begotten Son, that whosoever believeth in him might not
perish,” (John 3:16). We see that the first place is assigned to the love of God as the chief
cause or origin, and that faith in Christ follows as the second and more proximate cause.
Should any one object that Christ is only the formal cause,272 he lessens his energy more
than the words justify. For if we obtain justification by a faith which leans on him, the
groundwork of our salvation must be sought in him. This is clearly proved by several
passages: “Herein is love, not that we loved God, but that he loved us, and sent his Son to
be the propitiation for our sins,” (1 John 4:10). These words clearly demonstrate that God,
in order to remove any obstacle to his love towards us, appointed the method of
reconciliation in Christ. There is great force in this word “propitiation”; for in a manner
which cannot be expressed, God, at the very time when he loved us, was hostile to us until
reconciled in Christ. To this effect are all the following passages: “He is the propitiation
for our sins;” “It pleased the Father that in him should all fulness dwell, and having made
peace by the blood of his cross, by him to reconcile all things unto himself;” “God was in
Christ reconciling the world unto himself, not imputing their trespasses unto them;” “He
has made us accepted in the Beloved,” “That he might reconcile both into one body by the
cross.”273 The nature of this mystery is to be learned from the first chapter to the
Ephesians, where Paul, teaching that we were chosen in Christ, at the same time adds, that
we obtained grace in him. How did God begin to embrace with his favour those whom he
had loved before the foundation of the world, unless in displaying his love when he was
reconciled by the blood of Christ? As God is the fountain of all righteousness, he must
necessarily be the enemy and judge of man so long as he is a sinner. Wherefore, the
commencement of love is the bestowing of righteousness, as described by Paul: “He has
made him to be sin for us who knew no sin; that we might be made the righteousness of
God in him,” (2 Cor. 5:21). He intimates, that by the sacrifice of Christ we obtain free
justification, and become pleasing to God, though we are by nature the children of wrath,

and by sin estranged from him. This distinction is also noted whenever the grace of Christ
is connected with the love of God (2 Cor. 13:13); whence it follows, that he bestows upon
us of his own which he acquired by purchase. For otherwise there would be no ground for
the praise ascribed to him by the Father, that grace is his, and proceeds from him.
3. That Christ, by his obedience, truly purchased and merited grace for us with the
Father, is accurately inferred from several passages of Scripture. I take it for granted, that
if Christ satisfied for our sins, if he paid the penalty due by us, if he appeased God by his
obedience; in fine, if he suffered the just for the unjust, salvation was obtained for us by
his righteousness; which is just equivalent to meriting. Now, Paul’s testimony is, that we
were reconciled, and received reconciliation through his death (Rom. 5:11). But there is
no room for reconciliation unless where offence274 has preceded. The meaning,
therefore, is, that God, to whom we were hateful through sin, was appeased by the death
of his Son, and made propitious to us. And the antithesis which immediately follows is
carefully to be observed, “As by one man’s disobedience many were made sinners, so by
the obedience of one shall many be made righteous,” (Rom. 5:19). For the meaning
is—As by the sin of Adam we were alienated from God and doomed to destruction, so by
the obedience of Christ we are restored to his favour as if we were righteous. The future
tense of the verb does not exclude present righteousness, as is apparent from the context.
For he had previously said, “the free gift is of many offences unto justification.”
4. When we say, that grace was obtained for us by the merit of Christ, our
meaning is, that we were cleansed by his blood, that his death was an expiation for sin,
“His blood cleanses us from all sin.” “This is my blood, which is shed for the remission of
sins,” (1 John 1:7; Luke 22:20). If the effect of his shed blood is, that our sins are not
imputed to us, it follows, that by that price the justice of God was satisfied. To the same
effect are the Baptist’s words, “Behold the Lamb of God, which taketh away the sin of the
world,” (John 1:29). For he contrasts Christ with all the sacrifices of the Law, showing
that in him alone was fulfilled what these figures typified. But we know the common
expression in Moses—Iniquity shall be expiated, sin shall be wiped away and forgiven. In
short, we are admirably taught by the ancient figures what power and efficacy there is in
Christ’s death. And the Apostle, skilfully proceeding from this principle, explains the
whole matter in the Epistle to the Hebrews, showing that without shedding of blood there
is no remission (Heb. 9:22). From this he infers, that Christ appeared once for all to take
away sin by the sacrifice of himself. Again, that he was offered to bear the sins of many
(Heb. 9:12). He had previously said, that not by the blood of goats or of heifers, but by his
own blood, he had once entered into the holy of holies, having obtained eternal
redemption for us. Now, when he reasons thus, “If the blood of bulls and of goats, and the
ashes of an heifer sprinkling the unclean, sanctifieth to the purifying of the flesh: how
much more shall the blood of Christ, who through the eternal Spirit offered himself to
God, purge your consciences from dead works to serve the living God?” (Heb. 9:13, 14),
it is obvious that too little effect is given to the grace of Christ, unless we concede to his
sacrifice the power of expiating, appeasing, and satisfying: as he shortly after adds, “For
this cause he is the mediator of the new testament, that by means of his death, for the
redemption of the transgressions that were under the first testament, they which are called

might receive the promise of eternal inheritance,” (Heb. 9:15). But it is especially
necessary to attend to the analogy which is drawn by Paul as to his having been made a
curse for us (Gal. 3:13). It had been superfluous and therefore absurd, that Christ should
have been burdened with a curse, had it not been in order that, by paying what others
owed, he might acquire righteousness for them. There is no ambiguity in Isaiah’s
testimony, “He was wounded for our transgressions, he was bruised for our iniquities: the
chastisement of our peace was laid upon him; and with his stripes we are healed,” (Is.
53:5). For had not Christ satisfied for our sins, he could not be said to have appeased God
by taking upon himself the penalty which we had incurred. To this corresponds what
follows in the same place, “for the transgression of my people was he stricken,” (Is. 53:8).
We may add the interpretation of Peter, who unequivocally declares, that he “bare our
sins in his own body on the tree,” (1 Pet. 2:24), that the whole burden of condemnation, of
which we were relieved, was laid upon him.
5. The Apostles also plainly declare that he paid a price to ransom us from death:
“Being justified freely by his grace, through the redemption that is in Christ Jesus: whom
God has set forth to be a propitiation through faith in his blood,” (Rom. 3:24, 25). Paul
commends the grace of God, in that he gave the price of redemption in the death of Christ;
and he exhorts us to flee to his blood, that having obtained righteousness, we may appear
boldly before the judgment-seat of God. To the same effect are the words of Peter:
“Forasmuch as ye know that ye were not redeemed with corruptible things, as silver and
gold,” “but with the precious blood of Christ, as of a lamb without blemish and without
spot,” (1 Pet. 1:18, 19). The antithesis would be incongruous if he had not by this price
made satisfaction for sins. For which reason, Paul says, “Ye are bought with a price.” Nor
could it be elsewhere said, there is “one mediator between God and men, the man Christ
Jesus; who gave himself a ransom for all,” (1 Tim. 2:5, 6), had not the punishment which
we deserved been laid upon him. Accordingly, the same Apostle declares, that “we have
redemption through his blood, even the forgiveness of sins,” (Col. 1:14); as if he had said,
that we are justified or acquitted before God, because that blood serves the purpose of
satisfaction. With this another passage agrees—viz. that he blotted out “the handwriting
of ordinances which was against us, which was contrary to us,” (Col. 2:14). These words
denote the payment or compensation which acquits us from guilt. There is great weight
also in these words of Paul: “If righteousness come by the law, then Christ is dead in
vain,” (Gal. 2:21). For we hence infer, that it is from Christ we must seek what the Law
would confer on any one who fulfilled it; or, which is the same thing, that by the grace of
Christ we obtain what God promised in the Law to our works: “If a man do, he shall live
in them,” (Lev. 18:5). This is no less clearly taught in the discourse at Antioch, when Paul
declares, “That through this man is preached unto you the forgiveness of sins; and by him
all that believe are justified from all things, from which ye could not be justified by the
law of Moses,” (Acts 13:38, 39). For if the observance of the Law is righteousness, who
can deny that Christ, by taking this burden upon himself, and reconciling us to God, as if
we were the observers of the Law, merited favour for us? Of the same nature is what he
afterwards says to the Galatians: “God sent forth his Son, made of a woman, made under
the law, to redeem them that were under the law,” (Gal. 4:4, 5). For to what end that

subjection, unless that he obtained justification for us by undertaking to perform what we
were unable to pay? Hence that imputation of righteousness without works, of which Paul
treats (Rom. 4:5), the righteousness found in Christ alone being accepted as if it were
ours. And certainly the only reason why Christ is called our “meat,” (John 6:55), is
because we find in him the substance of life. And the source of this efficacy is just that the
Son of God was crucified as the price of our justification; as Paul says, Christ “has given
himself for us an offering and a sacrifice to God for a sweet-smelling savour,” (Eph. 5:2);
and elsewhere, he “was delivered for our offences, and was raised again for our
justification,” (Rom. 4:25). Hence it is proved not only that salvation was given us by
Christ, but that on account of him the Father is now propitious to us. For it cannot be
doubted that in him is completely fulfilled what God declares by Isaiah under a figure, “I
will defend this city to save it for mine own sakes and for my servant David’s sake,”
(Isaiah 37:35). Of this the Apostle is the best witness when he says “Your sins are
forgiven you for his name’s sake,” (1 John 2:12). For although the name of Christ is not
expressed, John, in his usual manner, designates him by the pronoun “He,” (aujtov"). In
the same sense also our Lord declares, “As the living Father has sent me, and I live by the
Father: so he that eateth me, even he shall live by me,” (John 6:57). To this corresponds
the passage of Paul, “Unto you it is given in the behalf of Christ, not only to believe in
him, but also to suffer for his sake,” (Phil. 1:29).
6. To inquire, as Lombard and the Schoolmen do (Sent. Lib. 3 Dist. 18), whether
he merited for himself, is foolish curiosity. Equally rash is their decision when they
answer in the affirmative. How could it be necessary for the only Son of God to come
down in order to acquire some new quality for himself? The exposition which God gives
of his own purpose removes all doubt. The Father is not said to have consulted the
advantage of his Son in his services, but to have given him up to death, and not spared
him, because he loved the world (Rom. 8). The prophetical expressions should be
observed: “To us a Son is born;” “Rejoice greatly, O daughter of Zion: shout, O daughter
of Jerusalem: behold, thy King cometh unto thee,” (Isaiah 9:6; Zech. 9:9). It would
otherwise be a cold commendation of love which Paul describes, when he says, “God
commendeth his love toward us, in that, while we were yet sinners, Christ died for us,”
(Rom. 5:8). Hence, again, we infer that Christ had no regard to himself; and this he
distinctly affirms, when he says, “For their sakes I sanctify myself,” (John 17:19). He
who transfers the benefit of his holiness to others, testifies that he acquires nothing for
himself. And surely it is most worthy of remark, that Christ, in devoting himself entirely
to our salvation, in a manner forgot himself. It is absurd to wrest the testimony of Paul to
a different effect: “Wherefore God has highly exalted him, and given him a name which
is above every name,” (Phil. 2:9).275 By what services could a man merit to become the
judge of the world, the head of angels, to obtain the supreme government of God, and
become the residence of that majesty of which all the virtues of men and angels cannot
attain one thousandth part? The solution is easy and complete. Paul is not speaking of the
cause of Christ’s exaltation, but only pointing out a consequence of it by way of example
to us. The meaning is not much different from that of another passage: “Ought not Christ
to have suffered these things, and to enter into his glory?” (Luke 24:26).

END OF THE SECOND BOOK.
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As to the agreement of both dispensations, see August. Lib. de Moribus Eccles.
Lat., especially cap. 28.
2

2

28 228

2

29 229

The French is, “Veu qu’ils pensent qu notre Seigneur l’ait voulu seulement
engraisser enterre comme en une auge, sans seperance aucune de l’immortalitŽ
celeste;”—seeing they think that our Lord only wished to fatten them on the earth as in
a sty, without any hope of heavenly immortality.
2

30 230

2

31 231

Acts 13:26; Rom. 1:16; 1 Cor. 1:18; Mt. 3:2, 4, 17, &c., especially 13.

“Novo populo.” French, “au peuple du Nouveau Testament”—the people of the
New Dispensation;
32 232
2
2

33 233

2

34 234

2

35 235

“Beata Virgo.” French, “la Vierge Marie;”—the Virgin Mary.
“Ejus finis.” French, “la fin du Vieil Testament;”—the end of the Old Testament.
Calv. in Genes. cap. 12:11—15.

The French is, “Et encore ne peut il pas ainsi eviter l’iniquitŽ de son beau p•re,
qu’il ne soit de lui persecutŽ, et atteint au milieu du chemin; et pourceque Dieu ne
permettoit point qu’il lui advint pis, il est vexŽ de beaucoup d’opprobres et
contumelies, par eclui du quel il avoit bonne matiere de se plaindre.”—Even thus he
cannot escape the injustice of his father-in-law, but is persecuted by him, and attacked
in the midst of his journey; and because God did not allow worse to happen, he is
assailed with much contumely and reproach by one of whom he had good cause to
complain.
Ps. 97:10, 11; 112:9, 10; 140:13; 112:6; 34:22.
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2

“Animarum substantiam.” French, “immortalitŽ des ames;”—immortality of
souls.
37 237

The French is,“et ˆ icelle se doivent reduire quasi tous les passages, auxquels le viel
Testament est opposŽ au Nouveau par comparaison.”—And to this ought in a manner
to be referred all the passages in which the Old Testament is, by way of camparison,
opposed to the New.
2

2

38 238

2

39 239

“Qualiter et aliis Sacramentis dari solet.” French, “comme l’Escriture a coustume
d’attribuer aux sacremens le nom des choses qu’ils representent;”—just as Scripture is
wont to give sacraments the names of the things which they represent.
40 240
2

“Passim.” French, “c‡ et l‡;”—here and there.
“In demortuorum locum.” The French is simply, “en leur lieu;”—into their place.

41 241

“Firm¾,” French, “Ne si fortes, ne si urgentes;”—neither so strong, nor so
pressing.
2
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“Aut ullo modo affciant.” French “ou comme si jamais il s’y fust arretŽ;”—or as if
he could ever have stopped at them.
2

2
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John 3:16; 5:25; Mt. 18:11; 9:12.
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2

Luke 24:46; John 10:17; 3:14; 12:27, 28.
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2

The last clause of the sentence is omited in the French.
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2

Latin, “An dicere velimus ex semine menstruali virginis procreatur esse
Christum.”
2

47 247

Augustine employs the same similitude, Epist. 52.

48 248
2

Isiah 41:1, &c.; John 5:17; Luke 2:52; John 8:50; Mark 13:32; John 14:10; 6:38; Luke
24:39.
2
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John 1:29; 5:21—23; 9:5; 10:9—11; 15:1.

50 250
2

VideCalv. Epist. ad Polonos adversus Stancarum.

51 251
2

See August. in Enchir. ad Laurent. c. 36.

52 252
2

See August. De Corruptione et Gratia. cap. 11, et De Civitate Dei, lib. 10 cap 29, et
alibi See also cap. 17 s. 1.
53 253

See Iren¾us, lib. 4 cap 14 et 37; Tertullian adversus Praxeam. The above passages
from The Proverbs is quoted by Augustine, Ep 49, Qu¾s. 5.
2
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Vide Calv. Defensio Orthodox¾ Fidei Sacr¾ Trinitatis adversus Prodigiosos
Errores Michaelis Serveti Hispani.
2
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Calvin translates, “Angelum vel Interpretem magni consilii;”—“the Angel or
interpreter of the great counsel.”
2

2
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2
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Latin, “Supremi decreti.” French, “Decret eternel et inviolable;”—Eternal and
inviolable decree.
It is not adverted to by Augustine, Lib. 1. De Symbolo de Catechumenos.

58 258

The French of this sentence is, “Dont on peut conjecturer qu’il a estŽ tantost aprŽs
le tems des Apostres adjoustŽ; mais que peu a peu il est venu en usage.”—Whence we
may conjecture that it was added some time after the days of the Apostles, but
gradually came into use.
2
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The French is, “Pour colorer leur fantasie, ils tirent par les cheveux quelques
temoignages.”—To colour their fancy, they pull by the hair (violently wrest) certain
passages.
2
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See Justin, Ambrose, Jerome. The opinions of the Fathers and Rabbis on Hell and
Limbus are collected by Peter Martyr, Loci Communes, Lib. 3 Loc. 16 sect. 8; see
Augustine, Ep. 99.
2

61 261

French, “Les autres translatent Reverence ou PietŽ; mais la Grammaire et la
matiere qui est la tractŽ monstrent que c’est mal ˆ propos.”—Others translate Reverence
or Piety; but Grammar and the subject-matter show that they do it very unseasonably
2

2

62 262

2

63 263

See Cyril. Lib. 2 De Recta Fide ad Reginas; Item, Hilarius de Trinitate, Lib. 4 c. 2
and 3.
Vide Luther, tom. 1 in Concione de Morte, fol. 87.

2
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Ephes. 1:20; Phil. 2:9; 1 Cor. 15:27; Ephes. 4:15; Acts 2:33; 3:21; Heb. 1:4.

65 265
2

August. de Fide et Symbolo, cap. 8; Eph. 2:6; Heb. 7:25; 9:11.
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2

Acts 1:11; Mt. 24:30; 25:31; 1 Thess. 4:16, 17.
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2

The French is, “Il y en a aucuns qui exposent par les vivans et les morts les bons et
les mauvais.”—There are some who, by the quick and the dead, understand the good
and the bad.
2
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2
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2

70 270

Vide Ambros. de Jac. et Vita Beata, Lib. 1 c. 6.

The French is, “Jusques ici j’ay suivi l’ordre du Symbole qu’on appelle des
Apostres, pource que la nous pouvons voir comme en un tableau, par les articles qui y
sont contenus, en quoy gist nostre salut: et par ce moyen aussi entendons a quelles
choses il nous faut arrester pour obtenir salut en Jesus Christ.”—Hitherto I have
followed the order of what is called the Apostles’ Creed, because there we may see, as
in a tablet, by the articles which are contained in it, wherein consists our salvation, and
by this means also understand on that things we ought to dwell in order to obtain
salvation in Jesus Christ.
Acts 4:12; 1 Cor. 1:30; Heb. 2:17; Gal. 3:3.
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2

August. de Pr¾dest. Sanct. Lib. 1 c. 15; De Bono Perseverantia, cap. ult. See supra,
chapter 14 sec. 7.
2
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2
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The French adds, “C’est a dire, qui n’emporte en soy vrai effect;”—that is to say,
which in itself produces no true effect.
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2
75 275

1 John 2:2; Col. 1:19, 20; 2 Cor. 5:19; Eph. 1:6; 2:16.
French, “Offense, haine, divorce;”—offence, hatred, divorce.

The sentence stands thus in the French:—“Les Sorbonnistes pervertissent le
passage de S. Paul, l’appliquans a ce propos c’est que pource que Jesus Christ s’est
humiliŽ, le Pere l’a exaltŽ et lui donnŽ un nom souverain:”—The Sorbonnists pervert
the passage of St Paul, and apply it in this way—that because Christ humbled himself,
the Father exalted him, and gave him a sovereign name.
2

